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We consider the null-plane dynamics for a reduced-order version of the higher-derivatives Bopp-
Podolsky generalized electrodynamics model. By introducing an auxiliary vector field, we achieve
a simpler equivalent version with lower derivatives. The massive and massless modes for the
Podolsky gauge field get split into two sectors. We describe the model in terms of light-front
coordinates and, by choosing x

+ as a natural evolution parameter, proceed to its null-plane
dynamics analysis obtaining the whole constraints structure and canonical field equations. After
a convenient constraints redefinition, we calculate the Dirac brackets corresponding to the second-
class sector. Gauge invariance is preserved and, after elimination of second-class constraints, we
obtain a consistent Abelian first-class theory for the reduced-order Bopp-Podolsky model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the closing of the last century, with the rescuing works of Pimentel, Barcelos-Neto, Galvão
and Natividade [1, 2], we have been witnessing renewed interest in the long-lasting higher derivative
Bopp-Podolsky (BP) model [3–6]. Recently revisited through the eyes of modern quantum field
theory [7–11] and mathematical physics [12–15], BP electrodynamics has been more and more
notably giving rise to new possible interpretations and interesting enchanting applications [16–25].
In fact, the BP model has been recatching the attention of the theoretical physics community
due to its versatility as a building block for gauge-invariant massive theories and its many
intriguing open issues related to the quantization of higher-derivative models. Originally designed
to tame infinities in the early era of quantum physics development, it can be related to the
more modern regularization schemes of quantum field theory [11]. It can certainly provide an
important ingredient for our quest towards the current major open problems in physics related to
yet unexplained observational data in an accelerated expanding universe.
Important subtleties of the BP model have been discussed in the late reference [11] where, besides

being directly related to Pauli-Villars regularization, a thorough analysis of static density charge
configurations has been worked out, and important natural higher-order gauge-fixing functions
have been proposed for both covariant and light-front approaches. Those specific gauge-fixing
functions have been shown to lead to simpler, neater expressions for the field propagators, a key
fact for perturbative calculations. BP model’s main feature amounts to describing a higher-order
derivative generalized electrodynamics, still linear in the fields, providing mass for the gauge field
in a gauge invariant way in terms of a nontrivial mass parameter a. A couple of years ago, in [21],
Bonin and Pimentel showed how BP’s generalized electrodynamics might arise from an Abelian
Higgs model containing a nonminimally coupled scalar field for a certain regime, thus suggesting
that the Podolsky mass parameter could emerge from a specific Higgs mechanism. Also, the
Aharonov-Bohm effect has been discussed in the context of the BP model. The authors of [22]
have found differences between Maxwell and BP electrodynamics regarding phase shift predictions,
proposing experimental bounds to a possible physical mass for the photon. The role played by
BP electrodynamics in a possibly Lorentz symmetry violating scenario has been investigated in
reference [23], where the authors have also considered contributions from a Carroll-Field-Jackiw
term.
Concerning gravity and cosmological aspects, it is worth mentioning the role played by the BP

model as a novel ingredient for trending works such as [18–20]. In [18], the authors studied black
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holes in the presence of matter described by BP electrodynamics. The BP model is generalized
to curved space-time and coupled to Einstein gravity, defining an Einstein-Podolsky action. An
explicit viable wormhole solution was then found in [19] and recently generalized to the rotational
case in [20].
In this scenario, with so many new results appearing in a higher-derivative BP electrodynamics

context, we draw our attention to the 2017 BJP article [26] containing a proposal for an alternative
reduced-order version for the BP model. As shown in [26], by means of introducing an auxiliary
companion vector field Bµ for Podolsky’s, not only can a neat derivative order reduction with
respect to the original BP proposal occur, but also a nice physical interpretation naturally shows
up. The massive and massless modes for the Podolsky gauge field split into two distinct parts
and accommodated into different sectors of the theory, respecting the number of physical degrees
of freedom. The equivalence of approaches at the quantum level has been demonstrated in [26].
Despite being further discussed in subsequent papers [11, 27–30], we feel that much more ought
to be properly explored in the reduced-order BP proposal [26], among which figures its null-plane
analysis – not yet carried out in the literature. The filling of that gap constitutes precisely the
main goal of this current letter.
The analysis of canonical structures on the null-plane shows some important advances compared

to the usual instant-form dynamics. First, the stability group of the Poincaré group in the light-
cone decomposition, which is the subgroup relating field configurations in a constant x+ ≡ x0 +
x1 hyper-surface, has one more generator compared to the usual instant-form dynamics [31–33].
Also, the algebra of these generators is considerably simplified, since a boost becomes a simple
scale transformation. As first pointed out by Dirac [34], a Hamiltonian theory on light-cone
coordinates presents extra second-class constraints, reducing the number of evident degrees of
freedom. As a result, canonical quantization often results in excitation-free vacuum states and a
better convergence of Feynman diagrams [35–40]. Canonical analysis of BP electrodynamics on
the null-plane may be found in [41, 42].
For the reader’s convenience, we have organized our work as follows. In Sec II below, we

characterize the reduced-order version for the BP generalized electrodynamics model and discuss
some of its features passing through the field equations and energy-momentum tensor. We
introduce our notation and conventions for the null-plane in Sec III. Proceeding in Sec IV, we
apply the Dirac-Bergmann algorithm on the null-plane, obtaining its constraint structure, and
follow to Sec V with their corresponding classification and consistency analysis. In Sec VI, we
compute the Dirac brackets corresponding to the second-class constraints sector of the theory
and then come to the canonical field equations in Sec VII. We end in Sec VIII with our final
considerations.

II. THE REDUCED-ORDER BOPP-PODOLSKY MODEL

The reduced-order model for BP electromagnetic theory we shall analyze here is defined by the
action [26]

S =

∫

Ω

dω

(

−1

4
FµνF

µν − a2

2
BµB

µ +
a2

2
GµνF

µν

)

, (1)

where Ω is a definite, but not specified, volume of the flat space-time, with dω denoting its volume
element, and a the characteristic Podoslky’s inverse mass parameter. Here, Fµν ≡ ∂µAν−∂νAµ are
the components of Maxwell’s tensor with Aµ as the usual electromagnetic field and Bµ, responsible
for the higher-derivatives order reduction, plays the role of an auxiliary vector field with Gµν ≡
∂µBν−∂νBµ standing for its corresponding field-strength tensor. Note that the Lagrangian function
in (1), unlike the full Lagrangian of BP’s original theory, has only first-order derivatives of the
fundamental fields. The equivalence of (1) to the original higher-derivative descriptions of Bopp
and Podolsky models [3, 4] in both classical and quantum levels has been fully established in
references [26, 28].
The field equations of the theory, obtained by imposing stationarity of (1) with respect to

fundamental field variations, are given by

∂µF
µν − a2∂µG

µν = 0, (2a)

a2 (∂µF
µν +Bν) = 0, (2b)
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from which follows, for a2 6= 0,

Bµ = a2∂νG
µν . (3)

Eq. (3) then implies ∂µB
µ = 0, and

(

1 + a2�
)

Bµ = 0, (4)

where � is the d’Alembertian operator. Moreover, eq. (2b) results in

(

1 + a2�
)

∂νF
νµ =

(

1 + a2�
)

(δµν�− ∂µ∂ν)A
ν = 0, (5)

reproducing the field equations of BP’s theory. The canonical energy-momentum tensor density
can be obtained from (1) as

Hµ
ν =

(

a2Gµγ − Fµγ
)

∂νAγ + a2Fµγ∂νBγ − δµνL , (6)

with L denoting the integrand of (1), and can be recast into the corresponding gauge-invariant
symmetric form

T µν = Fµ
γF

γν +
1

4
ηµνF γλFγλ +

a2

2
ηµν

(

BγBγ −GγλF
γλ
)

+a2Fµ
γG

νγ + a2F ν
γG

µγ − a2BµBν . (7)

It is interesting to see that in the reduced-order form, the well-known massive and massless modes
for the Podolsky gauge field decouple in a precise way such that Bµ acquires the full Podolsky mass
while Aµ becomes massless. Gauge invariance is naturally preserved. The canonical structure of
the reduced-order BP model has been discussed in references [26, 28] in terms of instant-form
evolution. However, its null-plane dynamics has not so far been addressed in the literature, an
important gap we shall fill here, from next section on.

III. THE NULL-PLANE DYNAMICS

The null-plane dynamics is characterized by the choice of the null-plane coordinate τ ≡ x+ ≡
1√
2

(

x0 + x3
)

as the evolution parameter of the considered theory. The dynamical evolution of

distributions of fields calculated in characteristic surfaces of constant τ is evaluated by writing
the field equation in an appropriate coordinate system, the null-plane coordinates

(

x+, x−, x1, x2
)

,

obtained from the usual space-time coordinates
(

x0, x1, x2, x3
)

by the transformation matrix

1√
2









1 0 0 1
1 0 0 −1

0
√
2 0 0

0 0
√
2 0









.

The components of Minkowski’s metric are now given by

(η̂µν) ≡







0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 −1






, (8)

with µ, ν = +,−, 1, 2, which should be used to raise and lower null-plane indexes.
It is always important to stress that the transformation to the null-plane coordinates is a simple

coordinate transformation, but it is not a reference frame transformation, as it becomes clear by
(8) showing the metric non-invariance [43]. Furthermore, the derivative operators can be written
as

∂µ ≡ (∂+, ∂−, ∂i) , ∂µ ≡ (∂−, ∂+,−∂i) , i = 1, 2, (9)
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while the d’Alembertian operator takes the form

� ≡ ∂µ∂
µ = 2∂−∂+ −∇2, ∇2 ≡ ∂i∂i. (10)

Hence, field differential equations have their order reduced concerning the evolution parameter
derivatives: (5) represents now an up to third-order differential equation in ∂+, while (4) is first-
order in ∂+. This fact, however, does not alter the initial value data required for unique solutions,
since there are actually two characteristic surfaces of constant x+. Eq. (4) requires an initial
condition for Bµ in a constant x+ surface, but also three boundary conditions in constant x−

and xi surfaces. Eq. (5) requires a total of 16 initial/boundary data. More details on null-plane
dynamics can be seen in [31, 34] as well as in the recent applications [35, 39–42].

IV. PRIMARY AND SECONDARY CONSTRAINTS

For convenience, we introduce the notation Ā ≡ ∂+A for a corresponding given observable A.
On null-plane coordinates, the Hamiltonian function H can be found from the canonical energy-
momentum tensor density (6) as its double projection over the vector (uµ) ≡ (1, 0, 0, 0):

H =

∫

Σ

dσuµH
µ
νu

ν =

∫

Σ

dσH+
+

=

∫

Σ

dσ
[(

Fµ+ − a2Gµ+
)

Āµ + a2F+µB̄µ − L
]

, (11)

where Σ is a characteristic surface of constant τ ≡ x+ with volume element dσ = dx−dx1dx2.
Therefore, the canonical variables of the theory are the fields Aµ and Bµ conjugated respectively
to the momenta

pµ ≡ Fµ+ − a2Gµ+, (12a)

πµ ≡ a2F+µ. (12b)

The definitions (12) result in the primary constraints

φ1 ≡ p+ ≈ 0, (13a)

φi
2 ≡ pi − F−i + a2G−i ≈ 0, (13b)

φ3 ≡ π+ ≈ 0, (13c)

φi
4 ≡ πi + a2F−i ≈ 0, (13d)

and the relations

Ā− = ∂−A+ − 1

a2
π−, (14a)

B̄− = ∂−B+ − 1

a2

(

p− +
1

a2
π−

)

. (14b)

We find the canonical Hamiltonian substituting (13) and (14) in (11) as

Hc =

∫

Σ

dσ

[

−1

2

1

a4
(

π−)2 − 1

a2
p−π− +

(

p−∂− + pi∂i
)

A+ +
(

π−∂− + πi∂i + a2B−
)

B+

+
1

4
FijF

ij − a2

2
GijF

ij +
a2

2
BiB

i

]

, (15)

from which the primary Hamiltonian can be written as

HP ≡ Hc +

∫

Σ

dσua (x)φa (x) , (16)
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with a repeated index sum convention in a = 1, 2(i), 3, 4(i) to account for the six primary
constraints (13) and ua denoting the corresponding Lagrange multiplier functions. Using the
primary Hamiltonian as the generator for the τ evolution, we next impose Dirac’s consistency
conditions. For any primary constraint φa, consistency requires ∂+φa (x) = {φa (x) , HP } ≈ 0,
where {•, •} is the Poisson bracket (PB) considering the phase-space variables (Aµ, p

µ, Bµ, π
µ).

The fundamental PBs of the theory are given by

{Aµ (x) , p
ν (y)} = {Bµ (x) , π

ν (y)} = δνµδ
3 (x− y) , (17)

where δ3 (x− y) ≡ δ (x− − y−) δ
(

x1 − y1
)

δ
(

x2 − y2
)

is the three-dimensional Dirac delta in null-
plane coordinates.
In order to unravel the full set of constraints with their corresponding algebra and gauge

properties, we follow the well-known Dirac-Bergmann algorithm [44–46] demanding their stability
under dynamical evolution generated by the primary Hamiltonian. Consistency for the constraints
φ1 and φ3 results in the two secondary constraints

χ1 ≡ ∂−p
− + ∂ip

i ≈ 0, (18a)

χ2 ≡ ∂−π
− + ∂iπ

i − a2B− ≈ 0. (18b)

Eq. (18a) reproduces the field equation (2a), while (18b) is equivalent to (2b) for ν = +, provided
φ1 = 0 and φ3 = 0. For the remaining primary constraints within Eqs (13), we have the relations

∂+φ
i
2 ≈ ∂ip

− + ∂k
(

F ki − a2Gki
)

− 2∂−u
2
i + 2a2∂−u

4
i ≈ 0, (19a)

∂+φ
i
4 ≈ ∂iπ

− − a2
(

∂kF
ki +Bi

)

+ 2a2∂−u
2
i ≈ 0, (19b)

which do not lead to new constraints, but rather result in consistency conditions over the Lagrange
multipliers u2

i and u4
i .

In turn, the set of secondary constraints (18) should also be Dirac-Bergmann consistent. For χ1,
the consistency condition is identically satisfied, but for χ2 it results in the tertiary constraint

χ3 ≡ p− +
1

a2
π− − 2a2∂−B+ − a2∂iB

i ≈ 0. (20)

whose stability requires ∂+χ3 ≈ 0, leading to

∂+χ3 ≈ −
(

1− a2∇2
)

B+ − 2a2∂−u
3 ≈ 0 . (21)

In this last case, once more a condition over a Lagrange multiplier appears and no more constraints
are found from the consistency conditions. Therefore Eqs. (13), (18) and (20) represent the whole
set of constraints for the reduced-order BP model in the null-plane.

V. CONSTRAINTS CLASSIFICATION

At this point, after disclosing the complete set of constraints of the theory, we proceed to
compute its algebra in phase space, aiming to understand their roles as gauge symmetry generators
and to obtain the proper Dirac brackets needed for canonical quantization – for that matter, it
is imperative to perform the characterization of first-class and second-class constraints. Since
A+ does not show up in the constraint relations and the pair (A−, Ai) appears only through the
combination F−i, we identify

φ1 = p+ ≈ 0, (22a)

χ1 = ∂−p
− + ∂ip

i ≈ 0, (22b)

as a set of first-class constraints. The remaining constraints can be split into two independent
second-class sets. Indeed, we have

φi
2 = pi − F−i + a2G−i ≈ 0, (23a)

φi
4 = πi + a2F−i ≈ 0, (23b)
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as a first subset of second-class constraints, while

φ3 = π+ ≈ 0, (24a)

χ2 = ∂−π
− + ∂iπ

i − a2B− ≈ 0, (24b)

χ3 = p− +
1

a2
π− − 2a2∂−B+ − a2∂iB

i ≈ 0, (24c)

compose a second subset of second-class constraints. This can be seen from their PB relations,
whose non-null results can be found to be

{

φi
2 (x) , φ

j
2 (y)

}

≈ 2ηij∂x
−δ

3 (x− y) , (25a)
{

φi
2 (x) , φ

j
4 (y)

}

≈ −2a2ηij∂x
−δ

3 (x− y) , (25b)

{χ2 (x) , χ2 (y)} ≈ 2a2∂x
−δ

3 (x− y) , (25c)

{χ3 (x) , φ3 (y)} ≈ −2a2∂x
−δ

3 (x− y) , (25d)

{χ3 (x) , χ2 (y)} ≈
(

1− a2∇2
x

)

δ3 (x− y) , (25e)

confirming that (23) and (24) represent two independent second-class subsets.
From this result, me may build the total Hamiltonian

HT ≡ Hc +

∫

Σ

dσua (x)φa (x) +

∫

Σ

dσλI (x)χI (x) , I = 1, 2, 3, (26)

which adds to the primary Hamiltonian a linear combination of the secondary constraints. The total
Hamiltonian can now be used to ensure the consistency of the complete set of constraints, resulting
in a coupled set of linear equations in some of the Lagrange multipliers (u, λ) in (26). As is well
known, consistency for the first-class constraints does not result in equations for the respective
multipliers. Furthermore, since (23) and (24) are two independent second-class subsets, the
corresponding stability consistency conditions result in two independent linear equations systems.
Usually, the most useful procedure is to eliminate the second-class constraints with the introduction
of Dirac brackets. But it is sometimes instructive, as is the case here, to look at the consistency
equations themselves. For the constraints set (23), the resulting equations are just the ones already
found in (19). For the the second set (24), we have

∂x
+χ2 (x) ≈ χ3 (x) + 2a2∂x

−λ2 (x)−
(

1− a2∇2
x

)

λ3 (x) ≈ 0, (27a)

∂x
+χ3 (x) ≈ −

(

1− a2∇2
x

)

B+ (x) +
(

1− a2∇2
x

)

λ2 (x)− 2a2∂x
−u3 (x) ≈ 0, (27b)

∂x
+φ3 (x) ≈ χ2 (x) − 2a2∂x

−λ3 (x) ≈ 0. (27c)

From the last one above, (27c), we see that λ3 remounts to an arbitrary function of x+, x1 and x2

within the constraints surface. Hence, Eq. (27a) leads to

λ2 (x) ≈
1

2a2
[

∂x
−
]−1 (

1− a2∇2
x

)

λ3

(

x+, xi
)

, (28)

where
[

∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) stands for the Green’s function of the operator ∂x
−.

In this case, we may write

HT ≡ Hc +

∫

Σ

dσua (x)φa (x) +

∫

Σ

dσλ1 (x)χ1 (x) +

∫

Σ

dσρ (x) λ3

(

x+, xi
)

, (29)

where

ρ (x) ≡ χ3 (x)−
1

2a2
[

∂x
−
]−1 (

1− a2∇2
x

)

χ2 (x)

= p− +
1

2a2
(

1 + a2∇2
)

π− − 2a2∂−B+ − a2∂iB
i

− 1

2a2
[∂−]

−1 (
1− a2∇2

) (

∂iπ
i − a2B−

)

. (30)
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The rewriting of the total Hamiltonian in this form suggests that ρ ≈ 0 could be chosen as
a canonical constraint in place of χ3. In this way, the constraint χ2 turns absent from the
corresponding linear combination in (29), although still present in the canonical Hamiltonian Hc.
Also, we can see that ρ(x) satisfies

{ρ (x) , χ2 (y)} = 0,

{ρ (x) , φ3 (y)} = −2a2∂x
−δ

3 (x− y) ,

{ρ (x) , ρ (y)} =
(

1− a2∇2
x

)2 [
2a2∂x

−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) ,

being therefore characterized as second-class.
From this discussion, a redefinition of constraints can certainly ease calculations and enhance

clarity. For that matter, we conveniently redefine and rename the constraint relations as

Φ1 ≡ p+ ≈ 0, (31a)

Φ2 ≡ ∂−p
− + ∂ip

i, (31b)

Θi
1 ≡ pi − F−i + a2G−i ≈ 0, (31c)

Θi
2 ≡ πi + a2F−i ≈ 0, (31d)

Γ1 ≡ π+ ≈ 0, (31e)

Γ2 ≡ p− +
1

2a2
(

1 + a2∇2
)

π− − 2a2∂−B+ − a2∂iB
i

− 1

2a2
[∂−]

−1 (1− a2∇2
) (

∂iπ
i − a2B−

)

≈ 0, (31f)

χ2 ≡ ∂−π
− + ∂iπ

i − a2B− ≈ 0 , (31g)

with (31a)-(31b) first-class and (31c)-(31g) second-class.

VI. DIRAC BRACKETS

Since we are working with a highly constrained system, the canonical quantization cannot be
achieved by standard Poisson brackets. Rather, we need Dirac brackets which are tailor-made for
constrained systems. An essential ingredient in that direction is the Dirac matrix and its inverse,
constructed from the constraint Poisson brackets. For the second-class sector, the Dirac matrix
can be written as

M (x, y) ≡





A 0 0
0 B 0
0 0 C



 , (32)

with

A ≡
{

Θi
a (x) ,Θ

j
b (y)

}

= 2ηij
(

1 −a2

−a2 0

)

∂x
−δ

3 (x− y) , (33a)

B ≡ {Γa (x) ,Γb (y)} =

(

0 −2a2∂x
−

−2a2∂x
− D2

x

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

)

δ3 (x− y) , (33b)

C ≡ {χ2 (x) , χ2 (y)} = 2a2∂x
−δ

3 (x− y) , (33c)

where Dx ≡ 1−a2∇2
x. The block diagonal form of (32) clearly shows benefits from the redefinition

(31) as its inverse can be easily obtained by inverting the internal block matrices A, B and C.
Explicitly, we have

A−1 = −ηij

(

0 1
1 1/a2

)

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) +
1

2
ηij

(

α1 0
0 0

)

, (34a)

B−1 = −
(

D2
x

[

2a2∂x
−
]−2

1
1 0

)

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y)− 1

2a2

(

0 D2
x

[

2a2∂x
−
]−2

α2

0 α2

)

(34b)

C−1 =
[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) , (34c)
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where α1,2 (x, y) are arbitrary symmetric functions of
(

x+, xi, y+, yi
)

. We assume usual boundary
conditions such that α1,2 (x, y) = 0, indeed necessary to preserve some useful Dirac bracket
properties.
From the inverses (34), we may readily compute Dirac brackets (DB) defined for two given

generic phase space functions F and G as

{F,G}D ≡ {F,G} −
∫

d3zd3w
{

F,Θi
a (z)

} (

A−1
)ab

ij
(z, w)

{

Θj
b (w) , G

}

−
∫

d3zd3w {F,Γa (z)}
(

B−1
)ab

(z, w) {Γb (w) , G}

−
∫

d3zd3w {F, χ2 (z)}
(

C−1
)

(z, w) {χ2 (w) , G} ,

which leads to the following fundamental DB relations among the phase space variables:

{Aµ (x) , Aν (y)}D = 0,

{Aµ (x) , Bν (y)}D = −
(

δiµδ
j
νηij + δ−µ δ

+
ν

) [

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) ,

{Aµ (x) , p
ν (y)}

D
= δνµδ

3 (x− y)− a2δjµ
(

δνj ∂
x
− − δν−∂

x
j

) [

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) ,

{Aµ (x) , π
ν (y)}

D
= 0,

{Bµ (x) , Bν (y)}D = −
[

δ−µ δ
−
ν ∂

x
−∂

x
− +

1

2a2
δ(−µ δ+)

ν

(

1 + a2∇2
x

)

]

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y)

+
[

δ(−µ δi)ν ∂
x
−∂

x
i + ηµi

(

δiν + δjν∂
i
x∂

x
j

)

]

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y)

−
[

δ+µ δ
+
ν D

2
x

[

2a2∂x
−
]−2 − δ(+µ δi)ν Dx∂

x
i

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

]

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) ,

{Bµ (x) , p
ν (y)}

D
= a2ηµj

[

δνj ∂
x
− − δν−∂

x
j

] [

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) ,

{Bµ (x) , π
ν (y)}

D
=

(

δνµ − δ+µ δ
ν
+ − 1

2
δ−µ δ

ν
−

)

δ3 (x− y)

−a2
[

δ(+µ ηi)ν∂x
i − δ+µ δ

ν
−Dx

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

]

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) ,

{pµ (x) , pν (y)}D = −a2
(

ηµjδνj ∂
x
−∂

x
− + δµ(−δ

ν
j)∂

x
j ∂

x
− − δµ−δ

ν
−∇2

x

)

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) ,

{pµ (x) , πν (y)}D = a4
(

ηµjδνj ∂
x
−∂

x
− + δµ(−δ

ν
j)∂

x
j ∂

x
− − δµ−δ

ν
−∇2

x

)

[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) ,

{πµ (x) , πν (y)}D = a4δµ−δ
ν
−
[

2a2∂x
−
]−1

δ3 (x− y) .

The Dirac bracket between any second-class constraint and an arbitrary phase space function is
identically zero, allowing one to use the second-class constraints as strong equations simply setting
them to zero. Hence, we have only the first-class constraints (31a)-(31b) remaining and the total
Hamiltonian becomes

HT ≡ Hc +

∫

Σ

dσur (x)Φr (x) , r = 1, 2, (35)

with

Hc =

∫

Σ

dσ

[

−1

2

1

a4
(

π−)2 − 1

a2
p−π− +

1

4
FijF

ij − a2

2
GijF

ij +
a2

2
BiB

i

]

, (36)

and

Φ1 ≡ p+ ≈ 0, (37a)

Φ2 ≡ ∂−p
− + ∂ip

i. (37b)

We may explicitly check that now we have

{Φr (x) ,Φs (y)}D = 0,

{Φr (x) , Hc}D = 0,
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for r, s = 1, 2, characterizing a first-class Abelian dynamical system. The second-class constraints
have been eliminated by means of the constructed algebraic DB phase space structure and the two
remaining first-class constraints rightfully signal the gauge freedom of the system, associated to a
reduced-order mass generation procedure preserving gauge invariance.

VII. CANONICAL FIELD EQUATIONS

Equipped with the algebraic DB phase space structure, we investigate next the canonical field
equations for the Aµ and Bµ fields in null-space. In terms of the natural evolution parameter
τ = x+, the main dynamical differential equation for an observable F can be expressed as

∂+F = {F,HT }D . (38)

For the cases F = A±, Eq. (38) results in

∂+A+ ≈ u1 (39)

∂+A− ≈ − 1

a2
π− − ∂−u

2. (40)

signaling an expected gauge freedom captured by the Lagrange multiplier functions. For the two
remaining components of the Podolsky field, considering F = Ai in (38), we obtain the non-local
differential equation

∂+Ai ≈ −
[

2a2∂−
]−1 (

∂iπ
− − a2∂jFji + a2Bi

)

. (41)

Applying the operator 2a2∂− to both sides of (41) and taking the derivative of (40) with respect
to xi into account, we get

a2
(

∂µF
µi +Bi

)

≈ a2∂−∂
i
(

u2 +A+

)

. (42)

Note that Eq. (42) can be made consistent with (2b) in the whole phase space by choosing
u2+A+ to be independent either from x− or xi. Furthermore, the gauge choice u2 = −A+, makes
both relations (42) and (40) in whole phase space equivalent to their corresponding Lagrangian
counterparts.
Concerning the order reducer auxiliary massive field, the canonical equation for B+ directly

obtained from (38) reads

∂+B+ ≈ −
[

2a2∂−
]−2

D

[

1

a2
π− + p− + a2∂iB

i

]

, (43)

while, for B−, we have

∂+B− ≈ − 1

2a2

(

1

a2
π− + p− + a2∂iB

i

)

. (44)

Finally, for the remaining components Bi, we get

∂+Bi ≈ −
[

2a2∂−
]−1 (

∂jF
ji
(

1− a4
)

+ a2∂j∂
jBi + a4

(

∂i∂jB
j +Bi

))

. (45)

We see that non-locality as displayed in the last equations, as well as in the DB structure from
where they came, seems to be a price to pay for reducing the derivatives order and eliminating the
second-class constraints.

VIII. FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

We have performed the null-plane analysis for a reduced-order version of the Bopp-Podolsky
higher-derivative generalized electrodynamics. In the lower-derivatives version, by means of the
introduction of an auxiliary vector field, we obtain the action (1) containing the Podolsky inverse
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mass parameter a. In this way, the original Podolsky gauge field is coupled to a massive partner
Bµ. After introducing light-front coordinates, we have chosen x+ as a natural parameter for null-
plane dynamics and unraveled the theory’s constraints structure. In the null-plane analysis, it has
then become clear that Bµ plays the role of a massive companion field for Aµ which turns massless
as in usual Maxwell theory, corroborating the instant-form results of [26]. Our results are also in
line with reference [41], in which the null-plane dynamics of the standard higher-order BP model
was investigated. The constraints redefinition (31) has clearly led to major benefits regarding the
separation of the first- and second-class sectors of the theory allowing us to more easily invert
the Dirac matrix and compute the Dirac brackets corresponding to the second-class sector. As a
drawback side, we have seen that non-locality seems to abound in some field equations and Dirac
bracket expressions due to the appearance of the inverse of a second-order operator proportional to
the Podoslky parameter. This is, however, a usual feature of the null-plane Hamiltonian dynamics.
Specific physical consequences for the present analysis are currently under investigation, with
results to be soon reported by the authors.
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[23] J. P. Ferreira, P. Gaete and J. A. Helayël-Neto, “Considerations on electromagnetic radiation in

Podolsky electrodynamics within a Lorentz-symmetry violating framework,” arXiv:2409.08837 [hep-
ph] (2024).

[24] M. M. Ferreira, L. Lisboa-Santos, R. V. Maluf and M. Schreck, Phys. Rev. D 100, no.5, 055036 (2019).
[25] L. Lisboa-Santos, J. A. A. S. Reis, M. Schreck and M. M. Ferreira, Jr., Phys. Rev. D 108, no.11,

115032 (2023).
[26] R. Thibes, Braz. J. Phys. 47, no.1, 72 (2017).
[27] A. A. Nogueira, C. Palechor and A. F. Ferrari, Nucl. Phys. B 939, 372-390 (2019).
[28] I. G. Oliveira, J. H. Sales and R. Thibes, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 135, no.9, 713 (2020).
[29] J. Dai, Nucl. Phys. B 971, 115497 (2021).
[30] V. Errasti Dı́ez, M. Maier and J. A. Méndez-Zavaleta, Phys. Rev. D 109, no.2, 2 (2024).
[31] B. L. G. Bakker, Forms of Relativistic Dynamics, In: Latal, H., Schweiger, W. (eds) Methods of

Quantization. Lecture Notes in Physics, vol 572, Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg (2001).
[32] C. R. Ji, Z. Li, B. Ma and A. T. Suzuki, Phys. Rev. D 98, no.3, 036017 (2018).
[33] B. Ma and C. R. Ji, Phys. Rev. D 104, no.3, 036004 (2021).
[34] P. A. M. Dirac, Forms of Relativistic Dynamics, Rev. Mod. Phys. 21, 392, (1949).
[35] R. Casana, B. M. Pimentel and G. E. R. Zambrano, Nucl. Phys. B Proc. Suppl. 199, 219 (2010).
[36] P. P. Srivastava, and S. J. Brodsky, Phys. Rev. D 64, 045006 (2001).
[37] S. J. Brodsky, Braz. J. Phys. 34, 157 (2004).



11

[38] Th. Heinzl, St. Krusche, E. Werner, Physics Letters B, 272, 54 (1991).
[39] O. A. Acevedo and B. M. Pimentel, Phys. Rev. D 106, no.1, 016014 (2022).
[40] O. A. Acevedo and B. M. Pimentel, Phys. Rev. D 106, no.9, 096024 (2022).
[41] M. Bertin, B. Pimentel and G. Zambrano, J. Math. Phys. 52, 102902 (2011).
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