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ABSTRACT

We examine the causality and degrees of freedom (DoF) prsbéncoun-
tered by charged, gravitating, massive higher spin fields. spin s=3/2,
making the metric dynamical yields improved causality lsinThese in-
volve only the mass, the produed/p of the charge and Planck mass and
the cosmological constart. The bounds are themselves related to a gauge
invariance of the timelike component of the field equatiorthat onset of
acausality. While propagation is causal in arbitrary E/MKggounds, the
allowed mass ranges of parameters are of Planck order. iGalherinter-
acting spinss > 3/2 are subject to DoF violations as well as to acausality;
the former must be overcome before analysis of the latteregan begin.
Here we review both difficulties for charged= 2 and show that while a
g-factor of 1/2 solves the DoF problem, acausality persists for gngep-
arately we establish that no= 2 theory — DoF preserving or otherwise —
can be tree unitary.
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1 Introduction

Localized, massive > 1 particles have never been observed, in agreement with
a large (if somewhat confusing) higher spin lore that theynod be made to
interact consistently even with gravity or electromagsrati Here we combine
two earlier lines of analysis into a systematic study of kighpins coupled to
Einstein—Maxwell fields.

A previous examinations of neutral higher spins propagatircosmological,
as well ass = 3/2 in electromagnetic (E/M), backgrounds reveal the follayvin
(i) Massive higher spins propagate consistently in constarvature backgrounds
for a range of paramete(s:?, A) centered around the Minkowski life:?, 0) [f,
B.B.[4.[P]. (i) The original unitarity[J6] (or equivalentlyausality [}]) difficulties
of massives = 3/2 persist in pure E/M backgrounds, even including all possibl
non-minimal couplings[J8].

Our first new result is that the onset of the unitarity/caitxsdlfficulty for mas-
sives = 3/2in pure E/M backgrounds can be traced to a novel gauge imeeiaf
the timelike component of the Rarita—Schwinger equatioB/kt field strengths
tuned to the mass. Although the full system is not invariampnsequence of this
invariance is signal propagation with lightlike charardtcs. Beyond this tuned
point, i.e., for large enough magnetic field? > (%)2 (or better, small/large
enough mass/charge), the system is neither causal nonufitas is an old result
but its rederivation in terms of a gauge invariance is eddyi[Higher spin mod-
els in constant curvature backgrounds also enjoy unexgp@iage invariances
at values of the mass tuned to the backgrouued to the cosmological constant.
The flat space limitn? >> A is, of course, always causal, unitary and massive.]
Our seconds = 3/2 result is that indynamicalMaxwell-Einstein backgrounds,
causality can be maintained for any choice of E/M field, fortaie values of
the mass: It is useful, in this context to first consider thé, A) phase diagram
in Figure[] for neutral (Majorana) = 3/2 in a cosmological backgrounfl [B, 4].
The strictly massless lin@* = —A /3 divides the plane into unitarily allowed and
forbidden regions, with the indicated DoF and correspondmearizedV = 1
cosmological SUGRA[]9]. The addition of an on-shell Maxwskkground shifts
the line and we will obtain the new phase diagram depictedgarg[2 valid for
charged (Dirac) systems (the indicated DoF are doubledimggoom Majorana
to Dirac when counting real components). Hence, causatityumitarity can be
maintained for a charged massive= 3/2 field, but only at the cost of Planck
scale masses.
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Figure 1: Phase diagram for neutral, massive- 3/2 in cosmological back-
grounds.
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Figure 2: Phase diagram for charged, massive 3/2 coupled to cosmological
Einstein—Maxwell backgrounds.
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Figure 3: Phase diagram for charged, massive 3/2 with SUGRA-inspired
non-minimal coupling to cosmological Maxwell-Einsteirckgrounds.

The requirement of Planck scale masses for causal propagatunaffected
by further non-minimal couplings as demonstrated by amadythe characteris-
tic surfaces when a SUGRA-inspired non-minimal magnetiomat coupling is
added. However, the structure of the?, A) phase diagram (see Figuie 3) is
richer in this case: The point? = —3A = 2¢?/x corresponds to the tunings
of charge, mass and cosmological constant required fot sageersymmetry of
charged cosmological gravitini (linearized = 2 SUGRA [I0]). Causality is
maintained along the ling:? = 2¢%/x? for any value ofA [[[J]. For the region
around flat spacé =~ 0, causality can only be achieved for Planck mass grauvitini,
m? > 2¢*/k?%, as mentioned above. Ironically, extremely light, chargeabitini
with m? < —A/3 andm? < 2¢?/x* do propagate causally. Observe that the
unitarily forbidden region of the neutral = 3/2 theory [3,[#] is split in two in
the presence of SUGRA-inspired E/M interactions. The neitlannregion is not
useful for effective theories of = 3/2 excitations since the allowed masses are
very small.

It is natural to query whether the rich structure exhibitgdhe massives =
3/2 system in Maxwell-Einstein backgrounds is generic to higpés or specif-
ically inherited fromA = 2 cosmological SUGRA. The question is interesting
from a phenomenological standpoint also, since one wol thh develop ef-
fective field theoretical methods for relativistic higheirss interacting with E/M
backgrounds. Therefore, we also perform an analysis ofyeldlar= 2 and con-
firm the suspicion that = 3/2 is exceptional and can be viewed as a softly broken
version of ' = 2 cosmological SUGRA, rather than a predictor of generic @igh



spin properties.

Higher spins> 2 actually suffer a much more serious difficulty than acausal-
ity &la s = 3/2. Manifestly relativistic descriptions of higher spins demd an
ever increasing set of field components as compared to gutyalcal DoF. Free
actions yielding a consistent set of constraints elimngathe unphysical compo-
nents are known for all spins, massive and massles$ [ILP41E511p]. However,
the consistency of these constraints is not guarantee@ iprésence of covariant
derivatives associated with gauge interactions. Thislpropobserved first in the
context of massive charged= 2 [[[7], is that constraints may disappear and the
number of propagating DoF is discontinuous from that of theeuwlying free the-
ory — obviously a pathological situation. Although for ofpad s = 2 the DoF
problem was curedT17] in flat space by introducing a (unigue)1,/2 magnetic
moment coupling, there is no DoF-preserving gravitationtraction in general
gravitational background$ J[18,]19,] 20]. The problem is adynpounded as the
spin increases, requiring consistency of an ever largesfsginstraints. It is not
even clear whether any DoF preserving coupling to electgmatic or (not purely
cosmological) gravitational backgrounds exists at allsfor 5/2. Fors = 2, this
means that there is no analog of the improged 3/2 causality bounds which
relied on dynamically coupled Maxwell-Einstein backgrdsito use equivalence
between Einstein and E/M stress tensors. Furthermore,utef/Mg = 1/2
model is acausal 2%, P2]. For completeness we review thepatation of its
characteristics.

Finally, we consider the separate problem of tree unitdatyspinss > 2.
Previous authors have suggested that a ngvel 2 magnetic moment coupling
yields improved tree unitarity propertigs [23]. In facttooly does this coupling
fail to preserve the correct DoF count, but as we will exgifcshow, it cannot
yield tree unitary Compton scattering amplitudes. Takern adole, our results
highlight the difficulties associated with an effective cigstion of higher spins
by local quantum field theories.

The material is laid out as follows. Sectiph 2 contains owv mausality
bounds for the charged gravitating massive 3/2 system. Minimal, SUGRA-
inspired non-minimal and generic couplings are treatedeictiSng ZJ1[ Z]2 and
P.3, respectively. Spin 2 is dealt with in Sectign 3, begignivith a review of
the DoF results of[[17] in Sectidn B.1. Our streamlined aaktysproof for E/M
backgrounds may be found in Sectfon 3.2 and a detailed digpusf tree unitar-
ity in terms of theg-factor is in Sectiorf 3]3. Our conclusions are summarized in
Section}.



2 Charged Gravitating Spin 3/2

The massive Rarita—Schwinger fielg is the original instance of acausality in
external E/M background§][f], 7]. It is known to maintain tloerect s + 1 = 4)
DoF count so long as its non-minimal coupling is of the fof, 2]

Lm ~ 0 F" Yy 1)

whereg, 7€, = 0 for any timelike vectok,,. It follows that the timelike compo-
nent¢.y of ¢, is a Lagrange multiplier (imposing a constraint); otheesierms
guadratic ir¢.+) appear and imply unwanted, propagating DoF. In particolar;
imal coupling to gravity and electromagnetism respectseairement([{1).

In this Section we study causal propagationdes 3/2 in both E/M and grav-
itational backgrounds. We take gravity and electromagneto be dynamical,
so that the Maxwell stress tensor is equivalent to the Emseasor. [We mostly
ignore back-reaction on the= 3/2 probe field itself, but will also briefly discuss
the case where all fields are dynamical.] The main resultasdhce gravity is
dynamicals = 3/2 causality can be regained at the cost of a Planck scaleirmass
The responsible mechanism is related to the consistentyeafriderlyingV’ = 2
(broken) SUGRA theory. We also show that the original E/Mussedity is caused
by a novel gauge invariance of certain field equations.

2.1 Minimal Coupling

The massive = 3/2 Lagrangian minimally coupled to both gravity and electro-
magnetism {$

L= _\/__g @u ’ijp Duwp ) (2)

where the mass term is included in the extended covariaiviadige,
m
DHEDH+§%, (3)

satisfying[D,,,D,] = [D,, D.| + m; Y- The usual covariant derivative on the
Rarita—Schwinger field reads

1 .
Db, =00, — I'P 0, + 1 Wymn YWy + 1€ A, 4)
1Our metric is “mostly plus” and Dirac matrices are in turn “stlg hermitean”, in particular
P = A5t = 0123 = 17— Vuvps €77 We (anti)symmetrize with unit weight.



with commutator

1
[Dm D,,] ¢p = _RHVPU<9) Yy + 4 men(w)’ymn ¢p +te Fwﬂpp . (5)

We generally drop the labelg andw with the curvature conventio®,,,,, =
Rupo(9) = —€,"e." Rwan(w). The Rarita—Schwinger equation (following from

@) is
R = 4D, = 0. (6)

We first note that causality is equivalent to the consistefayonstraints for
all values of the background fields. Along the lines[¢f[]3, W& can study the
problem by searching for gauge invariances: Consider tse oha pure E/M
background and search for a gauge invariance

Sty =Dye. 7)

Varying @), we find, in terms of the du&l"” = 1 e*% g,

- Im?
SRM = —(675}7’”% + %7“) e=1Il"e. (8)

It is easy to verify that there is no simultaneous eigengpinof the operator
IT* with vanishing eigenvalue for each value of the Lorentz indethe massive
Rarita—Schwinger equation is not gauge invariant underigwever, if we just
take the timelike component = 0 and examine the determinant of the matrix
multiplying ¢ in the variation [[B) we find

- 3m2q2y 2
0_ 4(p2 _
det IT" = e (B {26}) . (9)
Hence when ,
B=|G| = (10)
2e

ande is an eigenspinor dfl® with vanishing eigenvalue, the transformatifin (7) is
an invariance of the timelike component of the Rarita—Saolger equation. Al-
though [) is not an invariance of the full field equationsdotion), this suffices
to ruin the consistency of the constraints and permit luivrsignal propagation.
The bound[(T0) on the magnetic field is precisely the one deed in [$]]] and
occurs when the mass is tuned to the external backgrouridhigusmppened when
m? was tuned to the constant curvature gravitational backutd®, [4].
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Next we perform an explicit analysis of the system’s chamastics using the
method first introduced in this context {n [45] 26]. By stuaty shock whose first
derivative is discontinuous across the wavefront, we magrdene the maximum
speed of propagation. The leading discontinuities acresscharacteristic (or
wavefront)X: are denoted by square brackets

O]y, = &V, (11)

where¢,, is a vector normal to the characteristic afigd is some non-vanishing
vector-spinor defined on the characteristic surface. Ryaipan is acausal when-
ever the field equations admit characteristics with tineefk. Examining the
discontinuity in the field equatiorp](6) and its gamma-traesfind

1
%Ry = ¢V, — ¥ =0, (12)

[RH - 2
VR, = 2y ¥ -&¥) =0, (13)
which combine to give
E0,=¢,6V. (14)

Clearly there are two possibilities: The first is vanishing and£?; the maximal
speed of propagation is then governed by the light-conelamdibdel is causal.
Alternatively¢. W # 0; we proceed by contradiction and assume ghas timelike
(€2 = —1): To determine when a timelike normal vector to the charéstteris
allowed, we consider the secondary (Lagrangian) constrain

~ 1
D.R = —g m?y.9) + e’y Fap — 3 v.GA. (15)
Taking a further derivative and computing the discontiypiuie learn
3 2e
§" [0,D. Ry, = — m’ 7[£+—G£+ SV FE ew. (16)

The model is acausal if(]L5) admits a solution for non-Zeda Since for any pair
of vectors(v,, a,), det[v*(v, + 7°a,)] = (v + a)? (v — a)?, we are led to study
the solubility of

£+—£G£+ §.G.G.E

(3m2)2 )
i(é%)egaﬁg—(ﬁingFg (17)
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Without loss of generality we takg, = (1,0,0,0) and impose Einstein’s equa-
tions on the background fields

GY = —k*T™ = —(k?/2)(E* + B?),  GY = —r*T" = —k*(E x B)".

(18)
The condition [1]7) then becomes (tieterm vanishes on-shell)
(1+ &4+ B)? — 4EBsin®0 —2QB =0, (19)
4e? K22 K2 B2
O3 S ~ 6m?

(¢ is the angle betweeh andB). When the gravitational interaction is turned off
(x = 0) only the termd — 2Q) B survive and yield the original causality boufl [7]
on the magnetic fieldB? < (3;” )2. However for anyx # 0, there are values
of (e,m) such that[(q9) has no solutions for any E/M field strengjth, and the
model is causal. This is the case when the bund

2 e?

Q<2 = m>>=— (20)

3 K2
is satisfied. Since masses of this Planckian order wouldidata our no back-
reaction assumption, we prefer to state our result as fetiawassives = 3/2
minimally coupled to gravity and electromagnetism canmoppgate causally for
mass to charge ratios smaller than the Planck mass. We salligs the extension
to back-reaction at the end of this Section.

The addition of a cosmological constant term shifts the rtexssm?>—m?2+4/3
and modifies the bound to reacfQ < 2(m? + A/3) so that
. 2¢2 A

4 21
e T3 (21)

These results yield then?, A) phase diagram of Figufé 2.

2.2 SUGRA Causality

N = 2 AdS SUGRA [ID] describes a Dirac gravitino coupled (both imily
and non-minimally) to electromagnetism and gravity witBmmmlogical constant.

2 Consider the I.h.s. om9) as a quadratidiivanishings is always causal) and require that
the discriminant be negative, which yiel@s< 2 + 2 cos? , whose most stringent bound 6h
in @0) is attained fo | B.



The apparent mass term for the gravitino has precisely teficient required to
ensure true masslessness in the presence of a tuned cograbtomstant[[11].
However, supersymmetry can be softly broken by turning lodf tosmological
constantwithoutlosing causal propagatiop J11]e., keeping thes = 3/2 mass
term and detuning the cosmological constant from its sypamsetric value. This
implies 4 massives = 3/2 DoF and, in effect, yields a consistent (albeit very
heavy) charged massive= 3/2 model.

One might wonder whether this mechanism can be employeditedm®nsis-
tent phenomenologically applicable models. Unforturyatieé result of [111] also
requires a Planck mass gravitino: Although the cosmoldgicastant term was
removed, the gravitino mass parameter kept its supersynualgt tuned value
m = v/2eMp = V2e/k. Here we study the more general case where both the
gravitino mass and cosmological constant terms are detufieel final result is,
however, similar to that ofJ]1]: Causality requires the- 3/2 mass to be either
so large or so small that the model cannot be applied to palysituations. In
the causal large mass regime, the lower bound on the massssipersymmetric
valuem > v/2e/k, whilst causal small mass models require an AdS background

with an upper mass bound < /—A4/3.
In this model, we include the non-minimal E/M coupling remgi by N' = 2
AdS SUGRA,

e —
'CNon—Min = _E V—g ?/)u]:’w@bu, (22)

where N
FW = —FY = —(F" + iy® FHY (23)

Again we assume that the Rarita—Schwinger field is a probengava combined
gravitational and E/M background which satisfies the basfield equations of
N =2 AdS SUGRA

D F* =0 =G" + T — Ag"”. (24)

Once again, we proceed by contradictiae, ¢ = —1, since the leading
discontinuities still satisfy[(11)F(]L4), but the cruciacendary constrainf (JL5) is
now modified as the Rarita—Schwinger field equation reads

R* = A"PD,a), — gﬂ%y = 0. (25)
To compute the secondary constraint? we first note that

D.F,4p = FI¥D,y, — imy°y.Fap . (26)
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Furthermore

YR = 2 DIy — Al (P—m)y) — (DY —my)y.4p) — % YIFp, =0,

(27)
where we have introduced the notatiof”’s = Xl + 5 X (note that
x iy Y. =(1/2) Xl Y, ). The terms in brackets are equal to (see equation
(32) of [B]) (ie/2m) v, y*F{° 1, = (ie/m) F'"1), using the identityy. F' .¢) = 0.
Hence

v ie v
Dyl = —AlRey, (28)
and in turn .
. ~ e
D.F, ) = —im7°y.Fap — — v.Tap. (29)

Here we usedF_.F,),, = (F.F + F.F),, = —2T,, (with F"" = Fm —
iv°F'*). The first term on the right hand side ¢f}29) precisely céntiee trou-
blesome second term if {15) and we find

3, 1 2¢?
For the discontinuity in the derivative of the secondarystaaint we find (em-
ploying the background field equations](24))

e0,DR, = 2wt e+ )12 - Folew. @)
w At =T 3m2’ TS gt T 32’ 1S
Firstly note how the result of[11] is recovered: The SUGRAing of thes = 3/2
mass 002
€

m? = — (32)
maintains causality even wheh= 0 (and in fact for any cosmological constant).
The point where in additiony = —3m? corresponds to unbrokevi = 2 SUGRA
whoses = 3/2 field is genuinely massless with null propagation.

To study causality more generally, we require the determin&the matrix
multiplying £.¥ not to vanish. We now assume that the equality (32) does not
hold. Again, by contradiction pu, = (1,0,0,0). Callinga = 1 + A/3m? and
£ = (k2/2)(2e2/3m* — k2 /3m?) E2 andB = (k2/2)(2¢2/3m* — k2/3m?) B this
determinant vanishes iff

(a—&)* —2(a—E+2sin’0E)B+B* =0, (33)

11



which implies the model is causal whenever the discrimiianegative, namely
when

sin?0 £(a — cos’0 E) < 0. (34)

There are two cases. Firstly if
, 262
m° > —
/{2

(35)

then& < 0 and the modeiks causal so long as > 0 which implies the additional
restriction on the mass

m* > —A/3. (36)
Alternatively if
, 262
m- < 5 (37)
K

then& > 0 and the model is causal onlydf < 0, i.e. for masses
m? < —A/3. (38)

The correspondingn?, A) phase diagram is that of Figufre 3.

2.3 Non-minimal Couplings and Dynamical Rarita—Schwinger
Fields

We end this Section by considering the effect of generalmammal couplings
on the above results along with some comments on dynamicai felds.

In principle it is possible to add the most general non-madicouplings along
the lines of [8]; however as shown there, the most generahetagmoment cou-
plings are already mapped out by non-minimal interactidrie@form

tel

‘CNon—Min = _E \/__g E}_?/) . (39)

Indeed, the parametémay be expressed in terms of the gyromagnetic ratif as [8]

3g —2
= ) 4
y (40)

The supersymmetric cage= 1 corresponds tg = 2.

12



The discontinuity in the derivative of the secondary caistris modified to
read

2 2[2 2
3‘;4 . #) TE|Ev.
(41)

2e(1 —1)
3m?2

75]5.5-0—(

The analysis now proceeds in a fashion similar to that ptegestbove. For sim-
plicity we concentrate on the most physically relevant casenelyA = 0 and
m < v2e/k. It easily verified that the relevant discriminant is a sunsgdiares
(saturated at the supersymmetric pdigt 1, m = /2¢/k)

272
(2;2l — i) (261 -1)) > 0 (42)
and can never be negative: non-minimal couplings canntinesausality in the
flat space, small mass regime.

Finally we consider the consequences of making the RartasxBger field
dynamical. This requires the inclusion of tke= 3/2 stress-energy tensor on
the right hand side of Einstein’s equations. In the case dbBM, the additional
trilinear terms in the field equations from varying the foarrhi terms required
for local supersymmetry of the action will cancel the newtdbations from the
s = 3/2 stress-energy tensor. For minimal coupling, however, anelg has to
deal with these new terms. For example, if one views the iclalsgalue of spinor
bilinears as an expectation value and assumesTiffat> 0 then all additional
contributions to the polynomial (JL9) are at least positind aill not weaken the
resulting causality bounds.

3 Spin2

We now analyze the first instance in which there is no undsglyirotection, in
contrast to that provided by SUGRA fer= 3/2: while s = 2 is a tensor theory,
when charged it bears little resemblance to its one conoleivalative, Einstein
gravity. Charged massive= 2 preserves the correct DoF only for gyromagnetic
ratio g = 1/2, but even this theory suffers from the usual causality diffies.
Furthermore, it has no good DoF coupling to general graeitat backgrounds,
so there is no analog of the causality bounds found fer3/2.

13



3.1 DoF Count

The unique charged massive= 2 theory maintaining the corre@s + 1 = 5
(complex) DoF count in E/M backgrounds was discovered 1fj.[T6 establish
notation, we first write the free Lagrangian,

1 1
L= 56" Gul(0.0) = 5m’ (66 — 670). (43)

where¢ = ¢,/. The linearized Einstein tensor

Guw(0,0) = 0 (du — Nuw®) + 0,0,¢ + 1, 0.0.¢ — 20.0,0), 0.0, = 7Py
(44)

satisfies the Bianchi identity
0.G,=0. (45)

The free field equations are
G = (O = 12) (G — M ®) + 9,000 + 10, 0.0.0 — 20.9(,6,) =0 (46)
from which the usual on-shell conditions for massive 2,
(O— m2)¢w =0=0.¢,=9, 47
follow upon using
0.0.G + (m/2) G = (3m"/2) = 0 = 0.G, = —m*(0.6, — 0,0). (48)

The minimal coupling procedui@, — D, = 0, + ieA, is ambiguous since
possible reorderings of partial derivatives in the lastnte&xf (48) lead to a one
parameter family of couplings (presciently labelled by gyeomagnetic ratig)

8.8(u¢,,) — gD.D(u(ﬁ,,) + (1 — g) D(MD.(ﬁ,,) = D(MD.gﬁy) + ieng(M(ﬁ,,)p . (49)

[The particular choicey = 1 corresponds to minimal coupling in a first order
formalism in whicH]

1 1
) G = 0,00 — a(quV)p ) WV(aprUcr - apQUpcr) (50)

3See @7] for a geometric formulation of free massleshérigpin fields in terms of gener-
alized Christoffel symbols.
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and the on-shell linearized Christoffel symbols are

1
Qo = 0(uqb,,)p D) aﬂ¢w } (51)

To study DoF in an E/M background, we begin with the one patanfamily
of minimally coupled Lagrangians

1 * UV 1 * UV 1 * 1 *
L = —5 D" Dy — 5™ G + 5 D' Do+ 5 m*67¢
1, 1 i} § . y
—3 D.¢™D, ¢ — 3 D'o*D.¢, + D.¢""D.¢, +ieg ¢ F,, 0", .
(52)

As always with models involving constraints, it is necegdarfirst verify that
interactions maintain the correct DoF. Here we must ingasti the single and
double divergences of the field equation

G = (D*—m®) (b — M) + DuDoyd + nuwD.D.¢p — 2D, D. 6,
—2ie g Fp(uqb,,)p =0. (53)

We now examine candidate constraints arising from singledaible divergences
of the field equations, recast in terms of Lichnerowicz waperators in the Ap-
pendix as

Guw = (A —m?) (¢ — Nuwd) + D Dyy¢ + 1 D.D.¢ — 2D, D.b,,
+2ie (2 — g) Fo.0,)° =0. (54)

To begin with, the single divergence
DG, = —m*(D.¢, — D,o)
1 ‘ )
tie {5400 = (1= 9) b + 9 (DB )0
3
+Fu [(1+9) D.g” = S D¥6] + (2 9)F* Dy, | (55)

involves only first derivatives even in an E/M backgroundwatbitrary choice of
non-minimal couplings and is therefore a (Lagrangian) traig. However, the
double divergence
1 2 3 4 . v
D.D.G+ 5 m gl = 5 m ¢ —ie(1 —2g) F*D,D.¢,

15



+ ie{2gjD.¢—jD¢
— (1 —29) (8ujV)¢W —2(1-yg) (aquV>Dp¢W}
+ @ {3Tud + (1+ 9) Fyp 2™ (56)

(whereT,, = —F,”F,, + 1n,,F?)is crucial since it includes a term with an E/M
field strength multiplying double time derivatives of fields

—ie(1—2g) F*D,D.¢, . (57)

This term implies a DoF breakdown since a constraint of tlee fmodel has
become a propagating field equation. In particular, theiteatime derivatives
in (B8) are—ie (1 — 2g) F%¢,; so thatF*¢,; becomes an additional propagating
degree of freedom unlegs= 1/2. Therefore only the minimally coupled model
with ¢ = 1/2 maintains the correct degree of freedom count. Curiousbygh,
this is the model that takes the average of the ambiguoust¢ri).

So far, we have seen that charged massive2 is uniquely described by the
(local) Lagrangian

1 1 1 1
L = _5 qub*/Wqubw, o § m2¢*uu¢uy + § ngb*ngb + § m2¢*¢
1 * 1 * 1 * 1 * o
—5 D-6"Dyg — 5 D" Dy + 5 D™Dy + 5 DPG™ Doy,
(58)
with field equations
gl“’ = (D2 - m2)(¢ul/ - nuv¢) + D(MDV)¢ + nuuD-D-Qb
—D(MD.QSV) — D.D(ugﬁy) =0. (59)

Correct DoF are ensured by the five constraint equations
DG, = —-m*D.¢,— D,9o)
e y .
+ 5 {3F" Dy — .0
- SF,uVDV(b + j,u(b

4The couplingLxon—win X % p*PHE,,¢Y, is the unigue non-minimal term not involving
derivatives on the matter fields. It is also not difficult tontmstrate that no coupling of the
schematic formpF D?¢ involving two derivatives and an E/M field strength presertiee DoF
count.
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+3FuD.¢" + (9,F )0 } = 0, (60)

1 2 2
D.D.G+3 m? G = g (m* — %F2) b+ 3% Ty
+ie (j.D.¢ — 5.D @) + ie (9,F,,)D'¢" =0.

(61)

Of course a correct DoF count does not yet ensure consistéitieg model since
one still has to verify that the above constraints elimirtageunphysical DoF for
all points in E/M field space. Equivalently, one can check ¢hasality of the
model, our next subject.

3.2 Spin 2 Acausality

Charged massive= 2 has long been known to propagate acausplly[[21, 22]. For
completeness we provide a streamlined proof using the rdethcharacteristics.
Once again we examine the leading discontinuities of a skae& which are
now second order and denoted as

[auau¢po]2 = guguq)po . (62)
From the field equation and its trace we learn that
1
[g,uzx - 5 nuugpp]z = 52(1)#1/ + @51,(1) —2 g(ugq)u) =0, (63)
Gy = —280+2££9 =0, (64)

(@ = ©,"). We now study the system for acausal timelike normal vecter —1.
Note that sinceb,, # 0, we deduce that}, = .9, # 0 (otherwise{? = 0 and
the model would be causal). So we now impose

(b/w = _gugl/g'v - 2€(uvu) ) o = —EV (65)

and study further constraints. In particular, the singledjence constrainf (60)
gives

3te
§110,D-Goly, = m*(V, + 6, €V) + - (FVP =& F, 6V +6,EFV ), (66)
so that _
2, po Jie po T
Hup{mn +7F i|HO'TV =0, (67)
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where the projectorl,, = n,, + ,& . Itis sufficient to search for acausalities
in constant background E/M fields, so with this restrictiba tlouble divergence
constraint gives

2
grer [QL&,,(D.D.ng% m?G,")]y = —g (m4—% FP e €TE)EV 32TV .
(68)
Causality requires that the system of equatign$ (67) prip{&% no non-zero
solution forV,. In general [§7) implies the vanishing of the component¥)pf
orthogonal tag,, and (68) in turn removes the parallel components. However if
regarded as a matrix equation in the orthogonal subspacatieq (67) fails to
remove the orthogonal componentsigfthe model will be acausal. The determi-
nant in this subspace vanishes whenever

o 2
B? = <2ﬂ> . (69)
3e
This is the result of[[31[ 22]. Requiring thdt [68) be nonelegrate yields a
different and weaker bound? = (2m* + E?)/(3¢2). These differing bounds for
the propagation of helicities zero and one are remiscertt@bthaviour found
for s = 2 in cosmological background§ [3, 4].

There is no analog fos = 2 of thes = 3/2 improved causality behaviour
in the presence of general gravitational backgrounds gimeenodel cannot be
coupled to gravity whilst maintaining the correct D4F][L9)].2 Essentially the
most general double divergence constraint always beconpespagating field
eguation even once non-minimal couplings are added. @ead combination of
dynamical Maxwell and Einstein fields is unlikely to yield iamprovement of the
situation since the possible double derivative terms incthergeds = 2 double
divergence constraint are not proportional to the E/M stteasor. Furthermore,
in [[9, [20] consistent gravitational backgrounds have eend but they require
that the traceless part of the Ricci tensor vanish, prahipé (trace-free) Maxwell
stress tensor: Unlike the= 3/2 case, there is no underlying charged theory such
as SUGRA to ensure consistency.

3.3 Gyromagnetic Ratio and Tree Unitarity

A very different requirement that has been imposed on higpirtheories is tree
unitarity [23]. The high energy behaviour of partial wavegitudes is subject to
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unitarity bounds:N-point amplitudes should grow no faster thafrV at high en-
ergiesE. This requirement was used to analyze the uniqueness ofaspusly
broken gauge field theories as a fundamental descriptioraskives = 1 parti-
cles [28,[2P]. [lt is also important, although not sufficiefur renormalizability
when higher loop diagrams are built from trees.] The pregisehanism is that
terms proportional to inverse masses in propagators fasspil generate a gauge
transformation at the vertices. These terms are theretmmeetled by requiring
vertices to satisfy gauge Ward identities. However, algfothis mechanism can
be applied successfully to spirs 2 [P, 29,[28] (fors = 3/2 see also[[8]), we
now show that it in fact fails fos = 2.

We begin by examining the massive- 2 propagator

F _ —1 1 _ Pubv

D;w,pa(p) - m HMPHVJ - g HMVHPJ} ) Hul/ = T + W (70)
(suppressing obvious symmetrizations oyer) and(po) on the right hand side).
The terms in the numerator of the form

PuPpNvo
T ()
(plus permutations) must cancel in, for example, a treel IEanpton scatter-

ing diagram since for generic kinematics they make unytasiblating contribu-
tions~ E2. However, at a vertex, they amount to a gauge transformation

6¢w/ = 8(M€V) . (72)

Hence a cancellation occurs if the leading E/M vertex isdvanse with respect
to this transformation. For spins 1 and 3/2, invariance (updft terms~ m or
~ m?) with respect to a single derivative gauge invariance ificaft for tree
unitarity. However fors > 2, propagators involve increasing powersof!. In
particular fors = 2, quartic terms

puplrl;fzppo' (73)

in the propagator numerator must cancel for tree unitafiyerefore it is nec-
essary to also require invariance of the vertex under a @odétivative gauge
transformation

b = 0,0, €. (74)
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For s = 2, invariance of the leading E/M interaction couplings up odt $erms
proportional tan? when the on-shell conditions are imposed for any externasli
would be sufficient to ensure tree unitarity.

Studying the E/M vertex with a single on-shel= 2 and photon line is equiv-
alent to examining the terms in the field equation linead jn

1
% g,uzx A 2A.0 Qb,uzx + nuu(apAa>¢pa - 28(u<A-¢V)) - 29Fp(u¢u)p . (75)

Here we have imposed on-shell conditions
0.0, =0= 09, 0.A=0, (76)
and will also employ the usual
(O—m?) ¢ =0=0A4,. (77)

Furthermore we have reinstated general non-minimal cogglcorresponding to
the parametey # 1/2 to see whether any value will help tree unitarity (even at
the cost of an incorrect DoF count).

When the internal line attaches to ternjs](71) in the promagéte single
derivative gauge transformatign72) is induced so we nregtire a cancellation
of the divergence of (T5)

Log,
1€

A = (2 - g) FupapQS/W —4g (aquV)QSMp - mZA-CbV . (78)

The cancellation of the leading term@t= 2 is that observed if[23], whilst the
second term involving the gradient of the field strength Gandncelled by adding
further (non-power renormalizable) E/M multipole couglén[Z3]. At this point
it is tempting to requirey = 2 and declare the theory tree unitary since the final
term proportional ton? is apparently soft.

However, we must still cancel the most dangerous tefnjs (Fi®se induced
double derivative gauge transformatign](74) necessittesnishing double di-
vergence of[(745). Even far = 2 and ignoring gradients aof},, we find

1 2 v

—0.0.G], = —m* (0" A") by (79)
This term is hard in the photon momentumand violates tree unitarity. Clearly
this is a disease generic to all higher spins with increasowers ofm ! appear-

ing in propagators.
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Finally to verify that the parameteris indeed the gyromagnetic ratio, we look
at the photon emission amplitude computed by taking alklinehe E/M vertex
on-shell. In terms of on-shedl= 2 polarizationsu,,,, andufw one finds

Ty = te g Fj, u™"u”, (80)
which is consistent with low energy theorems (4¢e [8] forailiet
Tyi = (ip1/25) Fluy M, (81)
where the Lorentz generators in our covariant representatie
MM = 2msu* iy, (82)
and the magnetic moment of a spgiparticle is

w= (egs/2m). (83)

Since the above result is deduced from an overall normaizainly, we also
studied the soft photon limit of the= 2 Compton scattering amplitude and found
precise agreement with low energy theorems$ [3D[ 31, 32heidentification of
the gyromagnetic ratio quoted above. We also confirmed theeatree unitarity
failure independently by evaluating an explicit Comptompéitude.

To summarize, the DoF-preserving model pf][17] yields= 1/2 and no
choice of gyromagnetic ratio, DoF-preserving or not, yseddree unitary model.
For effective phenomenological applications, tree uiitamly signals the scale
at which the effective description breaks down. Howewalytheg = 1/2 model
preserves DoF and thereby offers a reliable effective paative description. In
any case, even this theory lacks full consistency due toaitsality difficulties.
The phenomenogical usefulness of the pure 2 model coupled to electromag-
netism therefore seems rather limited.

4 Conclusions

We have reexamined E/M and (when possible) gravitatiortaractions of mas-
sive higher spin fields. There are two possible obstructiorsnsistency. The
first is a violation of the constraints leading to unphysighbstlike propagat-
ing degrees of freedom. Far = 3/2 this difficulty is easily avoided, but for
s = 2 it already implies a unique = 1/2 magnetic moment coupling and rules
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out consistent interactions with combined Maxwell-Einsteackgrounds. The
second problem, relevanhly when the first is absent, is a breakdown of causal-
ity/unitarity.

For s = 3/2 we have presented new causality bounds in Maxwell-Einstein
backgrounds. Allowing the electromagnetic backgroundhteract with an Ein-
stein one does improve the causality properties of the3 /2 system. Indeed, one
no longer needs to place unphysical bounds on the E/M fiedthgth, but rather
only on the parametersn?, e, x, A) of the theory . The resultingn?, A) causal-
ity/unitarity phase diagrams (FigurBs[2, 3) are generiidina of those found for
higher spins in constant curvature backgrouffi$][3, 4]. hwiess, these results
provide no solace in the search for a consistent effecteerthof massive = 3/2
with realistic values of the mass? and cosmological constant We also noted
that the improved properties of massive- 3/2 are probably simply indications
that it is a softly enough broken version of an underlyingsisient theory ' = 2
cosmological SUGRA.

For s = 2 there is much less to be done: Maxwell-Einstein causalialyan
sis is not even applicable as the DoF problem strikes firsg dily E/M model
remaining is the gyromagnetic ratip= 1/2 one of [1]] and for completeness
we have included a derivation of its causality failure usihg method of char-
acteristics. There have been suggestions ghat 2 ought to yield preferable
behaviour. Certainly, this is plausible for an ultimategnsistent description of
relativistic charged higher spins because: (i) Opticallamdenergy theorems im-
ply ¢ = 2 [B4]. (ii) Massive higher spin string states couple to E/Mkgrounds
with ¢ = 2 [23]. (iii) Fundamentals < 1 particle excitations observed to date
couple withg = 2. We are not proposing the pure charged- 2 system as a
counterexample to the = 2 folklore, but rather reiterate that it is simply not a
consistent theory. Our finding that no gyromagnetic ratedds tree unitary am-
plitudes is hardly surprising in this light. Instead, a wdh®egge trajectory, as
in string theory, is likely to be necessary for tree unitatd hold [33]. In that
context, it is reasonable to speculate that 2 is germane to all spin§ [P3].

An obvious open problem is to show that no finite tower of mass$ocal
higher spins can couple consistently to electromagneti&mimpler version of
this problem would be to demonstrate explicitly that spi¥& & 3 cannot be
coupled to E/M backgrounds in a DoF preserving way. Prelamjiinvestigations
indicate that this is probably the case; there is simply ne-minimal coupling
available that can restore the consistency of the everasorg set of constraints
required for higher spins. For example, massive: 3 depends on constraints
built from single, double and triple divergences of the fielgjuations and the
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latter two are liable to become a propagating field equationanphysical DoF
when interactions are added. Clearly this difficulty is oobmpounded wher
increases.
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Appendix: E/M Lichnerowicz Wave Operators

It is well known that in constant curvature backgrounds,alyebra of covariant
derivativesD,, and the Laplacia)? is vastly simplified by introducing the wave
operators of LichnerowicZ[B4]. The same construction cargbneralized to
the case of electromagnetic backgrounds: Introduce theatps A™ acting on
symmetricn-index tensors,,, ., as

AN G =D G+ 200 Fpt” Gpn o - (84)
It is not difficult to show that the following properties hold

ppane AR ‘bm...un — Al=2) éb“uusmun , (n > 2) (85)

A M1 pr2 ¢u3...un) 77(#1#2A(n_2) ¢H3---Hn) ) (86)
D A(n) ¢u1...un = A(n_l) D-¢u2mun

+ €] Oy — 21€ (n—1) (apFa(ug)Cbm---un)pU , (n2>1)

(87)

A Dy Gpsopny = Dy A=Y Ppis.pn) T 9€ J(u1 P (88)

wherej, = 0°F,, is the E/M current. These identities simplify further fomeo
stant E/M field strengths.
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