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The Dirac equation, the Weaver-Hammer-Good wave equations, and the Weinberg wave equations are
written in a manifestly covariant form in terms of hyperplane parameters according to Fleming’s hyperplane
formalism. A Fody-Wouthuysen-type wave equation is developed for the Weinberg theory and it, along
with the usual Foldy-Wouthuysen wave equation and transformation, is also written in a manifestly co-
variant form for all spin. Fleming’s formalism is extended to include the case where the hyperplane param-
eters are operators as well as ¢ numbers. As a consequence, a hyperplane observer which corresponds to
the particle rest frame is considered, with the result that wave equations are obtained in the usual manifestly
covariant form for all spin with no auxiliary conditions or unphysical solutions.

I. INTRODUCTION

N the past, one of the problems of theoretical physics
has been to find a manifestly covariant theory for
describing particles of arbitrary mass and spin. For
the spin-} case, the Dirac theory! is the most successful
in that (a) the theory is manifestly covariant, (b) the
wave functions have the necessary 2(2s+1) components
to describe the particle state, and (c) minimal electro-
magnetic-field interactions are introduced by replacing
the canonical momenta p, with m,=p,— (¢/c)4,. In
developing a theory for arbitrary mass and spin, it is
desirable that these conditions be satisfied. In this
sense, no completely satisfactory theory for arbitrary
mass and spin has been formulated as yet.

One of the earliest attempts to formulate a theory
was made by Fierz, Pauli, and Dirac? in 1939. Their
theory is manifestly covariant in spinor form, but is
cumbersome in that the wave functions contain many
more than the necessary 2(2s+1) components. Similar
theories of Proca? and of Bargmann and Wigner* have
the same difficulty. In order to remedy this, auxiliary
conditions on the wave functions are imposed. In fact,
Pursey® has shown that for a given mass and spin, an
infinite number of different wave equations, together
with auxiliary conditions when necessary, may be
constructed. Although all of these formulations are
equivalent for free particles, this equivalence is broken
in the presence of interactions. Indeed, it is an open
question whether any such system of equations is
consistent when minimal electromagnetic coupling is
introduced. For example, with p, replaced with =, in the
theory of Fierz, Pauli, and Dirac, some of the polariza-
tion states are completely eliminated.? As a result,

* Work performed in the Ames Laboratory of the U. S. Atomic
Energy Commission. Contribution No. 2245.
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Fierz and Pauli were led to add more components to the
wave functions in an arbitrary way.

Similarly, a later theory due to Weinberg® is man-
ifestly covariant, but admits unphysical solutions if the
Klein-Gordon equation is not required as an auxiliary
condition on the wave function. As in the Fierz-Pauli-
Dirac case, the equations become inconsistent when
interactions are included.

More recently, Weaver, Hammer, and Good” (WHG)
have formulated a theory in which the wave functions
have no redundant components. However, this theory
is not manifestly covariant, so it is not clear how interac-
tions are to be included.

Toward this end, the recent hyperplane formalism
introduced by Fleming?® is promising, in that it provides
a geometrical construct which generalizes the idea of
manifest covariance. In this paper, the hyperplane
formalism is generalized and used to derive two man-
ifestly covariant equations without auxiliary conditions
for free particles of arbitrary spin and mass. The first
is based on the WHG theory, and is seen to be partic-
ularly simple for half-integral spin states. The second is
based on the formulation of Weinberg, and is simple
for integral spin. These equations are novel in that in
the absence of interactions, they contain both massive
and massless particle solutions.

In Sec. II, the notation and matrix representation
used herein are given. In Sec. III, the basic ideas of
Fleming’s hyperplane formalism are developed, with
special emphasis being given to the equivalence of
spacelike hyperplanes and equivalent inertial frames.
A Schrodinger equation is derived for the hyperplane
system for 2(2s+1) component wave functions. In
Sec. 1V, the Dirac equation is written for hyperplane
observers, and a Foldy-Wouthuysen type of transforma-
tion is derived. The same general procedure is followed
in Secs. V and VI for deriving the two manifestly
covariant equations for arbitrary spin and mass.

6 S, Weinberg, Phys. Rev. 133, B1318 (1964).
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135, B241 (1964).
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II. NOTATION

A Euclidean metric is used, so that x,= (x,it), units
being chosen such that ¢ and % are unity. Latin indices
run from one to three, Greek indices run from one to
four, and the summation convention is used throughout.

The matrices used are the 2(2s+41)-dimensional
matrices defined by

1/s 0 s 0O 01
o S Tl R T (N
s\O0 —s 0 s 10
—1 0
75=( )’
01

where s is the usual (2s+41)-dimensional spin matrix
discussed by Schiff.® The covariantly defined 4-vector
v, is given by v,= (—#Be, 3). The set of covariantly
defined spin operators s,, is defined by

Sij= €Sk, Siu=—Su=sa;, Su=0, (2)
where o,,=2s,, for spin 3.

The generalized 2(2s-+1)-dimensional Dirac matrices
studied by Barut, Muzinich, and Williams!” and by

Weinberg® are used, where

YIu1=Yunge+-n2s s 3)

with y[4=g. The notation ay,,; for the matrix elements
a,, of the Lorentz transformation 4 is defined by

A} = gy Qugvy” * * Cpgsvas « 4)

This notation is extended to other indexed quantities
OaBeeey by

Orepee-v1= Oa1Bye++v1 OasBoreov2® * * Oaunegervas (5)

III. HYPERPLANE FORMALISM

One of the basic postulates of physics is that measure-
ments made on a physical system with respect to
equivalent inertial frames are equivalent. By equivalent
inertial frames one means Lorentz frames which are
related by Lorentz transformations continuous with
the identity, i.e., transformations belonging to the
proper orthochronous Lorentz group. Frequently, one
thinks of an observer being associated with each Lorentz
frame. Entities, such as energy or momentum, used by
an observer to describe a system relate both to the
system and to the observer’s inertial frame. Thus what
one observer would interpret as the energy of the system
would not be so interpreted by a different observer, but
instead would be related through a Lorentz transforma-
tion to both the energy and momentum of the system
in the second observer’s interpretation.

9 L. Schiff, Quantum Mechanics (McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc.,
New York, 1955).

1 A, O. Barut, I. Muzinich, and D. N. Williams, Phys. Rev.
130, 442 (1963).
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Perhaps the most significant aspect of Fleming’s
hyperplane formalism is that it gives us a manifestly
covariant way of describing an arbitrary observer’s
interpretation of physical quantities. Fleming introduces
families of hyperplanes defined by

Nupy=—7, Nup=—1.

The family is specified by the unit normal 7,, and the
parameter 7 defines a particular member of the family.
An “observer” is associated with each family of
hyperplanes—such an observer will interpret = as his
time. At this point, it helps in maintaining clarity to
conceive of a godlike “superobserver’” who simul-
taneously sees both the system under study and all
the observers associated with hyperplane families. The
component labels in vectors and tensors, such as in
Nuy Puy Xu, €tC., refer to the superobserver’s frame. Thus
operators such as p, relate the observed system to the
superobserver, while 5, relates one particular observer
to the superobserver. If, as is the case with Fleming, the
observer frame is defined in some way independent of
the system under study, then 7, and = will be ¢ numbers.
However, in this paper, the properties of the system
itself will also be used to define an observer frame
analogous to the “instantaneous rest frame” of un-
quantized relativistic mechanics, in which case 7, is
an operator.

Simultaneous Lorentz transformations both of the
system observed and of all observers relative to the
superobserver can now be considered. (Here an active
interpretation in which events and observers are
transformed is preferred to a passive interpretation in
which the superobserver’s frame changes.) Thus, if
%, are space-time coordinates of a point on the world
line of a particle, the Lorentz transformation 4 is
defined by

A: x,— 5, =a,%,, (©6)

where the elements a@,, of the orthogonal matrix 4
satisfy

DO\ = AAC A= 61’# .

Similarly, since observers as well as events are to be
transformed,

'
N N =iy

Of particular interest is the Lorentz transformation
without rotation which carries the “instantaneous”
hyperplanes with normal 7,°=(0,{) into a general
hyperplane with normal 7,. (The observer associated
with the family of instantaneous hyperplanes is that
observer whose inertial frame coincides with that of the
superobserver.) If this transformation is denoted by
A, with matrix elements @,, then it is easily seen in
particular that

Q)

This special Lorentz transformation will become
important in what follows.

Tps=—10.
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This section is concerned with the transformation
properties of operators acting on the state space of some
physical system, both as seen by the superobserver and
as seen by an observer associated with the hyperplane
family (y,,7). The systems considered are those des-
cribed by relativistic wave equations such as the Dirac
equation, which correspond to particles of definite
mass and spin, and with either sign of the energy. To
avoid the need for subsidiary conditions and still have
a manifestly covariant theory, the wave function is
taken to transform like the representation (s,0)+ (0,s)
of the Lorentz group. A state space, with an appropriate
scalar product, can be defined in terms of such wave
functions, and a Lorentz transformation 4 may then
be represented by an operator acting on states of this
space. In particular, the operator corresponding to the
particular Lorentz transformation 4 is A (7).

The operators representing the generators of the
Poincaré group acting on wave functions of the state
space are represented by p, and M,,. The physical
meaning of p, is the energy-momentum 4-vector, and of
M, the angular momentum and the “boost” generators.
Under a general Lorentz transformation 4, a 4-vector
operator such as p, transforms like

A_lp“A= d,wa ) (8)
while a tensor operator such as M, satisfies
A M A= 0,006 M 5. 9)

In addition to operators covariantly defined as tensors
by their transformation properties as in the above
examples, operators are considered which do not
transform so simply. In particular, it is a common trick
in classical relativistic mechanics to define a 4-vector
by specifying its components in a particular frame and
then defining it in an arbitrary frame by the Lorentz-
transformation property; however, this brute-force
technique may be inconsistent with an invariant
functional dependence of the 4-vector on the dynamical
variables. Thus, by analogy with Eq. (8), corresponding
to an operator O,, an operator O, may be defined
such that

A19/A=a,, 0, (10)
or

0,/ = A O,A71. (11)

Only if 0, is a covariantly defined function of tensor
operators will 0, be identical with ©,. Nevertheless, all
operators such as O,’ will be tensors as seen by the
superobserver, and for this reason, and to distinguish
them from the usual concepts, they will be called
supertensors.

Each observer, associated with his own family of
hyperplanes (z,,7), will make a different separation of
P into a Hamiltonian and a spatial momentum vector.
Fleming has developed a description of this process
which is covariant from the viewpoint of the super-
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observer. Fleming’s results will be derived first by the
construction of tensors 0©,” as described above. These
will then be reinterpreted in terms of the superobserver
idea.

All tensors will be initially defined in the instanta-
neous family of hyperplanes and then transformed to an
arbitrary family via Eq. (11), with the general Lorentz
transformation A replaced with A(y). The hyperplane
Hamiltonian will be a “superscalar” defined as —ip, in
the instantaneous frame. This yields

o= —iApiA—
= '“1‘6#4?#
= _UAPM' (12)

From the space components of momentum, a 4-vector
P, (the hyperplane momentum) can be constructed by

P# = ﬁuiApiA_l
= dpi&vipv
= (5;41’_ dnﬁﬂ)Pv

=P#+n#(’7”p”) ) (13)

where, in the last line but one, the orthogonality of the
Lorentz-transformation matrix has been used. These
operators 3¢ and P, are Fleming’s H and K,. The
notation used here for P, emphasizes its physical
meaning as a hyperplane momentum operator. Fleming
calls H the hyperplane mass operator; however, the
term “hyperplane Hamiltonian” appears to be more
appropriate, as is illustrated below.

The wave function for the system as seen by the
observer on the hyperplane family (7,,7) is related to
that seen by the superobserver through

V' (n,7)=AMmWY.

Then, since #7,4,=—7, a translation normal to the
hyperplane, of amount Ar, is produced by the operator

(15)

The time-dependent Schrédinger equation on the
hyperplane family (4,,7) now follows directly, and is

Y/ (n,7)=10¢’ (n,7)/97. (16)

With the identification of 3C as the hyperplane
Hamiltonian and P, as the hyperplane momentum, it is
not surprising to find the hyperplane analog of the
relativistic relation between energy and momentum.
From Eqgs. (12) and (13) it is easily seen that

PP, +m?=3c2.

(14)

T(AT) = ¢?AT(1upp) = exp(— 1ATJC) .

an

If one now specializes to the Dirac theory, one finds
the hyperplane analogs of the various Dirac matrices.
First, the matrix 8 is just vy4; consequently, 8(») is
constructed as the superscalar

B(m)=—invu- (18)
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The space components of vy, become the supervector

Yu=Yut M ("VYV)
=vutin.8 ().

The matrices a generalize either by generalizing the
rule e=143Y or by constructing a super 4-vector from
the mixed space and time components of the spin
tensor s, = — 317V ¥» J=3%0.,. In either case,

(19)

(20)
(21)

Similarly, for systems of arbitrary spin, the operators
B and « may be given hyperplane generalizations. For
@, following the definitions in Sec. II, a supervector is
constructed from the mixed space-time components of
Sw to obtain

o, =10 (77)’)’#"‘"/;4

= iﬂﬂff i

o= (1/5)in,Sp,. (22)
For 8, one must obtain a superscalar. The techniques
developed above obviously yield

B = (=) *nuyim

= (=2 N Muger MuasY wauaeon -

(23)

The preceding results have been obtained by a
transformation of operators from the instantaneous set
of hyperplanes to the family (n,,7). An alternative
derivation is based upon the superobserver’s viewpoint.
Consider again Lorentz transformations of both the
observed event and of the observer [associated with the
hyperplane family (5,,7)] relative to the superobserver.
Such transformations of the event are generated by
M,,, which in Fleming’s interpretation, however,
commutes with 7,. In order to transform the observer
as well, M,, may be replaced with

Myy= M yy—1(1u0/ 30, —1,0/91,.) -

A transformation generated by 91, will leave the
relationship between the frames of the event and of
the observer unaltered.

If now an operator which transforms tensorially as
seen by the superobserver is defined, and if in the
instantaneous frame it has a particular physical
interpretation, then the meaning of this operator will
be the same to all observers. For example, J¢= —n,p, is
the energy in the instantaneous frame and is a scalar
to the superobserver. Consequently, 3¢ will also be
interpreted as the energy by the observer associated
with the hyperplane family (y,,7). Similarly, P, is the
momentum to the instantaneous observer, and therefore
P, defined by Eq. (13) will be interpreted as the
momentum by the observer on the hyperplane family
(14,7). In fact, since 7,P,=0, it is clear that P, generates
translations which lie entirely within the observer’s
hyperplane, and this is the characterizing feature of
linear momentum.

(24)
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At this stage, the superobserver concept permits a
generalization of Fleming’s hyperplane concepts. If the
frame defined by 7, is to be defined by the observed
system, as, for example, the instantaneous rest frame
of the system, then », will be an operator rather than a
¢ number, as in Fleming’s work. In this case, it is
unnecessary to extend M, to 9M,, as in Eq. (24), since
all the arguments of the last few paragraphs still hold,
provided only that the operator %, has vector-commuta-
tion properties with M ,, and commutes with all other
relevant operators.

IV. GENERALIZED DIRAC THEORY

The direct hyperplane generalization of the Dirac
equation is obvious from the results of Sec. ITI. Instead
of the conventional

Hy= (a-p+mB)y=1idy/ot, (25)
one obtains
Y =1dy'/or, (26)
with
= a,P,+Bmm. (27

Indeed, this latter form can be very readily derived by
substituting p,=P,+7,3C into the conventional form
(vupu—1m)¢¥=0 of the Dirac equation.

The extension of the hyperplane formalism to higher
spins is most simply illustrated by applying the tech-
nique to the Foldy-Wouthuysen wave equation!!

EBe=ide/dt, (28)
where
E=(pm2ye,
and to the Foldy-Wouthuysen transformation!?
=S¥ W\(’ ) (29)
Syw= (E+m—pe-p)/[2E(E+m)]/*.  (30)

By using the results of Sec. III, these equations can be
written as

[3e]8(n) ¢ (m)=1d¢' (n)/d7, (31)
where
|5¢| =[PP, +m?]2 (32)
and
@' (n)=Srwn¥’'(n), (33)
|5¢| +m—iv.P,
Srw(n)= (34)

[2[5e] (|3¢|+m) T2

Just as H can be obtained by transforming EB
according to
H=Srw'EBS¥w
=a-pt+mB,

171, L. Foldy, Phys. Rev. 102, 568 (1956).
121, L. Foldy and S. A. Wouthuysen, Phys. Rev. 78, 29 (1950).

(35)
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the hyperplane Hamiltonian 3¢ can be obtained from

3e=Srw'(n)|5C|8(n)Srw(n)
=ao,P,+mB(n). (36)

Other hyperplane operators can be found in a similar
fashion. For example, the rest-frame polarization super-
tensor operator is defined by

W 0= (8e,0), @37
or, in terms of covariant quantities, by
W 0= (ivsv:, 0). (38)
Under the Lorentz transformation A (n)
W, =8,,AW,0A, (39)
Eq. (38) becomes
W u(n)=dvs[vut (mvs)nu]
=1Y5Yu- (40)

Besides the instantaneous hyperplane family, which
contains the observer’s Lorentz frame, there is another
physically significant hyperplane family. This is the
family in which the particle, or antiparticle, is at rest.
This special family has the normal

m= EPV(_PMpu)_u? ’ (41)

where ép, is the physical momentum and & is the
operator corresponding to the sign of the energy. In the
rest hyperplane family, Egs. (32), (13), and (31)
become (when 9/d7 is replaced with —»,p,=3C)

| l"K')'I =m, (42)
P.,=0, (43)

and
imyupue’ (MR, TR)=Pupu?’ (r,7R). (44)

For this particular family the transformed Foldy-
Wouthuysen transformation given by Eq. (34) is unity,
which gives

(45)

Hence the spinor ¢’ (z,7r) is a solution of the manifestly
covariant Eq. (44). This equation can be rewritten as

¥ (nr,7r)= ¢’ (nR,TR).

Yubu (’vaﬂ —im)y’ ("IRyTR) =0, (46)
so that ¢/ is a solution of either
(yspp—im)Y'=0 (47)
or
’YprAV =0. (48)

These are the Dirac equations for massive and massless
particles, and imply

(Puput-m?)' =0 (49)

and

Pﬂpﬂ‘!’, =0. (50)
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Similarly, the polarization operator W, becomes

W.(r)=1vs[vutpu (1) (— prp2) ] (51)
For states which satisfy Eq. (44), this is
W () ="vs(@yu—pu/m), (52)

the Bargmann-Wigner polarization operator,® with
respect to the instantaneous hyperplane family.

V. GENERALIZED WHG THEORY

The WHG theory for particles of arbitrary spin
in effect performs a generalization of the Foldy-
Wouthuysen transformation backwards. The starting
point is a 2(2s+1)-component wave function o¢(x,f)
which satisfies the equation

EBp=10¢/0t. (53)

The analog of the Dirac wave function ¢ is obtained
by applying (to the spin indices only) that Lorentz
transformation which would accelerate a particle
initially at rest up to the actual momentum p. This
gives, for a particle of spin s,

Y(x,0)=mE71Sp(x,), (54)

where E= (p2+m?)!/? and S is the Lorentz transforma-
tion

S=exp[sa-(q/¢)arctanh(p/E)], (55)
where the physical momentum operator q is ép. For

s=% the Lorentz transformation given by Eq. (55) is
related to Srw' by

Srw'= (m/E)S. (56)

Equations (53)-(55) are now generalized to the
hyperplane family (4,,7) by

(PP, +m2)\28(n) ¢’ (n,7) =10 ¢ (n,7)/d7,  (57)
Y (,7)=m* (PP, Am) 25 ()’ (1),  (58)

and
S (n)=exp[sa,(Q,/P)arctanh (P/|5¢|)], (59)

where, for general spin, «, and 8(y) are defined in Egs.
(22) and (23), and

P=(P,P,)"2, Q,=eP,, [3]|=P.P,+m?)"2. (60)

The Lorentz transformation given in Eq. (55) can
be more conveniently written as

S=cosh[ws;1(pi/p)1—14 sinh(wsups/p), (61)

where & has been replaced with v, since S always
operates on Foldy-Wouthuysen functions, and where

w=arctanh(p/E). (62)

Then the hyperplane Foldy-Wouthuysen transforma-
tion corresponding to Eq. (54) is

Sew(n)=m*| 3|25 (n), (63)
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with

S ()= cos[(P./P)n,suw(n)]
+i8(n) sin[(P./P)n,sue(n)], (64)
where

w(n)=arctanh(P/|5C]). (65)

For given spin, Srw™!(n) can be calculated by the
spin-matrix polynomial procedure given by Williams,
Draayer, and Weber.!3

For the rest family of hyperplanes, Eq. (57) becomes

Py @ (M, mr)= (D)€ (— pup,) 2o (nr,7r) (66)

and
Srw (n)=m*12,

so that ¥/ (ng,7r)=m*12¢ (nr,7r) also satisfies Eq.
(66), as in the Dirac case. This is the manifestly
covariant generalization of the WHG theory, and is
simple for half-integral spin, since é2*+'=1 when operat-
ing on ¥/ (yg,7r), and —p.p, is taken to an integral
power.

Expect for spin 1, Eq. (66) cannot be factored directly
to give the massive- and massless-particle solutions.
However, ¢'(yg,7r) does satisfy the Klein-Gordon
equation, as can be seen by operating on Eq. (66) with
MmPruryL- Since

VP Ympm = @Gupu)®, (67)
this gives
Gup)® Puputm W (nz,7)=0. (68)

Then, for free particles, ¢’ (nz,7r) is a solution of either

Louputm* W (nr,72)=0 (69)
pupd (nr,72)=0, (70)

so thaty’ (nr,7r) describes both a massive and a massless
particle. For the massive-particle part, Eq. (66)
reduces to

[vipua— @&+ m* W (nr,7r)=0, (71)

which, when taken together with the auxiliary condition

[puputm* W (nr,7r)=0, (72)

is the generalization of the Dirac equation to arbitrary
spin. For the massless-particle part, Eq. (66) reduces to

Yy (1, 7r)=0. (73)

If minimal electromagnetic coupling is introduced by
replacing p, with ,, such a factorization is no longer
possible, since [7,,;m ]7#0. In this case, Eq. (66) for
half-integral spin becomes

or

mrpyyuy (e, mr)= ()% (—m,m,) HV2Y (nryrr),  (74)

and is not equivalent to replacing p, with =, in Egs.
(71)-(73), as is usually attempted.

1BS, A, Williams, J, P. Draayer, and T. A, Weber, Phys. Rev.
152, 1207 (1966),
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As is the case for spin %, covariant hyperplane
operators can be generated from rest hyperplane
operators by using the hyperplane Foldy-Wouthuysen
transformation of Eq. (64). The Hamiltonian for an
arbitrary hyperplane family 3¢ is found by

Je=Srw(n)|3|8m)Srw(n) (75)
or directly from H as
X=AmHA(n). (76)

In the instantaneous hyperplane, H is found to be
H=E{tanh[2a- (p/p)w]+8 sech[2e- (p/p)w]}. (77)
In terms of covariant quantities,

H= (pspit+m2)2{tanh[ 2s:(p;/p)w]

+v14 sech[ 2s:4(ps/p)w]}, (78)
so that
3= (P,P,+m?)\2{ —i tan[2(P,/P)n,suo ()]
+B8(n)sec[2(P./P)nysw ()1}, (79)

For given spin, this operator may be calculated by
using the spin-matrix polynomial procedure given by
Williams, Draayer, and Weber.!3 For the rest hyper-
plane family, Eq. (79) reduces to m8(nz) as expected.

Similarly, a polarization operator W, may be general-
ized to arbitrary hyperplanes. In the instantaneous
hyperplane family, the rest-system polarization operator
W.=(8S,0) may be written in terms of covariant
quantities as

W= (iysvita;, 0), (80)
where [u]_1 means 2s—1 indices. Under the transforma-
tion A(n), Eq. (80) becomes
—iysWu(n)= (—1)* 1y 1 Yebl

= (= M panpryer -
In the rest hyperplane family, this is
—iyvsWy (nr)= (—a)>t (6)28—115 11Vl ("Pﬂ?n)m—‘
— (g)2e+ (€)23+lpﬂ? BIY (_PMPM)—-B_IN , (82)
and for particles which satisfy Eq. (66), this becomes

W, (’7R) =—vs[ (— i)zaéh_l’)’u[v}_xﬁ 11
X (“P#Pu)llz—s_Pu/m]- (83)

This is the generalized Bargmann-Wigner4 polarization
operator on the instantaneous hyperplane family. It is
clear that W,(nr)p,=0, since the right-hand side of
Eq. (83) then becomes equivalent to Eq. (66).

(81)

VI. GENERALIZED WEINBERG THEORY

For bosons, Eq. (66) is complicated by the appearance
of the sign operator & and the operator —p,p, taken to
a half-integral power. However, an equivalent equation
can be found such that for integral spin, the sign
operator does not appear. Toward this end, one may
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consider the 2(2s+1)-component functions ¢ studied
by Weinberg® which satisfy

Dyapra— @) m* =0, (84)
together with the auxiliary condition
(PuputmiP=0 (85)

in the instantaneous hyperplane family. Sankaranaray-
anan and Good and Nelson and Good!s have shown
that the Weinberg function ¢ is related to the spinor
¥ by

=01~y +3A+rs)el,

where ¢ satisfies

(86)

Hy=1idy/ot. (87)

Corresponding to ¥, a Foldy-Wouthuysen function &
can be defined by

J=m*E125p. (88)
Since v; and & commute with E1/3S,
¢=[3(1—vs)+3(1+v5)B8]e, (89)

where ¢ operating on ¢ has been replaced with g.

The matrix operator in Eq. (89) has no inverse;
thus @ satisfies no Hamiltonian-type equation as does
¢. However, & does satisfy a second-order equation in .
Combining Eq. (89) with Eq. (53) yields

E[3(1—vs)+3(+v5)B18e=1idg/0t.  (90)
Commuting g to the left and then applying 79/9¢ gives

2E(1+8) X3 (1+7s)id o/ dt= — (1+8)0*¢/02, (91)
or, equivalently,
2E?p=— (14-B)8p/32. (92)
This equation contains the condition
Bp=¢, (93)

as can be seen by operating on Eq. (92) with 1—@, which
corresponds to the Foldy-Wouthuysen form of Eq. (84).
In addition, Eq. (93) with Eq. (92) implies the Klein-
Gordon equation, which is of course equivalent to
Eq. (85). Consequently, Eq. (92) gives rise to Weinberg
functions without any auxiliary conditions. Under the
transformation A(n), Eq. (92) becomes

Z(PnPu+m2)¢l (77:7') = E1+ (_'i)%"llu]'Y[u]:l

X (mﬁ»)%' (71,7') ) (94)
where
& (n,7)=A(n)@. (95)
The Weinberg function ¢/ (»,7) is then given by
¥ (,r)=m* (PP, +m?) 1S ()@ (n,r).  (96)

14 A, Sankaranarayanan and R. H. Good, Jr., Nuovo Cimento
36, 1303 (1965).

15T, J. Nelson and R. H. Good, Jr., Rev. Mod. Phys. 40,
508 (1968).
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As before, for the rest family of hyperplanes,
¥ (nr,7R)=m* g (nr,7R) 7
since S (nz)=1. Then Eq. (94) becomes
("'?u?u)s—l (?upu'l'zmz)‘/;’(’?R;TR)
= (=)@ ypud (nz,7r).  (98)

This is the manifestly convariant generalization of the
Weinberg theory for arbitrary spin and mass. It is
particularly simple for integral spin, since &é*=1 when
operating on ¥, and —p,p, is taken to an integral
power. Equation (98) can be obtained directly from
Eq. (66) by using the relationship

¥ (neymr)=[3(1—75)+3A4+vs)EW (nr,7r)

but only if the Klein-Gordon equation is also used.
If Eq. (98) is rewritten as

2m°(—pupu)* ™V (1z,7x)

= [(“023@23’7[#]?[#]_'" (_Pnlbu) s]‘V (WR,TR) ’ (100)
then operating from the left with (—2)%&ypp1a
— (—pupn)® gives
2m (= pup) L= @y

— (= pup)* W (1z,7r)=0, (101)

where Eq. (67) has been used to eliminate the right-
hand side. It is then clear that for spin greater than 1,

¥/ (gr,7r) contains both the massive- and massless-
particle solutions

L& yuapu— (—pupw) W (nr,72) =0

(99)

(102)
and

(= pup)* ¥ (nz,72)=0. (103)

Taken with Eq. (100), Eq. (102) implies the Klein-
Gordon equation. On the other hand, Eq. (102),
together with the XKlein-Gordon equation, is the
Weinberg theory for integral spin.

For spin 1, Eq. (98) is

(YWP,LP»"‘P;:PM‘*' 2’”1,2)?,;, (WRJTR) =0 )

which is the spin-1 free-particle equation studied by
Shay and Good.® It is apparent that the spin-1 case
admits only the massive-particle solution.

For spin 0, Eq. (98) is

- 27”25;’ (")R,TR) = Pﬂ[’u(l‘ha)‘pl (7712,"'13) .

However, ¥ (ng,7r)=m"12% (nr,7r) and 8= @, since
S=A=1 for spin 0. Therefore Eq. (105) is just the
Klein-Gordon equation

(P#Pn+m2)’}, (nr,7r)=0.

Minimal electromagnetic coupling may be introduced
by replacing p, with m, in Eq. (98). For integral spin

(104)

(105)

(106)

16 D, Shay and R. H. Good, Jr. (unpublished).
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this gives

(— 7";47";‘) o1 (1r,,7r,,+ 2'””2)‘[7 ("IR;TR)

= (—=1)*ypmd’ (r,mr).  (107)

As is the case for Eq. (74), Eq. (107) is no longer
factorable into massive- and massless-particle parts.
Furthermore, since the sign operator & is not well
defined when interactions are present, ¥ (ng,7z) is not
related to ¥ (yg,7z) in a simple way.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY

The hyperplane formalism presented in this paper has
made it possible to write for any spin a manifestly co-
variant Foldy-Wouthuysen transformation, Eq. (63),
and Foldy-Wouthuysen wave function which satisfies
a manifestly covariant wave equation given by either
Eq. (57) or Eq. (94). In the same sense, manifestly
covariant Hamiltonians and polarization operators,
Egs. (79) and (81), can also be obtained. By specializing
to the particular hyperplane observer which corresponds
to the particle rest system, the usual manifestly co-
variant equations are obtained for spin 0, 3, and 1, and
for higher spins new wave equations without auxiliary
conditions are obtained.

Furthermore, as pointed out by Mathews,'7 the
various wave equations and operators presented here
are unique in the sense that they are obtained by a
continuous Lorentz transformation from well-defined
rest-system wave equations and operators.

It is appropriate to use Eq. (66) only for half-integral
spin and Eq. (98) for integral spin since, besides the
simplicity of these equations for this case, only then in
the second quantized theory are local anticommutation
and commutation relationships for the fields obtained.®

The fact that, for free particles, zero-mass solutions
as well as massive solutions are contained in the same
wave equation is interesting since there seems to be no
basis on physical grounds for rejecting these solu-

17 P, M. Mathews, Phys. Rev. 143, 978 (1966).
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tions.!8 Furthermore, when interactions are present, the
wave equation no longer separates into two distinct so-
lutions. The spin-} case is an exception. For example,
before putting in the electromagnetic interaction, Eq.
(44) can be left unaltered, written as Eq. (46), or sepa-
rated as Eqs. (47) and (48). Then Eq. (44) becomes

imyum Y =mur (108)
or
[vumut (¢/2m)a o F oy ' = (—i/m) (ym )Y/
Fu=(0/0x,)4,— (3/0%,)A,, (109)

an equation with an anomalous magnetic-moment term.
On the other hand, Eq. (46) becomes

(110)

The exact Green’s function then separates into two
terms:

Yy (i —im)Y' =0.

G=G,./im—G,/im,
Ge=[vu(pu—ed,)—im]™

Gr=Lvu(pu—ed,) ]

The theories described by Egs. (109) and (110) are
different from the usual Dirac equation with fields
which can be obtained directly from Eq. (47). Both
Egs. (109) and (110) are sufficiently interesting to bear
further investigation.

(111)
where

and
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18 One could argue by Eq. (41) that #, is restricted to values
that correspond to instantaneous hyperplanes in the rest frame of
the particles and that this restriction makes sense only if the
particle has a rest frame. This would then provide a physical
reason for rejecting the massless solutions. The authors, however,
take the alternative view that Egs. (66) and (98) are of interest
independently of their derivation. The advance represented by
these equations is that they are manifestly covariant without any
auxiliary conditions. Rejection of the zero-mass solutions is
equivalent to reintroducing the Klein-Gordon equation as an
auxiliary condition, as in Weinberg’s work.



