arXiv:hep-th/0106167 19 Jun 2001

Does DLCQ S-matrix have a covariant continuum limit?

Masa-aki Taniguchi, Shozo Uehara, Satoshi Yamada and Koichi Yamawaki Department of Physics, Nagoya University, Nagoya, 464-8602, Japan. (June 19, 2001)

We develop a systematic DLCQ perturbation theory and show that DLCQ S-matrix does not have a covariant continuum limit for processes with p^+ = 0 exchange. This implies that the role of the zero mode is more subtle than ever considered in DLCQ and hence must be treated with great care also in non-perturbative approach. We also make a brief comment on DLCQ in string theory.

Discrete light-cone quantization (DLCQ) was proposed to solve the zero-mode problem in the light-front quantization [1] and later a non-perturbative calculation was carried out in field theory [2]. Recently the idea played an important role in non-perturbative formulations in superstring or M-theory [3,4] where much attention has been paid to DLCQ [5] in the sense of L^3 [6–10]. In contrast to string theory, local field theory in L^3 is pathological, since the scattering amplitudes having zero-mode loops, which are absent in DLCQ [11], diverge as δ(0) in L^3 [8].

DLCQ has a long history. In the original paper [1], the light-like coordinate x^− was compactified in order to isolate the light-cone zero modes and it was shown that the zero modes are written in terms of the non-zero modes due to a nonlinear operator equation (zero-mode constraint). Then the zero modes are removed from the physical Fock space. Because of that, DLCQ proves the popular statement that the light-cone vacuum is trivial.

From the very beginning of DLCQ, however, it was known that Poincaré invariance in DLCQ is not recovered as the operator algebra in the continuum limit [1], and it was further shown [12] that Wightman function does not agree with the Lorentz-invariant result in the continuum limit of DLCQ (or any other regularization fixed to an exact light-front surface), since the dynamical information of zero mode is lost: Namely, DLCQ has no Lorentz-invariant continuum limit as field theory itself (operator, Hilbert space, etc.) [11]. The latter problem can be avoided in the free theory if one uses an explicit solution of the dynamics (free propagation) to regularize the theory in a way dependent on the light-cone time. Thus it has been expected that, if one uses explicit solution of the dynamics, the Lorentz-invariant continuum limit may be realized on the S-matrix which is an integrated quantity not restricted to a fixed light-cone time [11]. Actually it was argued [13] that DLCQ S-matrix has a covariant continuum limit in the scalar field theory through a concrete dynamics, namely the perturbation. Unfortunately, in [13] some diagrams having exchange of p^+ = 0 [14] are missing and hence the statement is not correct.

In this paper, we develop a systematic DLCQ perturbation theory and find that the DLCQ S-matrix disagree with a covariant one in the continuum limit for particular processes with p^+ = 0 exchange. This implies that zero modes in DLCQ are more subtle than ever thought even in the perturbation. Although this discrepancy is only for the real part of the forward scattering amplitude and hence may only occur at zero measure part in the cross section, with no affect in total cross section through optical theorem, it strongly suggests that similar discrepancy may be caused by zero modes in physical quantity also in non-perturbative calculation: The zero modes should be handled with great care.

Let us begin with formulating the perturbative expansion (Dyson expansion) of scalar field theory in the operator formalism. We consider a d-dimensional λϕ^4 scalar field theory with the mass m and put the system in a light-like box (−L ≤ x^− ≤ L) with periodic boundary conditions [1,16]. We decompose the scalar field ϕ(x) into the zero mode ϕ_0(x^+, x_⊥) ( ≡ (1/2L) ∫_L −L ϕ(x)dx^− ) and the non-zero mode parts φ(x). Then the Hamiltonian is given by, H = ∫_L −L dx^− ∫_∞ −∞ d^{d−2}x_⊥ [ 1 2 φ(m^2 − ∂^2_⊥)φ + 1 2 ϕ_0(m^2 − ∂^2_⊥)ϕ_0 + λ 4! (φ + ϕ_0)^4 ] . (1)

Furthermore, from the equation of motion for ϕ_0, we obtain the following zero-mode constraint [1], ∫_L −L dx^− [ (m^2 − ∂^2_⊥)ϕ_0 + λ 3! (φ + ϕ_0)^3 ] = 0 . (2)

It is obvious that the zero mode is nothing but an auxiliary field having no kinetic term. Solving this zero-mode constraint perturbatively (i.e., the zero mode is written in terms of the non-zero modes perturbatively) and plugging the result into the Hamiltonian (1), we obtain the effective interaction terms for φ. Then using the effective Hamiltonian, we can perform the perturbative expansion of the vacuum and scattering amplitudes [17,13,18]. In the perturbative expansion, we treat the first term in the r.h.s. of eq.(1) as the free part of the Hamiltonian and the rests as interactions.

Classically, or putting aside the operator ordering first, we can straightforwardly solve the zero-mode constraint (2) perturbatively and we obtain,

ϕ_0(x^+, x_⊥) = −iλ ∫ d^dy Δ^{xy}_0 φ^3(y) 3! + (−iλ)^2 ∫ d^dy d^dz Δ^{xy}_0 φ^2(y) 2! Δ^{yz}_0 φ^3(z) 3! + O(λ^3), (3)

where Δ^{xy}_0 is the Feynman propagator for the zero mode.

Δ^{xy}_0 ≡ 1 2L ∫ dk^−d^{d−2}k_⊥ (2π)^{d−1}i e^{−ik} �_{(x}+_{−y}+_{)+ik}?_{(x}?_{−y}?_)

m^2 + k^2_⊥ = 1 2iL 1 m^2 − ∂^2_x?

δ(x^+ − y^+ )δ^{(d−2)}(x_⊥ − y_⊥). (4)

Plugging eq.(3) into the Hamiltonian (1), we obtain the effective interaction Hamiltonian, −i ∫ dx^+H_{int} = −iλ ∫ d^dx φ^4(x) 4! + 1 2! (−iλ)^2 ∫ d^dxd^dy ( φ^3(x) 3! Δ^{xy}_0 φ^3(y) 3! )

+ 3 3! (−iλ)^3 ∫ d^dxd^dyd^dz ( φ^3(x) 3! Δ^{xy}_0 × φ^2(y) 2! Δ^{yz}_0 φ^3(z) 3! ) + O(λ^4) . (5)

The first three terms on the r.h.s. of eq.(5) correspond to the diagrams in Fig.1, respectively.

FIG. 1. The effective interactions to the third order in λ. The dotted lines represent the zero-mode propagators and the solid lines represent the non-zero mode operators.

Now we comment on the operator ordering. In the ordinary quantization, the equal-time commutator [ϕ(x), ϕ(y)]_x0_{=y}0 is zero due to the micro-causality, while in the light-cone quantization, the equal light-cone time commutator [φ(x), φ(y)]_x+_{=y}+ in general has a non-zero value. Thus we must fix the operator ordering in eq.(5). Here we choose the Weyl ordering for the equal lightcone time operators. Actually, it is easily checked that the Weyl ordering is consistent with the Euler-Lagrange equation [19].

Having fixed the ordering of the equal light-cone time operators, we can perform the perturbative expansion (Dyson expansion) with the effective interaction Hamiltonian (5) systematically. From the Schrödinger equation of the light-cone time evolution, i(∂/∂x^+ )|x^+⟩ = H_{int}(x^+)|x^+⟩ in the interaction picture, we obtain the S-operator, S = T exp [ −i ∫_∞ −∞ dx^+H_{int}(x^+) ] , where T - symbol means the light-cone time ordered product. It should be noted that micro-causality is not necessary in order for T ϕ(x)ϕ(y) = θ(x^+ − y^+ )ϕ(x)ϕ(y) + θ(y^+ − x^+)ϕ(y)ϕ(x) to be Lorentz-invariant, since the sign of x^+ − y^+ is Lorentz-invariant wherever the two points x, y may be, in sharp contrast to the ordinary quantization where micro-causality, [ϕ(x), ϕ(y)] = 0 for (x − y)^2 < 0, is definitely required, since the sign of x^0 − y^0 is not Lorentz-invariant in space-like region.

Since the field operators φ(x) in the interaction picture obey the equations of motion of the free fields, φ(x) in eq.(5) is expanded as, φ(x) = ∑ n>0 1 2L·2p^+_n ∫ d^{d−2}p_⊥ (2π)^{d−2} [ a_n(p_⊥)e^{−ipx}+ a^†_n(p_⊥)e^{ipx} ] ,

where px = {(p^2_⊥ + m^2)/(2p^+_n )}x^+ + p^+_n x^− − p_⊥x_⊥, p^+_n = nπ/L and [ a_m(p_⊥), a^†_n(q_⊥) ] = (2π)^{d−2}2L · 2p^+_n δ_{mn}δ^{(d−2)}(p_⊥ − q_⊥).

Now that we have given the systematic DLCQ perturbation theory, we can calculate the scattering amplitudes straightforwardly.

FIG. 2. Examples of the scattering diagram of order λ^2.

From the effective interactions in Fig.1, it is easily seen that two diagrams in Fig.2 contribute to the oneloop scattering, where external momenta are given by p_i = (p^−_i , n_iπ/L, p_{i⊥}), (n_i > 0, i = 1, · · · , 4), respectively. Actually we can calculate each amplitude of these diagrams, and combine them to obtain the following scattering amplitude A [20], A = 1 2L ∑ l ′ ∫ dk^−d^{d−2}k_⊥ (2π)^{d−1}i 1 m^2_ϵ − 2k^{− lπ}_L + (k_⊥)^2 × 1 m^2_ϵ − 2k̂^{− (l−n2+n3)π}_L + (k̂_⊥)^2

, (6)

where

k̂^− = k^− − p^−_2 + p^−_3 , k̂_⊥ = k_⊥ − p_{2⊥} + p_{3⊥}, (7)

m^2_ϵ = m^2 − iϵ and ∑_′ l stands for the summation over l without the zero-mode loop contribution (l = 0 and l − n_2 + n_3 = 0). Notice that although the zero modes can propagate schematically as internal lines due to the effective interactions in (5), we never have zero-mode loop diagrams.

The expression of eq.(6) is not transparent when taking the continuum limit (L → ∞). Naively, one might consider that eq.(6) would agree with the covariant answer in the continuum limit [13]. However, in DLCQ, the continuum limit should be taken after the whole calculations are done with finite L. Hence we first perform the momentum integrals in (6). Using the usual parameter integral formula, [X − iϵ]^{−1} = i ∫_∞ 0 dα e^{−iα(X−iϵ)}, we obtain, A = i 2L ∑ l ′ ∫ dk^−d^{d−2}k_⊥ (2π)^{d−1} ∫_∞ 0 dα_1dα_2 × exp [ −iα_1 { m^2_ϵ − 2k^− lπ L + (k_⊥)^2 }]

× exp [ −iα_2 { m^2_ϵ − 2k̂^−

(l − n_2 + n_3)π L + (k̂_⊥)^2 }] . Then, the integral over k^− gives a δ-function, A = i 4π ∑ l ′ ∫ d^{d−2}k̃_⊥ (2π)^{d−2} ∫_∞ 0 dα ∫_1 0 dγ δ(l − γ(n_2 − n_3))

× exp [ −iα{m^2_ϵ + (k̃_⊥)^2 − γ(1 − γ)(p_2 − p_3)^2} ] , where we have changed the variables (k_⊥, α_1, α_2) → (k̃_⊥, α, γ) ≡ (k_⊥ + γ(p_{3⊥} − p_{2⊥}), α_1 + α_2, α_2/(α_1 + α_2)). Wick-rotating the variable α → −iα, we finally get, A = 1 2^dπ^{d2} ∑ l ′ ∫_∞ 0 dα α^4 �d_2 ∫^1 0 dγ δ(α(l − γ(n_2 − n_3)))

× exp [ −α{m^2 − γ(1 − γ)(p_2 − p_3)^2} ] . (8)

One comment is in order: If eq.(8) had included a zeromode loop contribution (l = 0, n_2 = n_3), which is actually absent in ∑ l ′, it would suffer from a pathological divergence of δ(0). This is, in fact, the divergence in ref. [8] in L^3. In DLCQ, however, this problem is absent from the outset [11].

Now we are ready to examine the continuum limit (L → ∞). First, we consider the n_2 ≠ n_3 case in eq.(8). Performing the γ-integration in eq.(8), we have [21], A = 1 2^dπ^d2 ∫_∞ 0 dα α^2 �d_2 e^{−αm2} 1 |n_2 − n_3| (9)

× 1 + |n2−n3|−1 ∑ l=1 exp [ αγ_l (1 − γ_l) (p_2 − p_3)^2 ] , where γ_l = l/|n_2 − n_3| and we have used the prescription ∫_a 0 dxδ(x)f(x) = (1/2)f(0). The first term “1” in the brace is the sum of l = 0 and l = |n_2 − n_3| contributions which correspond to the diagram having a zeromode propagator (Fig.2(b)). Now it is easy to take the continuum limit, |n_2 − n_3| → ∞, of eq.(9). In fact, we obtain, A = 1 2^dπ^d2 ∫_∞ 0 dα α^2 �d_2 ∫^1 0 dγ e^{−α{m2−γ(1−γ)(p2−p3)2}} , which coincides with the covariant result. Note that in the continuum limit, the contributions of the diagram in Fig.2(b) vanish (1/|n_2 − n_3| → 0) [13].

Next we consider the n_2 = n_3 case in eq.(8) [14]. Such a case is precisely what was missing in [13] and actually yields non-covariant continuum limit. For clarity, we consider a diagram in two dimensions (d = 2) [22] where the external momenta p_i (i = 1, · · ·, 4) satisfy p_1 = p_4 and p_2 = p_3 in Fig.2(a), i.e., the forward scattering. Note that there is no p^+-momentum exchange in this process and hence the diagram of Fig.2(b) does not exist. From eq.(8), the amplitude A_F is given by,

A_F = 2 2^2π ∑ l>0 1 l ∫_∞ 0 dα αδ(α) exp(−αm^2) . (10)

Furthermore, changing the variable α → β = 2(lπ/L)α for later convenience, we obtain,

A_F = 1 2L ∑ l>0 1 2(^{lπ}_L )^2 ∫_∞ 0 dβ β δ(β) exp ( − βm^2 2^{lπ}_L ) . (11)

This becomes zero due to ∫_∞ 0 dββδ(β)f(β) = 0 . Thus the scattering amplitude of this process is zero in the continuum limit (L → ∞).

On the contrary, the covariant amplitude of the same process A^{cov}_F is given by, A^{cov}_F = ∫ dk^0dk^1 (2π)^2i ( 1 m^2_ϵ − (k^0)^2 + (k^1)^2

)_2

= 1 2^2π ∫_∞ 0 dα ∫_1 0 dγ e^{−m2α} = 1 4πm^2 . (12)

This is non-zero and finite! The continuum limit of A_F (= 0) does not coincide with A^{cov}_F .

To see why this discrepancy has occurred, we consider the continuum light-front amplitude of the same process. The amplitude A^{LC}_F is given by, A^{LC}_F = ∫ dk^+dk^− (2π)^2i ( 1 m^2_ϵ − 2k^+k^−

)_2

. (13)

Similarly to the above, we obtain, A^{LC}_F = ∫_∞ 0 dk^+ 4π(k^+)^2 ∫_∞ 0 dβ β δ(β) exp ( − βm^2 2k^+ ) . (14)

Note that if we discretize the light-cone coordinate, k^+ → (lπ/L) and (1/2π) ∫_∞ 0 dk^+ → (1/2L) ∑ l>0, then (14) becomes (11). At first sight, (14) seems to be zero similarly to (11) due to ∫_∞ 0 dββδ(β)f(β) = 0. However, this is not the case. The reason is that once we put ∫_∞ 0 dββδ(β) exp ( −βm^2/2k^+ ) in eq.(14) zero, the remaining integral ∫_∞ 0 dk^+[4π(k^+)^2]^{−1} diverges, i.e., we shall suffer from ∞ × 0 in such a calculation of (14). The proper procedure is, in fact, to perform k^+-integral first and then β-integral afterward. Changing the variable k^+ → k = 1/k^+, we can easily carry out the procedure,

A^{LC}_F = ∫_∞ 0 dβ β δ(β) ∫_∞ 0 dk 4π exp ( − βm^2k 2 )

= 1 2πm^2 ∫_∞ 0 dβ δ(β) = 1 4πm^2 , (15)

where we have used the prescription ∫_∞ 0 dβδ(β)f(β) = (1/2)f(0) as before. This exactly coincides with the covariant result (12).

It is now clear why the discrepancy between A_F and A^{cov}_F has occurred even in the continuum limit. In contrast to eq.(14), since (1/2L) ∑ l>0[2(lπ/L)^2]^{−1} = L/24 is finite, we can put ∫_∞ 0 dββδ(β) exp ( −βm^2/(2lπ/L) ) = 0 in (11), and hence we have A_F = 0. In DLCQ, since the continuum limit should be taken after the whole calculations are done with finite L, we cannot obtain any non-zero result in eq.(11) even in the continuum limit and the covariant result (12) can never be reproduced in DLCQ. Thus the continuum limit of the DLCQ S-matrix does not coincide with the covariant one in the specific kinematics where there’s no p^+ exchange. This means that even differential cross sections in DLCQ differ from the covariant ones in the continuum limit.

However, since in the integral over the scattering angle, the region which contributes to the discrepancy has measure zero, the discrepancy does not affect total cross sections and the experimentally measurable values of differential cross sections, which are actually integrated in some finite region over the scattering angle. Besides, the forward scattering amplitude is related to the total cross section due to the optical theorem, however, the conflict part does not contribute to the imaginary part of the forward scattering amplitude and hence the total cross section remains the same.

Though the region of breaking Lorentz invariance of Smatrix has measure zero in the configuration space of external momenta, this explicit result nevertheless implies that the role of the zero modes is more subtle than ever thought in DLCQ. Thus various DLCQ calculations, perturbative or non-perturbative, should be done with great care on the zero modes.

Finally, we make a brief comment on DLCQ in string theory. Due to the s-t channel duality, a string scattering diagram of a certain order in string perturbation contains all the possible field theoretical Feynman diagrams of the same order [10], which wipes off such a discrepancy appeared in field theory.

We would like to thank T. Kugo for useful discussions. KY is supported by the Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (B) #11695030 and (A) #12014206).

[1] T. Maskawa and K. Yamawaki, Prog. Theor. Phys. 56 (1976) 270.

[2] S. Brodsky and C. Pauli, Phys. Rev. D32 (1985) 2001. [3] T. Banks, W. Fischler, S.H. Shenker and L. Susskind, Phys. Rev. D55 (1997) 5112.

[4] L. Susskind, hep-th/9704080.

[5] The meaning of “DLCQ” is sometimes confusing. In this paper we use “DLCQ” as a quantization on the exact light-front surface (i.e., conventional DLCQ [1,2]) and “Light-Like Limit (L^3)” as a procedure to quantize on an almost light-front surface and then to take a limit by which the surface becomes the exact light-front one.

[6] E.V. Prokhvatilov and V.A. Franke, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys.

49, (1989) 688; F. Lenz, M. Thies, K. Yazaki and S. Levit, Ann. Phys. 208 (1991) 1; K. Hornbostel, Phys. Rev. D45 (1992) 3781.

[7] N. Seiberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79 (1997) 3577; A. Sen, Adv.

Theor. Math. Phys. 2 (1998) 51.

[8] S. Hellerman and J. Polchinski, Phys. Rev. D59 (1999) 125002.

[9] A. Bilal, Nucl. Phys. B521 (1998) 202; Phys. Lett. B453 (1998) 312; A. Güijosa, Nucl. Phys. B533 (1998) 406; J. Gomis and H. Ooguri, hep-th/0009181; U. Danielsson, A. Güijosa and M. Kruczenski, JHEP 0010 (2000) 020; JHEP 0103 (2001) 041.

[10] S. Uehara and S. Yamada, Nucl. Phys. B591 (2000) 77. [11] S. Tsujimaru and K. Yamawaki, Phys. Rev. D57 (1998) 4942; K. Yamawaki, hep-th/9802037.

[12] N. Nakanishi and K. Yamawaki, Nucl. Phys. B122 (1977) 15. [13] A. Harindranath, L’. Martnovic and J.P. Vary, Phys.

Rev. D62 (2000) 105015.

[14] The kinematics, where the light-cone momentum p^+ is not exchanged, is very important in the context of Matrix theory. In fact, as a first step, the tree-level processes in this kinematics have been considered intensively, and the remarkable agreements between the potentials in finite N Matrix theory and those in DLCQ supergravity have been reported [15].

[15] For a comprehensive review, W. Taylor, hep-th/0101126. [16] In this paper, we use a convention of the light-cone coordinates: x^μ = (x^+, x�, x?), where x� = (1/ √ 2)(x^0 ±x^1),

x? = (x^2, · · · , x^d�^1). We treat x^+ as a light-cone time.

[17] G. McCartor and D.G. Robertson, Z. Phys. C53 (1992) 679; M. Maeno, Phys. Lett. B320 (1994) 83.

[18] M. Taniguchi, S. Uehara, S. Yamada and K. Yamawaki, in preparation.

[19] In principle, we can choose other orderings, e.g., normal ordering. If we had chosen the normal ordering in eq.(5), the diagram (b) in Fig.2 would be absent. However this does not alter our conclusion [18].

[20] In eq.(6), though we omit the symmetry factor and the coupling λ, they are the same as the covariant ones.

[21] A. Bilal, hep-th/9909220.

[22] In this paper, we consider only the process in two dimensions. However, similarly to the d = 2 case, we can show easily AF = 0 in d < 4. Furthermore, though the amplitude AF diverges in d = 4, we can show that the regularized amplitude becomes zero in the well-known regularization methods [18].