arXiv:hep-th/0202106 v2 7 May 2002

KIAS-P01049 hep-th/0202106

Solitons in a Grassmannian σ-model Coupled to Chern-Simons Term

Jin-Ho Cho,^{a♮} Phillial Oh,^{a†} and Jeong-Hyuck Park^{b‡}

aBK21 Physics Division and Institute of Basic Science Sungkyunkwan University, Suwon 440-746, Korea

bKorea Institute for Advanced Study 207-43 Cheongryangri-dong Dongdaemun-gu, Seoul 130-012, Korea

Abstract

We study a Grassmannian σ-model coupled to the Chern-Simons term. In the presence of a novel topological term the model admits exact self-dual vortex solutions which are identical to those of pure Grassmannian model, but the topological charge has a physical meaning as a magnetic flux since the gauge field is no longer auxiliary. We also extend the theory to a noncommutative plane and analyze the BPS solutions.

E-mail addresses :^♮jhcho@taegeug.skku.ac.kr,^†ploh@dirac.skku.ac.kr,^‡jhp@kias.re.kr

1 Introduction

The O(3) nonlinear σ-model [1] and its generalization to CP(N) and Grassmannian target space Gr(N, M)≡^{SU (N )}

SU (N −M )×U (M ) in 2+1 dimensions [2] have attracted a great deal of inter-

est [3] especially due to the exact solvability. They admit the exact self-dual BPS soliton solutions characterized by the second homotopy, π_2(S^2) = π_2(Gr(N, M)) = Z[4].

The fact that the models can be described in a simple manner with the introduction of the auxiliary gauge fields or the composite gauge connections motivated people to make the gauge fields dynamical either by adding the Maxwell term or the Chern-Simons term [5, 6]. Especially the latter has been considered in the context of the fractional spin and statistics [7]. However, gauging the nonlinear σ-model has been focused to O(3) or CP(N − 1)=Gr(N, 1) models up to now. This fact plus the recent upsurge of interest in the solitons of the noncommutative field theory [8] motivate us to look at the gauged Grassmannian σ-model, since the noncommutativity inevitably implies the non-Abelian structure in the theory [9].

In this paper, we consider a Grassmannian σ-model coupled to the non-Abelian Chern- Simons theory [10] and show that the model is still solvable in the presence of a novel topological term. The model admits exact self-dual vortex solutions which are identical to those of pure Grassmannian model as in [2, 11]. However, the topological charge has a physical meaning as a magnetic flux since the gauge field is no longer auxiliary. We also extend the theory to a noncommutative plane and analyze the BPS solutions.

The Lagrangian we propose is with the metric η = diag(−, +, +)

L = tr [ −(D_μϕ)^†(D^μϕ) − i 2 κ̃ ϵ^{μνρ}F_{μν} (ϕ^†D_ρϕ) − ( ϕ^†ϕ − I_{M ×M} ) λ ] + L_{CS} , (1)

where the matter field ϕ is an N × M complex matrix, λ is an M × M matrix valued Lagrangian multiplier, and I_{M ×M} is the M × M identity matrix. κ̃ is the coupling constant of the newly introduced interaction term which is topological being independent of the metric. The ‘ tr’ is the trace over the U(M) local gauge indices. We take the field ϕ to be in the anti-fundamental representation so that the U(M) gauge transformation is given with U ∈ U(M) as ϕ → ϕ U^† , A_μ → UA_μU^† + iU∂_μU^† . (2) The U(M) covariant derivative is D_μϕ = ∂_μϕ + iϕA_μ, and the field strength is F_{μν} =

∂_μA_ν − ∂_ν A_μ − i[A_μ, A_ν ]. The Chern-Simons term is L_{CS} = κ 2 ϵ^{μνρ} tr ( A_μ∂_ν A_ρ − 2 3 iA_μA_ν A_ρ ) . (3)

Here κ is the Chern-Simons coefficient which should be quantized to be consistent at the quantum level. As for the commutative non-Abelian cases i.e. M ≥ 2 and also for any noncommutative case [12], 2πκ must be an integer. In the next section, we will see that the aforementioned BPS solutions with the non-zero magnetic flux exist when κ + κ̃ = 0. The extension to the noncommutative plane will be done in Sec. 3 and the final section contains some comments and discussions.

2 BPS Solutions

Before obtaining the BPS solutions, we first write the equations of motion 0 = [ −i(D^μϕ)^†ϕ + iϕ^†D^μϕ ] + ϵ^{μνρ} [ ( 1 2 κ + κ̃)F_{νρ} − iκ̃(D_ν ϕ)^†(D_ρϕ) ] , (4)

0 = −D^μD_μϕ + i 2 κ̃ ϵ^{μνρ}D_μϕF_{νρ} + ϕλ , (5) and the Grassmannian constraint coming from the variation of the Lagrangian multiplier ϕ^†ϕ = I_{M ×M} . (6) For the Euclidean plane it is often convenient to introduce the complex coordinates, z = 1 √ 2 (x_1 + ix_2) , z̄ = 1 √ 2 (x_1 − ix_2) , (7)

and hence ∂ =^{1√}_2 (∂_1 − i∂_2), ¯∂ =^{1√}_2 (∂_1 + i∂_2), A_z =^{1√}_2 (A_1 − iA_2), A_{z̄} =^{1√}_2 (A_1 + iA_2).

In order to obtain the BPS equations one needs to consider the expression of the energy. The contribution to the total energy, E comes only from the matter part E = ∫ d^2x tr [ (D_0ϕ)^†D_0ϕ + (D_z ϕ)^†D_z ϕ + (D_{z̄} ϕ)^†D_{z̄} ϕ ]

= ∫ d^2x tr [ (D_0ϕ)^†D_0ϕ + 2(D_{z̄} ϕ)^†D_{z̄} ϕ ] − 2πQ ∫ d^2x tr [ (D_0ϕ)^†D_0ϕ + 2(D_z ϕ)^†D_z ϕ ] + 2πQ ≥ |2πQ| ,

(8) where 2πQ can be written as a boundary term using the Grassmannian constraint 2πQ ≡ i ∫ d^2x tr [ ϵ^{ij} (D_iϕ)^†D_j ϕ ] = ∫ d^2x tr [ iϵ^{ij} D_i(ϕ^†D_j ϕ) + F_{12} ]

= ∮ ∞ d⃗l · tr ( iϕ^† ⃗Dϕ + ⃗A ) . (9)

The saturation of the energy occurs when the BPS or anti-BPS equations are satisfied

0 = D_0ϕ , 0 = D_{z̄} ϕ : BPS equations ,

0 = D_0ϕ , 0 = D_z ϕ : anti-BPS equations .

(10)

In either case these BPS or anti-BPS equations determine the gauge field completely. As ϕ^†D_μϕ is anti-Hermitian with the Grassmannian constraint, the BPS or anti-BPS equations imply for all μ = 0, 1, 2

0 = ϕ^†D_μϕ ⇐⇒ A_μ = iϕ^†∂_μϕ . (11)

Consequently F_{μν} = iD_μϕ^†D_ν ϕ − (μ ↔ ν) and 2πQ in Eq.(9) reduces simply to the magnetic flux.

For the above BPS or anti-BPS equations to be compatible with the full equations of motion (4) and (5), it is necessary to set κ̃ + κ = 0. With the BPS equations including their implication (11), the whole equations of motion reduce to

0 = (κ + κ̃)F_{12} , (12)

and λ = ±F_{12} where the upper/lower sign corresponds to the BPS/anti-BPS respectively. We emphasize here that our BPS solutions are not restricted to the conventional static limit, but can be time dependent. Thus for the BPS states with nontrivial flux to exist we should set κ̃ = −κ, and this is the very reason why we introduced the κ̃ term. Consequently when κ is quantized as in the commutative non-Abelian cases or any noncommutative case, so is κ̃. Namely κ̃ should be an integer divided by 2π at the quantum level. It is worthwhile to note that the BPS equations imply the vanishing of the electric field, F_{0i} = 0 and hence the BPS vortices are purely magnetic.

As the anti-BPS solutions can be obtained simply by z ↔ z̄, henceforth we focus on solving the BPS equations only. We first factorize ϕ = W H that is a product of a N × M matrix, W and a M × M hermitian matrix, H. Then the Grassmannian constraint (6) determines the Hermitian matrix, H^2 = (W^†W )^{−1} so that ϕ = W 1 √ W^†W . (13)

Substituting this into the BPS equations yields, with q ≡ ϕϕ^†

(1 − q)∂_0W = 0 , (1 − q) ¯∂W = 0 . (14)

Simple solutions for these equations are provided by arbitrary time independent holomorphic matrices W = W_0(z) (15) on the condition that the inverse of W^†_0 (z̄)W_0(z) exists.

More general solutions are available due to the peculiar GL(M, C ) ‘symmetry’

W −→ W^′ = W Λ , (16)

where Λ is any invertible element in GL(M, C ). Under this transformation H^{−2} is covariant, q is invariant and the solution space is preserved; if W is a solution then so is W^′. We note that for CP(N − 1) case i.e. M = 1 the transformation (16) results in the ordinary gauge transformation. However for non-Abelian cases, M ≥ 2 the transformation can be nontrivial. Only when Λ ∈ U(M) or Λ^† = Λ^{−1} the transformation reduces to the ordinary gauge transformation. For general Λ the transformation is not a symmetry of the action but generates gauge inequivalent solutions. Utilizing the ‘symmetry’ we write the BPS solution W (t, z, z̄) = W_0(z)Λ(t, z, z̄) . (17) Now we evaluate 2πQ. First, substituting Eq.(11) into the definition of Q or Eq.(9) identifies Q as the topological number [4] Q = i 2π ∫ d^2x ϵ^{ij} tr(q∂_iq∂_j q) . (18)

Under the local transformations δq = δx^i∂_iq we get δQ = (3i/2π) ∫ d^2x ϵ^{ij} tr(δq∂_iq∂_jq) = 0, which shows the topological nature of Q. For the above BPS solutions the corresponding topological number can be written as a surface integral. Straightforward calculation gives Q = − 1 2π ∫ d^2x ¯∂ tr [ 1 W^†_0 W_0

W^†_0 ∂W_0 ] = i 2π ∮ dz tr [ 1 W^†_0 W_0

W^†_0 ∂W_0 ] . (19)

To proceed further we write explicitly

W_0 = (w_1, w_2, · · · , w_M ) , w_a = v_az^{ka} + O(z^{ka−1}) , (20)

where v_a’s are N-component vectors and we can take them to be orthogonal using the GL(M, C ) ‘symmetry’. From ∂w_a = k_aw_a/z + O(z^{ka −2}) it is straightforward to get the explicit value of the topological number Q = − M∑ a=1 k_a . (21)

For the anti-BPS solutions we obtain the positive number, Q = ∑ a k_a. Any constant W_0 corresponds to a vacuum or a ground state. In fact, the vacuum is a pure gauge as usual. Since W^†_0 W_0 can be diagonalized by a unitary matrix, U with eigenvalues being positive, we can write

U^†W^†_0 W_0U = D : diagonal , ϕ̂ ≡ W_0U 1 √ D , P (z, z̄) ≡ √ DU^†Λ(z, z̄) . (22)

Now the vacuum solution reads simply

ϕ = ϕ̂ U , A_μ = i U^†∂_μU , (23)

where from Eq.(22) the constant N × M matrix ϕ̂ satisfies the Grassmannian constraint and U is a M × M unitary matrix, U = P (P^†P )^{−1/2}.

From the expression for the energy-momentum tensor T^{μν} = − 2 √ −g δS δg_{μν} | | | |_{g=η} = tr ( −D^μϕ^†D^ν ϕ − D^ν ϕ^†D^μϕ + η^{μν} D^λϕ^†D_λϕ ) , (24)

for the BPS states satisfying Eq.(10), T^{0i} and ϵ_{ij} T^{0i}x^j vanish. Hence the BPS vortices are spinless.

3 Noncommutative System

The noncommutative system is described by the same Lagrangian as the commutative one with all the multiplications replaced by the Moyal star product. The alternative and equivalent description is the operator formalism where all the fields are operators acting on a harmonic oscillator type Hilbert space, and the integration over the Euclidean plane is replaced by 2πTr, the trace over the Hilbert space.

In the previous section, we deliberately organized every expression treating the ordering carefully so that the noncommutative generalization is to be taken straightforwardly without any reordering of the quantities. Here, we go over to the noncommutative plane and obtain the operator counterparts - BPS equations, topological number, magnetic flux as was done in the pure non-commutative CP(N) case [13]. Our noncommutative solutions provide one example which has a well defined commutative limit.

The noncommutative plane is defined by a commutator relation, [x_1, x_2] = iθ and the Hilbert space is constructed by the induced annihilation and creation operators, a = z/ √ θ, ā = z̄/ √ θ |n⟩ = 1 √ n! ā^n|0⟩ , [a, ā] = 1 . (25)

The number, √ nθ estimates the radius from the origin in the noncommutative plane so that n → ∞ corresponds to the spatial infinity. The derivative of a field along the noncommutative coordinate becomes ∂_iϕ = [ ^∂_i, ϕ] with

^∂_i = i θ ϵ_{ij} x_j . (26)

In particular, ∂ϕ = [−z̄/θ, ϕ] and ¯∂ϕ = [z/θ, ϕ].

In this way, most of the equations in the previous section can be taken freely for the noncommutative system. Here we only remark the subtle issue regarding the trace structure. Unlike the commutative case the cyclic property of the trace is not always guaranteed. In order to use the property the quantity in the trace should be localized or fall off rapidly at spatial infinity. Only in this case one can drop the trace of a commutator or the boundary term. From Eqs.(13,20) the derivative of the matter indeed satisfies this condition. Therefore again we can drop the boundary term in Eq.(9) and justify the cyclic property used while writing Eqs.(18,19).

Using Tr[a, ϕ] = lim_{n→∞}⟨n| ϕ a |n⟩ we recast the contour integral expression (19) for the topological number into the form

Q = Tr tr ([ a, (W^†_0 W_0)^{−1}W^†_0 [ā, W_0] ]) = lim_{n→∞} ⟨n| tr ( (W^†_0 W_0)^{−1}W^†_0 [N̂ , W_0] ) |n⟩ , (27) where N̂ = āa is the number operator. From [N̂, z^k] = −kz^k and Eq.(20) we have

[N̂, w_a(z)] = −k_aw_a(z) + O(z^{ka−1}) . (28)

This shows the topological number is the same as that of the commutative case, Q = − ∑ a k_a. Similar analysis also gives the positive number, Q = ∑ a k_a for the anti-BPS solution.

4 Discussions

Thanks to the novel topological term we introduced, the Grassmannian model coupled to the Chern-Simons theory admits exact BPS solutions carrying no electric field. The topological charge is identified as the quantized magnetic flux, and this is in contrast to the ordinary O(3) nonlinear σ-model coupled to the Chern-Simons term [5] where the gauge potential becomes pure gauge so that the field strength is identically zero [14]. Our solution also contrasts with the exact Jackiw-Pi vortices in the nonrelativistic Chern-Simons model [15]. They carry electric charges as well as the magnetic fluxes which are not quantized.

We point out the similarity between our BPS vortex solutions and monopoles in 3+1 dimensional Yang-Mills-Higgs model. In addition to the exact solvability both objects are electrically neutral and carry the quantized magnetic flux or charge. Furthermore they are spinless. This agrees with the close relation between the angular momentum and charges in 2 + 1 dimensions. The angular momentum of a charge-flux composite is proportional to the product of the electric charge and the magnetic flux [16].

As the BPS solutions exist only when κ + κ̃ = 0, it would be interesting to see its origin in the supersymmetrized version of our model, which may dress spins to the BPS vortices as in 3+1 dimensions [17].

Finally, we comment that the solution generating method in the noncommutative theories [8] does not work in our case since it is not compatible with the Grassmannian constraint (6). The method is characterized by a nonunitary isometry, U

U^†U = I , UU^† = (UU^†)^2 ≠ I , (29)

where UU^† is a nontrivial projection operator on the noncommutative Hilbert space. Under the nonunitary isometry transformation as in Eq.(2) the equations of motion transform covariantly but the Grassmannian constraint is no longer satisfied.

Acknowledgements

The work of JHC was supported in part by KOSEF through project NO. R01-2000-00021. PO was supported by Korea Research Foundation Grant (KRF-2001-015-DP0087). The authors acknowledge useful discussions with D. Bak, S. Hong, and B.-H Lee, and especially are indebted to Kimyeong Lee for valuable comments. The authors also thank the hospitality of the organizers of PIMS-APCTP summer workshop at the Simon Fraser university, during which this work was initiated.

References

[1] A.A. Belavin and A.M. Polyakov, JETP Lett. 22 245 (1975).

[2] W.J. Zakrzewski, Low Dimensional Sigma Models (IOP Publishing Ltd, Bristol, 1989).

[3] F.D.M. Haldane, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 1153 (1983);

F. Wilczek and A. Zee, Phys. Rev. Lett. 51, 2250 (1983); A. D’Adda, P. Di Vecchia and M. Lüscher, Nucl. Phys. B 146, 63 (1978); E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 149 285 (1979);

I.Ya. Aref’eva and S.I. Azakov, Nucl. Phys. B 162, 298 (1980); I.Ya. Aref’eva, Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 117, 393 (1979);

I.Ya. Aref’eva, V.K. Krivoshchekov and P.B. Medvedev, Theor. Math. Phys. 40, 565 (1980);

T. Itoh and P. Oh, Phys. Rev. D 63 025019 (2001);

S. Coleman, Aspects of Symmetry (Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 1985).

[4] A.M. Perelomov, Phys. Rep. 146, 135 (1987).

[5] G. Nardelli, Phys. Rev. Lett. 73 2524 (1994).

[6] M. A. Mehta, J. A. Davies and I. J. Aitchison, Phys. Lett. B 281, 86 (1992);

S.G. Rajeev, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 7 2087 (1992); B.J. Schroers, Phys. Lett. B 356, 291 (1995);

D. H. Tchrakian and K. Arthur, Phys. Lett. B 352, 327 (1995); J. Gladikowski, B.M.A.G Piette and B.J. Schroers, Phys. Rev. D 53, 844 (1996); K. Arthur, D. H. Tchrakian and Y. s. Yang, Phys. Rev. D 54, 5245 (1996); K. Kimm, K. Lee and T. Lee, Phys. Rev. D 53, 4436 (1996); K. Kimm, K. Lee and T. Lee, Phys. Lett. B 380, 303 (1996).

[7] A.D. Shapere and F. Wilczek, Ed. Geometric Phases in Physics (World Scientific, Singapore, 1989).

[8] R. Gopakumar, S. Minwalla and A. Strominger, JHEP 0005 020 (2000);

D. Bak, Phys.Lett. B 495 251 (2000);

J.A. Harvey, P. Kraus and F. Larsen, JHEP 0012 024 (2000).

For a review see also: M.R. Douglas and N.A. Nekrasov, Rev. Mod. Phys. 73 977 (2002); R.J. Szabo, hep-th/010916.

[9] D. Bak, K. Lee and J.-H. Park, Phys. Lett. B501 305 (2001).

[10] R. Jackiw and S. Templeton, Phys. Rev. D 23 2291 (1981);

J.F. Schonfeld, Nucl. Phys. B 18 157 (1981);

S. Deser, R. Jackiw and S. Templeton, Ann. Phys. 140 372 (1982) [Erratum-ibid. 185 406 (1988)].

[11] H. Eichenherr, Nucl. Phys. B 146, 215 (1978);

V. Golo and A. Perelomov, Phys. Lett. B 79, 112 (1978); A.J. Macfarlane, Phys. Lett. B 82 239 (1979);

H.J. Borchers and W.D. Garbers, Comm. Math. Phys. 72 77 (1980); A.M. Din and W.J. Zakrzewski, Nucl. Phys. B 174 397 (1980); R. Sasaki, Phys. Lett. B 130 69 (1983).

[12] D. Bak, K. Lee and J.-H. Park, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87 030402 (2001);

V.P. Nair and A.P. Polychronakos, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87 030403 (2001). Also for the canonical proof see: J.-H. Park, Class. Quant. Grav. 19 L11 (2002).

[13] B.-H. Lee, K. Lee and H.S. Yang, Phys. Lett B 498, 277 (2001).

[14] Nevertheless in [5], a nonvanishing gauge invariant two form tensor was constructed as in the ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopole.

[15] R. Jackiw and S.-Y. Pi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 64 2969 (1990).

[16] F. Wilczek, Phys. Rev. Lett. 48 1144 (1982).

[17] H. Osborn, Phys. Lett. B 83, 321 (1979).