arXiv:hep-th/0211184 v3 6 Feb 2003

November 20, 2002

KEK-TH-855, YITP-SB-02-72

A new holographic limit of AdS_5⊗S^5

Machiko Hatsuda^∗ and Warren Siegel^⋆

∗Theory Division, High Energy Accelerator Research Organization (KEK), Tsukuba, Ibaraki, 305-0801, Japan e-mail: mhatsuda@post.kek.jp ⋆C.N. Yang Institute for Theoretical Physics, State University of New York, Stony Brook, NY 11794-3840, USA e-mail: siegel@insti.physics.sunysb.edu

Abstract

We re-examine the projective lightcone limit of the gauge-invariant Green-Schwarz action on 5D anti-de Sitter ⊗ the five-sphere. It implies the usual holography for AdS_5, but also (a complex) one for S^5. The result is N=4 projective superspace, which unlike N=4 harmonic superspace can describe N=4 super Yang-Mills off shell.

Keywords: AdS/CFT correspondence, projective superspace, superparticle

1 Introduction

The anti-de Sitter/conformal field theory correspondence is an interesting attempt to relate string theory to quantum chromodynamics [1]. The states of the (Type IIB) string are identified as color-singlet bound states of Yang-Mills (N=4 supersymmetric, in the simplest version). Although the equivalence is still conjectural, its study has led to new insights on both theories. It is based on the assumption of holography, that one dimension of AdS_5 becomes irrelevant, so that the usual four dimensions of spacetime can be obtained. Holography has not been obtained dynamically, but is imposed as part of the definition of calculated quantities, and can be interpreted as an expansion about the boundary of AdS_5, whose convergence is yet to be determined.

The conventional correspondence identifies the Yang-Mills fields with those of a dual (Type I) open string whose ends are confined to the boundary (branes). Hence these fields are not seen explicitly in this approach. However, in string theory closed strings are not true bound states of open strings, but appear kinematically in the free theory, in a manner similar to bosonization/fermionization in free two-dimensional theories [2]. (They appear in one-loop graphs, not through ladder graphs representing multiple exchanges.) In a previous paper an alternative correspondence was proposed [3], which identifies the Yang-Mills fields with the matrix fields of the random-lattice approach to string theory, where planar Feynman diagrams of partons are identified with lattice discretizations of the string worldsheet path-integral through the 1/N expansion [4].

That paper also proposed a different approach to holography, based on treating anti-de Sitter space through an expansion about the projective lightcone (its zero-radius limit), the original higher-dimensional formulation of conformal symmetry [5]. In that limit the fifth dimension becomes nondynamical; effectively, rather than restricting the theory to the boundary, the boundary has been expanded into the whole space. When combined with the random lattice approach, the result is that in the path integral the fifth coordinate acts as Schwinger parameters (a fifth, “proper-time” coordinate), converting the Gaussian propagators of the partons in the usual random lattice approach into those of conventional field theory.

In that paper calculations were simplified by taking the projective lightcone limit only after choice of a special gauge that is not applicable to the general case [6]. Another consequence was that the gauge-invariant form of the limiting action was not examined. Here we take the limit before gauge fixing. While AdS_5 is contracted to the projective lightcone, S^5 is not contracted to a point, but also to a flat four-dimensional space, as expected from symmetry with AdS_5 under Wick rotation. Including the related contraction of the fermionic coordinates, the resulting superspace is that appropriate to the N=4 projective superspace description of off-shell N=4 super Yang-Mills, a direct generalization of N=2 projective superspace [7]. The modified reality conditions of superfields in this approach follow directly from this Wick rotation. (Such superspaces have also been applied to the harmonic superspace approach [8], but the result was always on shell [9], because the boundary conditions for the coordinates of the internal R symmetry differ in the two approaches [10].)

The resulting random lattice action for the superparton is identical to the usual Casalbuoni-Brink-Schwarz superparticle action (for D=4, N=4) after a simple redefinition, and thus describes 4D N=4 super Yang-Mills (as known, e.g., from lightcone quantization). (In [3] this action was obtained after gauge fixing.) However, the form of the action before the redefinition directly implies projective superspace because of the appearance of the internal coordinates with derivatives, and half of the fermionic variables as Lagrange multipliers (i.e., without derivatives). The choice of off-shell superspace, and in particular the appearance of internal coordinates, thus depends on the treatment of the second-class constraints. (The on-shell superspace is always the same, up to trivial Fourier transformation in fermionic coordinates, because the physical spectrum is the same.) The appearance of internal coordinates also allows more general gauges, and the use of the infinite number of auxiliary fields required for off-shell N=4 supersymmetry.

The equations we give below as “constraints”, when applied in the harmonic formalism, imply the equations of motion (Klein-Gordon, Weyl, or Maxwell equations) due to the condition of regularity in the harmonic coordinates, as imposed by the harmonic expansion. On the other hand, in the projective formalism these constraints simply restrict dependence of the fields to the coordinates of projective superspace, which have a Laurent expansion in the projective coordinates.

This has already been demonstrated for the case of the N=2 scalar multiplet: In the harmonic case, only a subset of the constraints (“analyticity”) was imposed as constraints, the remainder were used as field equations. In the projective case, all were imposed, and solved off-shell, and the field equations following from the action were those equations called “field equations” below.

In the case of N=3 super Yang-Mills, only the harmonic case has been treated [11], and the same separation was made. However, quantization of this formalism proved difficult, and a Fermi-Feynman gauge was not found [12]. Since the whole point of an off-shell formalism is quantization (otherwise one can simply look at solutions of the classical field equations), and the point of gauge invariance is to be able to choose arbitrary gauges (since different choices have different advantages, and gauge independence is part of unitarity), this theory still needs a formulation where Feynman rules for general gauges can be written. Furthermore, since this theory has an N=4 supersymmetry, ideally an N=4 superspace solution is desired. However, so far it has not been possible to give an off-shell

N=4 harmonic superspace formulation of this theory.

The AdS/CFT approach has shown promise in giving a superspace approach to this theory. It naturally leads to an N=4 formulation, and has been used previously in conjunction with on-shell N=4 harmonic superspace. However, as we will see below, manifesting as much superconformal invariance as possible leads naturally to projective superspace, as a direct supersymmetrization of the coset space approach used both for the standard representation of the conformal group on spacetime and for the AdS Green-Schwarz superstring action. In fact, the above limiting procedure leads directly to a classical mechanics action for N=4 super Yang-Mills on projective superspace. The projective approach solves the problem that prevented an N=4 formulation (in both harmonic and earlier approaches), by solving the constraints without going on shell. Although at this point we have quantized (and derived a field theory action) from this mechanics action only for the lightcone gauge (where it trivially reduces to the usual lightcone methods), these results are encouraging in their avoidance of earlier problems and relation to previous useful results, as well as their direct relation to the AdS/CFT correspondence.

2 Projective superspaces for D=4

2.1 Coset spaces

There is a general kind of coset-space construction that appears frequently in physics, but the relation of the various cases is never described. We will call them “half-coset” spaces because that describes both our construction and notation for them.

The general construction is: (1) Given a group G, consider its Cartan subalgebra, and pick from it one generator, perhaps a linear combination of the natural basis chosen. (2) Divide up the generators of G, in a basis of eigenvectors of the chosen U(1) generator, into those with positive eigenvalues, G_+ (raising operators), those with negative, G_− (lowering operators), and those with vanishing eigenvalue, G_0 (which includes the Cartan subalgebra, and in particular the chosen U(1) generator, but in general will be nonabelian). (3) The subalgebra of interest is that generated by G_+. For notational and pedagogical purposes, it will usually be convenient to label this subalgebra by the half-coset notation as G/G_0+, since G and G_0 will be more readily identifiable. It can also be interpreted as the coset with “isotropy” subgroup the semidirect product of G_0 and G_−.

We first give some examples from string theory. (In the following subsections we describe cases more closely related to the present paper.) One familiar example is Gupta- Bleuler quantization of string theory. There G is the (super)Virasoro algebra, G_0 its zero-modes, and G_+ creates unphysical states from the vacuum, or from physical states gauge-equivalent ones. A similar method can be applied to general groups of constraints in Gupta-Bleuler quantization [13].

A case of recent interest is the “pure spinor”, which appears in Berkovits’ description of the superstring [14]. It has been described as the coset SO(10)/U(5), but more accurately it is SO(10)/U(5)+, where the relevant U(1) is unambiguous in U(5)=SU(5)U(1). (We omit the direct product symbol “⊗” in group products, just as the usual product symbol “×” is conventionally omitted in algebra.)

Another example, closely related algebraically to the ones relevant to this paper, where such a construction is implicit, is the manifestly T-dual formulation of the massless sector of oriented closed strings (graviton, axion, dilaton) [15]. There the halfcoset is GL(2D)/GL(D)^2 + in D dimensions, where the U(1) (actually GL(1)), from GL(D)=SL(D)GL(1), is not the diagonal one (which cancels the one from the GL(2D)). If we divide the defining-representation group element, a (2D)^2 matrix, into four equal quadrants, the two diagonal quadrants give G_0, while the lower-left quadrant gives G_+, which is Abelian in this case. The G group element represents the fields of the theory (less the dilaton); in the gauge where G_0 and G_− have been used to gauge away three quadrants, the symmetric part of G_+ corresponds to the metric and the antisymmetric part to the axion two-form. Previously this had been described in terms of two of the adjacent quadrants; that non-coset description follows from this one if G_− and half of G_0 are used to gauge away the other half of the matrix. The resulting D×2D matrix still represents GL(2D) by multiplication on the longer side, and one of the local GL(D)’s on the other. In that approach the ratio of the two surviving quadrant matrices (a “projective” space) is gauge invariant under the remaining gauge symmetry, which is equivalent to using that remaining symmetry to gauge away all but G_+. (Here we refer to only the non-derivative, “tangent-space” gauge symmetry; for this particular case there remains the usual derivative gauge transformations of the metric and axion field.) Note that in this case, where G is a GL group, the advantage of working directly with group elements instead of algebra elements is that there is no need to exponentiate [16].

2.2 Superconformal cosets

Probably the most familiar use of such a construction is for the case of the usual coordinate representation of the conformal group (for spin zero). There the half-coset is SO(D,2)/SO(D−1,1)SO(1,1)+. The U(1) is the scale generator, the rest of G_0 is the Lorentz generators, G_− is conformal boosts, and G_+ is translations, corresponding to the usual spacetime coordinates.

In D=4, if we replace these groups with their covering groups, the half-coset is SU(2,2)/SL(2,C)GL(1)+. For our purposes it will be more convenient to consider the

Wick rotation, the covering of SO(3,3)/SO(2,2)SO(1,1)+, which is GL(4)/GL(2)^2 +, where we have thrown in an extra GL(1) on top and bottom for convenience.

The procedure is then the same as for T-dual axionic gravity as described above (but now we deal with coordinates rather than fields). The resulting representation of the conformal group is the same as with orthogonal groups, but in spinor notation: It is the “quaterionic projective” version of ADHM twistors [17] (again if we identify by using half the matrix).

Such representations of conformal groups have been generalized to superconformal groups [18], and in particular for chiral [19] and other [9] “subsuperspaces”. For our purposes, it will be sufficient to consider the cases GL(4|N)/GL(2|n)GL(2|N-n)+, which are direct generalizations of the bosonic (N=n=0) case. Now only the two diagonal blocks need be square; e.g., n=0 describes chiral superspace. However, the cases N=2n are actually the most relevant ones, since they describe CPT self-conjugate multiplets (the N=2 scalar multiplet, N=4 Yang-Mills, and N=8 supergravity). In general these half-cosets are Abelian subgroups: These subspaces of the full superspace have no torsion.

2.3 Superspaces

Now we consider these spaces GL(4|N)/GL(2|n)GL(2|N-n)+ in more detail, and the description of supersymmetric theories on them. We divide up the indices as

A = A, A^′ (2.1)

where A is the (4|N) index, A is (2|n), and A^′ is (2|N-n). We then separate out the bosonic (2-component Weyl spinor) and fermionic (internal) indices as

A = α, a; A^′ = α̇, a^′ (2.2)

Writing the G superspace coordinates (GL(4|N) group element in the defining representation) as z_A^M and its inverse as z_M^A, where the superconformal group generators G_M^N act on the index M, and thus the covariant derivatives D_A^B act on the other side, on the index A, we have

G_M^N = z_A^N ∂_M^A, D_A^B = z_A^M∂_M^B (2.3)

with the usual implicit sign factors for ordering of fermionic indices, where ∂_M^A = ∂/∂z_A^M. The two are then linearly related as

D_A^B = z_A^Mz_N^BG_M^N . (2.4)

We now consider the steps necessary to restrict the coordinates z_A^M that appear as arguments of the field to the half-coset. We begin by imposing the constraints (which also generate the gauge transformations of the isotropy group)

D_A^B = D_A′^{B′} = D_A′^B = 0 (2.5)

on the field. (This will define the superspace. Below we will consider the more general case of superfields with indices, where D_A^B and D_A′^{B′} will be set to equal matrix representations, which will lead to the same coordinates, but add spin operators to the group generators.) This leaves covariant derivatives

D_A^{B′} = p_α^{β̇} , d_α^{b′} , d̄_a^{β̇} , t_a^{b′} (2.6)

corresponding to the surviving coordinates.

We now solve the constraints explicitly, starting with

0 = D_A^B = z_A^M∂_M^B ⇒ ∂_M^A = 0 (2.7)

explicitly eliminating dependence on z_A^M. (At this point we have the “half-matrix” mentioned above that appeared in earlier approaches to some theories.) The remaining constraint D_A′^{B′} = 0 then says that the field is invariant under general linear transformations on the A^′ index, so that the remaining coordinates z_A′^M can appear in the field only in the combination

w_M ′^N ≡ (z_A′^{M ′} )^{−1}z_A′^N (2.8)

where “(z_A′^{M ′} )^{−1}” means to take only the inverse of the matrix z_A′^{M ′} and not the corresponding part of the inverse of z_A^M. These can be separated into

w_M ′^N = x_{μ̇}^ν , θ_m′^ν , θ̄_{μ̇}^n, y_m′^n (2.9)

where x are the usual spacetime coordinates, θ and θ̄ are half of the anticommuting coordinates of the full superspace, and y are the internal coordinates. When acting on fields depending on only w, the superconformal generators take the form, using the notation ∂_M^{N ′} ≡ ∂/∂w_N ′^M ,

G_M^{N ′} = ∂_M^{N ′} , G_M^N = w_P ′^N ∂_M^{P ′} , G_M ′^{N ′} = −w_M ′^P ∂_P^{N ′} , (2.10)

G_M ′^N = −w_M ′^P w_Q′^N ∂_P^{Q′} . (2.11)

However, while the symmetry generators G_M^N depend only on the surviving coordinates and their derivatives (i.e., those coordinates are a realization of the full group), the remaining covariant derivatives, while containing derivatives with respect to only the (half-)coset coordinates, can have coordinate dependence on some of the coordinates of the isotropy group. For example, in chiral superspace, in the chiral representation, the supersymmetry generators contain no θ̄’s nor ∂/∂θ̄’s, but the surviving spinor covariant derivative does have a θ̄ term. To simplify the resulting expressions it is useful to extend the change of variables from z to w as represented by the matrix decomposition ( z_A^M z_A^{M ′} z_A′^M z_A′^{M ′} ) = ( I v 0 I ) ( u 0 0 u^′ ) ( I 0 w I ) (2.12) or z_A′^{M ′} = u_A′^{M ′} , z_A′^M = u_A′^{N ′} w_N ′^M , z_A^{M ′} = v_A^{B′} u_B′^{M ′} , (2.13)

z_A^M = u_A^M + v_A^{B′} u_B′^{N ′} w_N ′^M . (2.14)

Later we will need also the inverse ( z_M^A z_M^{A′} z_M ′^A z_M ′^{A′} ) = ( I 0 −w I ) ( u^{−1} 0 0 u^{′−1} ) ( I −v 0 I ) (2.15)

z_M^A = u_M^A, z_M ′^A = −w_M ′^N u_N^A, z_M^{A′} = −u_M^Bv_B^{A′} , (2.16)

z_M ′^{A′} = u_M ′^{A′} + w_M ′^N u_N^Bv_B^{A′} (2.17)

where u_M^A is the matrix inverse to u_A^M , etc. (u and u^′ now act as the vielbeins for GL(2|n) and GL(2|N-n).) In terms of these the surviving covariant derivatives act on the fields as

D_A^{B′} = u_A^M u_N ′^{B′} ∂_M^{N ′} (2.18)

2.4 Free field equations

The free superconformal equations of motion (field equations for field strengths) on general superspaces can be written as either [20] G_{[M}^{[N} G_{P)}^{Q)} − traces = 0 or D_{[A}^{[B}D_{C)}^{D)} − traces = 0 (2.19) using graded antisymmetrization [ ), where z_A^M can be used to convert between the two forms. (A familiar example is that a field equation common to all massless supersymmetric theories, the generator of κ symmetry, can be written as either p/d = 0 or p/q = 0 in linear combination with p^2 = 0.) These equations are those related to the masslessness condition p^2 = 0 by superconformal transformations.

On projective superspaces the field equations remaining after imposing the (isotropy) constraints are

D_{[A}^{[B′} D_{C)}^{D′)} = 0 . (2.20)

These can be expanded as (using antisymmetrization in spinor indices to contract them), in order of decreasing (scale) dimension,

p^2 = 0 (2.21)

p/d = p/d̄ = 0 (2.22)

(d^2)^{(a′b′)} = (d̄^2)_{(ab)} = d_α^{b′}d̄_a^{β̇} − p_α^{β̇} t_a^{b′} = 0 (2.23)

t_a^{(b′} d_α^{c′)} = t_{(a}^{b′}d̄_{c)}^{β̇} = 0 (2.24)

t_{(a}^{(b′} t_{c)}^{d′)} = 0 . (2.25)

Field equations of higher dimension follow from those of lower dimension by commutation with the constraints; this corresponds to expansion in the isotropy coordinates. In fact, such an expansion of the lowest-dimension field equation yields the corresponding equations in terms of the generators of the half-coset subgroup:

G_{[M}^{[N ′} G_{P )}^{Q′)} = 0 ⇒ ∂_{[M}^{[N ′} ∂_{P )}^{Q′)} = 0 . (2.26)

For the harmonic superspace approach, these constraints alone are enough to put the cases N=2n=2 [8] or 4 [9] on shell. (That approach for N=2 uses one of these constraints as a field equation instead. There is also an off-shell harmonic N=3 formalism of N=4 [11], but it lacks the explicit N=4 superspace used in treatments of AdS/CFT. In reference [21] the AdS/CFT representation of the superconformal group was gauge fixed and reduced to N=2, but since no dynamics were considered, as either string or field theory action or field equations, and the result was gauge dependent, it is impossible for them to distinguish between N=2 harmonic and projective superspaces.) But in the projective superspace approach for N=2n=2, these constraints only define the space (off shell), and the field equations for the scalar (“arctic”) multiplet, whose field strength (the field itself) is projective, are those given above. These equations also describe the free part of N=4 super Yang-Mills for N=2n=4, although a field theory action has not yet been written. This can be seen easily by Taylor expanding the superfield in y (the definition of the projective boundary conditions), and in θ. A simpler (covariant) way is to use supertwistors [22]: Since the equations in terms of the generators involve only partial derivatives, Fourier transformation gives the algebraic solution

G_M^{N ′} = ζ_M ζ^{N ′} ⇒ Φ(w) = ∫ dζ exp ( w_M ′^N ζ_N ζ^{M ′} ) χ(ζ) + h.c. (2.27) where the components of ζ with spinor indices are the usual Penrose twistors and the rest are fermions, corresponding to the θ’s of lightcone superfields (giving the usual helicity expansion).

The on-shell form of the superconformal generators (acting on χ) is then G_M^{N ′} = ζ_M ζ^{N ′} , G_M^N = ζ_M ∂^N , G_M ′^{N ′} = ζ^{N ′} ∂_M ′ , G_M ′^N = ∂_M ′ ∂^N (2.28) where [∂_M ′ , ζ^{N ′} } = δ^{N ′}_M ′ , [ζ_M , ∂^N } = δ^N_M

2.5 Superspin

So far we have considered just coordinates, sufficient to define scalar superfields. For more general representations we may want to consider superfields with indices, and thus “superspin” (in addition to the spin that comes from expanding the superfields in the anticommuting coordinates). In terms of the supertwistor transform, these correspond to Φ_{M...}^{N ′...}(w) = ∫ dζ exp ( w_M ′^N ζ_N ζ^{M ′} ) ζ_M ...ζ^{N ′} ...χ(ζ) + h.c. . (2.29) The supertwistor form of the superconformal generators is then the same as for the scalar superfield given above.

These representations follow from the constraint approach by the modification D_A^B = s_A^B , D_A′^{B′} = s_A′^{B′} , D_A′^B = 0 (2.30) where the s’s are matrix representations of G_0. The extra field equations involving the now nonvanishing D_A^B and D_A′^{B′} then fix the only representations as Φ_{A...}^{B′...}, where Φ_{A...}^{B′...} = u_A^M ...u_N ′^{B′} ...Φ_{M...}^{N ′...}(w) . (2.31) Off shell, we can consider more general representations. For example, for the defining representations of the GL groups we are considering, for the superfields Φ_A′ and Φ^{A′} we still have 0 = D_A^B = z_A^M∂_M^B ⇒ ∂_M^A = 0 (2.32) but are free to use z_A′^{M ′} = u_A′^{M ′} to define Φ_A′ = u_A′^{M ′} Φ_M ′ , Φ^{A′} = Φ^{M ′} u_M ′^{A′} . (2.33) The remaining constraint D_A′^{B′} = s_A′^{B′} then determines that Φ_M ′ and Φ^{M ′} depend only on w. We can apply a similar construction to Φ_A and Φ^A if we first note that we can also write D_A^B = −z_M^B ∂ ∂z_M^A (2.34) to show D_A′^B = 0 ⇒ ∂ ∂z_M^{A′} = 0 (2.35) and thus use z_M^A = u_M^A to define Φ^A = Φ^M u_M^A, Φ_A = u_A^M Φ_M (2.36) where Φ^A and Φ_A also depend only on w. (Note also that Φ^{A′} Φ_A′ = Φ^{M ′} Φ_M ′ and Φ^AΦ_A = Φ^M Φ_M .) These relations agree with the on-shell ones for the allowed cases.

Another way to derive the modification to the D’s is from the modified G’s: Starting with the supertwistor expressions above, we find in terms of Φ_{M...}^{N ′...}(w):

G_M^{N ′} = ∂_M^{N ′} , G_M^N = w_P ′^N ∂_M^{P ′} + s_M^N , G_M ′^{N ′} = −w_M ′^P ∂_P^{N ′} + s_M ′^{N ′} , (2.37)

G_M ′^N = −w_M ′^P w_Q′^N ∂_P^{Q′} − w_M ′^P s_P^N + s_M ′^{P ′} w_P ′^N (2.38) where these s’s act on the M indices of the fields that arise from the supertwistor transform. (Since these symmetries are global, they take the same form on shell and off.) The original field equations now also imply (from the new terms in G) s_{[M}^N ∂_{P )}^{Q′} = s_M ′^{[N ′} ∂_P^{Q′)} = 0 (2.39) which restrict the indices to those following from supertwistors. Multiplying the G’s by z’s to “flatten” the indices, we then find for the D’s, when acting on constrained superfields (but either on or off shell), D_A′^B = 0 (2.40)

D_A^B = u_A^M s_M^N u_N^B ≡ s_A^B , D_A′^{B′} = u_A′^{M ′} s_M ′^{N ′} u_N ′^{B′} ≡ s_A′^{B′} (2.41)

D_A^{B′} = u_A^M u_N ′^{B′} ∂_M^{N ′} − s_A^C v_C^{B′} + v_A^{C′} s_C′^{B′} . (2.42)

3 Projective lightcone limit

The projective lightcone limit of AdS_5⊗S^5 [3] can be defined as z_A^M → √ Rz_A^M, z_A′^M → 1 √ R z_A′^M; R → 0 (3.1)

which preserves the superconformal group, but not the isotropy group. (Effectively, the M indices are left invariant, while the A and A^′ indices are scaled oppositely.) Actions and metrics can be written in terms of the superconformally invariant (but not isotropic) differential forms

J_A^B = (dz_A^M)z_M^B (3.2)

whose limit is J_A^{B′} → RJ_A^{B′} , J_A^B → J_A^B, J_A′^{B′} → J_A′^{B′} , J_A′^B → 1 R J_A′^B . (3.3)

In this limit, the leading contribution to actions and metrics is given by just J_A′^B . In terms of the above change of variables (for which the factored matrix expression is convenient),

J_A′^B = u_A′^{M ′} (dw_M ′^N )u_N^B . (3.4)

To relate to previous results, we first examine the projective lightcone limit for just AdS_5. Corresponding to the superstring, we use the covering groups GL(4)/Sp(4)GL(1), rather than SO(3,3)/SO(3,2). The limit is defined [3] by scaling the coordinate “x_0” (which vanishes on the boundary) with respect to the remaining coordinates. In spinor (covering group) notation, this is the special case A = α, A^′ = α̇ of the above. The limit leaves GL(4) intact, while contracting Sp(4) to the Poincaré group. The metric of AdS_5 in terms of the GL(4)-invariant forms is

ds^2 = R^2J_A^BJ_C^DΩ^{AC} Ω_{BD} (3.5)

using the Sp(4) metric Ω_{AB} and its inverse. The limiting form is then

ds^2 → J_{α̇}^β J_{γ̇}^δC^{α̇γ̇} C_{βδ} (3.6)

where

J_{α̇}^β = u_{α̇}^{μ̇}(dx_{μ̇}^ν )u_ν^β (3.7)

⇒ ds^2 = dx^2 (x_0)^2

; dx^2 = dx_{α̇}^βdx_{γ̇}^δC^{α̇γ̇} C_{βδ}, x_0 = |^1_2 u_α^μu_β^ν C^{αβ}C_{μν} | (3.8) and we have used the fact that after Wick rotation complex conjugation relates u^′ to u^{−1} (not u).

The Green-Schwarz action for AdS_5⊗S^5 [23] can be expressed as quadratic [24] in the above currents J_A^B, with an overall factor of R^2. Upon taking the limit, where only J_A′^B survives, the only term remaining is again

L → J_{α̇}^βJ_{γ̇}^δC^{α̇γ̇} C_{βδ} (3.9)

but now

J_{α̇}^β = u_{α̇}^{M ′} (dw_M ′^N )u_N^β (3.10)

Plugging into L, the SL(2) parts of u and u^′ are again canceled, and the GL(1) parts again combine into x_0, leaving only the fermions. Explicitly, we can write

u_M^α = (δ^ν_μ, ϑ_m^ν )u_ν^α, u_{α̇}^{M ′} = u_{α̇}^{ν̇} (δ_{ν̇}^{μ̇}, ϑ̄_{ν̇}^{m′} ) (3.11)

We then have L = (J_{μ̇}^ν )^2 (x_0)^2

, J_{μ̇}^ν = dx_{μ̇}^ν + ϑ̄_{μ̇}^{m′} dθ_m′^ν + (dθ̄_{μ̇}^m)ϑ_m^ν + ϑ̄_{μ̇}^{m′} (dy_m′^n)ϑ_n^ν . (3.12)

Note that our definition of the projective lightcone limit for the supersymmetric case treats S^5 in a similar way to AdS_5, in that a five-dimensional space of constant curvature has been contracted to a flat four-dimensional space. Previously we contracted the sphere to a point, as the only obvious contraction that preserved the internal symmetry. This new contraction actually produces a complex internal space, but such spaces are standard in harmonic and projective approaches to extended supersymmetry, and reality properties of superfields are preserved by the usual generalization of complex conjugation for fields whose coordinates have been Wick rotated.

The usual quantization of this string action is expected to be difficult, as it was before the limit, particularly since the Wess-Zumino term has dropped out (but will contribute to corrections higher-order in R). Instead, we want to consider random-lattice quantization of this action [3], which effectively means that it is treated as the action for a superparton of the superstring (so dropping the Wess-Zumino term is actually an advantage). In the following section we consider this and related superparticle actions.

4 Proposed actions for N=4 YM

4.1 Holographic action

We now apply the above action to the superparticle. In addition to the coordinates expected for projective superspace (in this case, GL(4|4)/GL(2|2)^2 +), we have found

“Lagrange multipliers” x_0 and ϑ. The former appear with derivatives, the latter without: By the usual canonical quantization, this means the fields depend only on the projective superspace coordinates. (∂/∂(Lagrange multiplier)=0.) However, there are still the usual second-class constraints: In fact, without the y terms, this is just the usual Casalbuoni- Brink-Schwarz action for the superparticle, up to a redefinition of x. (We identify (x_0)^2 as the worldline metric; the conformal construction has guaranteed its positivity.) So, this action is a generalization of that to projective superspace.

In particular, the case of chiral superspace (n=0) has no y’s, and this treatment of the usual superparticle action merely suggests the separation of first- and second-class constraints: The usual θ̄’s are now exactly the ϑ̄’s, so the restriction to chiral superspace follows from interpretation of the ϑ̄’s as Lagrange multipliers. The redefinition of x that led to their appearing without derivatives was just the usual (complex) coordinate transformation to the chiral representation. (Of course, antichiral superspace, n=N, is also equivalent to the usual superparticle, after the opposite transformation.)

In the general case, if we make the redefinitions (in matrix notation) θ → θ − yϑ, θ̄ → θ̄ − ϑ̄y, x → x + ϑ̄yϑ (4.1) we find J → dx + ϑ̄dθ + (dθ̄)ϑ (4.2) i.e., the only effect is to remove y. Furthermore, the redefinition

x → x −^1_2 (ϑ̄θ + θ̄ϑ) (4.3)

gives the usual superparticle action (with the usual reality properties), since

J → dx +^1_2 (ϑ̄^↔∂ θ − θ̄^↔∂ ϑ) . (4.4)

The addition of pure gauge degrees of freedom (in this case, y) to the classical mechanics formulation of a theory, and the resulting nonminimal terms to the first-quantized Becchi-Rouet-Stora-Tyutin operator, is often required for covariant second-quantization, and thus for the gauge- and Lorentz-covariant formulation of the classical field theory [25]. In the harmonic and projective approaches to superspace, the addition of the internal coordinates for CPT self-conjugate multiplets is necessary to introduce the infinite number of auxiliary fields required for a manifestly supersymmetric formulation. On the other hand, in terms of on-shell lightcone superfields, all formulations are the same, up to trivial Fourier transformation in some of the lightcone θ’s (which trades a θ for a θ̄), since the on-shell field content is unique. This also can be seen covariantly from the supertwistor transform given above: In terms of the same supertwistor field χ(ζ), reassigning which of the anticommuting components belong to ζ_M and which to ζ^{M ′} results in a different choice of coordinates w in Φ(w).

The constraints following from a canonical analysis of the system (3.12) are

(D_μ^{ν̇} )^2 = ( ∂ ∂x_{ν̇}^μ )_2

= 0 (4.5)

which comes from variation of x^0, as well as the usual mixed first- and second-class constraints that follow from the definition of the canonical fermionic momenta, D_μ^{n′} = ∂ ∂θ_n′^μ + ϑ̄_{ν̇}^{n′} ∂ ∂x_{ν̇}^μ = 0, D_m^{ν̇} = ∂ ∂θ̄_{ν̇}^m − ∂ ∂x_{ν̇}^μ ϑ_m^μ = 0, (4.6)

D_μ^n = ∂ ∂ϑ_n^μ = 0, D_m′^{ν̇} = ∂ ∂ϑ̄_{ν̇}^{m′} = 0 (4.7)

and the one following from the definition of the canonical conjugate of y, ∂ ∂y_n′^m + ϑ̄_{μ̇}^{n′} ∂ ∂x_{μ̇}^ν ϑ_m^ν = 0 . (4.8)

The primary constraint (4.8) can be recast into the first-class constraint D_m^{n′} = ∂ ∂y_n′^m + ϑ̄_{μ̇}^{n′} ∂ ∂x_{μ̇}^ν ϑ_m^ν − ϑ_m^μD_μ^{n′} − D_m^{ν̇}ϑ̄_{ν̇}^{n′} = 0 , (4.9)

since y is pure gauge. These constraints satisfy the usual relations {D_μ^{n′} , D_m′^{ν̇} } = δ^{n′}_m′ D_μ^{ν̇} and {D_m^{ν̇} , D_μ^n} = −δ^n_mD_μ^{ν̇} , expressing their second-class nature. They can be reduced to the first-class constraints D_{[M}^{[M ′} D_{N )}^{N ′)}, D_μ^n, and D_m′^{ν̇} . The linear constraints, D_μ^n and D_m′^{ν̇} , are imposed as isotropy constraints, implying that the superfields are independent of ϑ and ϑ̄. The quadratic first-class constraints are the projective superspace field equations (2.20). They include the generator of κ symmetry transformations just as in the Casalbuoni-Brink-Schwarz action. The constraints (4.5)-(4.9) are consistent with the superconformal field equations (2.26).

4.2 Dual Hamiltonian action

This action, and its relation to projective superspace, suggests alternative actions that do not suffer from second-class constraints. First, noting the similarity (“duality” in the differential geometry sense) between the expressions for the forms J_A′^B and the covariant derivatives D_A^{B′} , we are led to propose the action

L^′ = ẇ_M ′^N p_N^{M ′} − (D_α^{β̇} )^2, D_α^{β̇} = u_α^M p_M^{N ′} u_N ′^{β̇} . (4.10)

Separating the u’s in a way dual to the previous,

u_α^M = u_α^ν (δ^μ_ν , ϕ_ν^m), u_M ′^{α̇} = (δ^{ν̇}_{μ̇}, ϕ̄_m′^{ν̇} )u_{ν̇}^{α̇} (4.11)

we have

L^′ = ẇ_M ′^N p_N^{M ′} − (x_0)^2(D_μ^{ν̇} )^2, D_μ^{ν̇} = p_μ^{ν̇} + ϕ_μ^mπ̄_m^{ν̇} + π_μ^{m′}ϕ̄_m′^{ν̇} + ϕ_μ^mT_m^{n′}ϕ̄_n′^{ν̇} (4.12)

where p, π, T are conjugate to x, θ, y.

An expansion in ϕ, as follows from the canonical ∂/∂ϕ = 0, leads exactly to the superconformal equations of motion (2.26).

4.3 Quadratic multiplier action

Another suggested alternative follows from noticing that the Lagrange multipliers u appear quartically in the previous actions, although there can be some simplification because they are multipled directly as u^2 and u^{′2}. Then a manifestly GL(2|n)GL(2|N-n)-covariant Hamiltonian action can be written as

L^{′′} = ẇ_M ′^N p_N^{M ′} − e^{[M N )}e_{[M} ′_N ′_)p_M^{M ′} p_N^{N ′} . (4.13)

Again the positivity of x_0 = |^1_2 e^{μν} C_{μν} | is guaranteed. Many of the terms are similar to those in L^′, but now there are no terms higher than quartic.

5 Conclusions

We have shown that N=4 super Yang-Mills is the underlying theory of the random lattice approach to quantization of the superstring about the AdS_5⊗S^5 background. The addition of internal coordinates to the Casalbuoni-Brink-Schwarz action implies the use of projective superspace for off-shell superfields. While the physical content of the action is unchanged, the introduction of the auxiliary internal variables may allow a simpler treatment of covariant first-quantization, just as it does for second-quantization. Effectively, the new coordinates are gauge degrees of freedom at the first-quantized level, but introduce auxiliary fields at the second-quantized level, useful for covariant treatments. Alternatively, one of the proposed related actions might prove useful in avoiding secondclass constraints.

Acknowledgments

We thank Tirthabir Biswas and Martin Roček for discussions on harmonic and projective superspace. W.S. was supported in part by National Science Foundation Grant No. PHY-0098527. M.H. acknowledges CNYITP at Stony Brook for warm hospitality and KEK for support.

References

[1] L. Maldacena, Adv. Theor. Math. Phys. 2 (1998) 231, hep-th/9711200;

S.S. Gubser, I.R. Klebanov and A.M. Polyakov, Phys. Lett. B248 (1998) 105, hep-th/9802109;

E. Witten, Adv. Theor. Math. Phys. 2 (1998) 253, hep-th/9802150. [2] W. Siegel, Phys. Rev. D49 (1994) 4144, hep-th/9312117.

[3] H. Nastase and W. Siegel, J. High Energy Phys. 10 (2000) 040, hep-th/0010106. [4] M.R. Douglas and S.H.Shenker, Nucl. Phys. B335 (1990) 635;

D.J. Gross and A.A. Migdal, Phys. Rev. Lett. 64 (1990) 127; E. Brézin and V.A. Kazakov, Phys. Lett. B236 (1990) 144.

[5] P.A.M. Dirac, Ann. Math. 37 (1936) 429.

[6] R. Kallosh and J. Rahmfeld, Phys. Lett. B443 (1998) 143, hep-th/9808038;

I. Pesando, J. High Energy Phys. 11 (1998) 002, hep-th/9808020. [7] A. Karlhede, U. Lindström, and M. Roček, Phys.Lett. B147 (1984) 74;

U. Lindström and M. Roček, Comm. Math. Phys. 115 (1988) 21;Comm. Math. Phys. 128 (1990) 191;

I.T. Ivanov and M. Roček, Comm. Math. Phys. 182 (1996) 291; F. Gonzalez-Rey, M. Roček, S. Wiles, U. Lindström, and R. von Unge, Nucl. Phys. B516 (1998) 426, hep-th/9710250;

F. Gonzalez-Rey and R. von Unge, hep-th/9711135; F. Gonzalez-Rey, hep-th/9712128;

F. Gonzalez-Rey and M. Roček, Phys. Lett. B434 (1998) 303, hep-th/9804010. [8] A. Galperin, E. Ivanov, S. Kalitzin, V. Ogievetsky, and E. Sokachev, Class. Quantum Grav. 1 (1984) 469;

A. Galperin, E. Ivanov, V. Ogievetsky, and E. Sokachev, JETP Lett. 40 (1984) 912 (Pis’ma Eksp. Theor. Fiz. 40 (1984) 155).

[9] G.G. Hartwell and P.S. Howe, Int. J. Mod. Phys. 10 (1995) 3901, hep-th/9412147;

S. Howe and G.G. Hartwell, Class. Quantum Grav. 12 (1995) 1823; P.J. Heslop and P.S. Howe, Class. Quantum Grav. 17 (2000) 3743, hep-th/0005135; P.J. Heslop, Class. Quantum Grav. 19 (2002) 303, hep-th/0108235.

[10] S.M. Kuzenko, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A14 (1999) 1737, hep-th/9806147. [11] A. Galperin, E. Ivanov, S. Kalitzin, V. Ogievetsky, and E. Sokachev, Class. Quantum Grav. 2 (1985) 155; Phys. Lett. B151 (1985) 215.

[12] F. Delduc and J. McCabe, Class. Quantum Grav. 6 (1989) 233. [13] A. Miković and W. Siegel, Phys. Lett. B209 (1988) 47. [14] N. Berkovits, J. High Energy Phys. 09 (2001) 016, hep-th/0105050. [15] J. Maharana and J.H. Schwarz, Nucl. Phys. B390 (1993) 3, hep-th/9207016;

W. Siegel, Phys. Rev. D47 (1993) 5453, hep-th/9302036; D48 (1993) 2826, hep-th/9305073.

[16] R. Roiban and W. Siegel, J. High Energy Phys. 0011 (2000) 024, hep-th/0010104;

M. Hatsuda and K. Kamimura, Nucl. Phys. B611 (2001) 77, hep-th/0106202. [17] M.F. Atiyah and R.S. Ward, Comm. Math. Phys. 55 (1977) 117;

M.F. Atiyah, N.J. Hitchin, V.G. Drinfel’d, and Yu.I. Manin, Phys.Lett. 65A (1978) 185;

E. Corrigan, D. Fairlie, P. Goddard, and S. Templeton, Nucl. Phys. B140 (1978) 31; N.H. Christ, E.J. Weinberg, and N.K. Stanton, Phys. Rev. D18 (1978) 2013; M.F. Atiyah, “Geometry of Yang-Mills Fields”, Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa, 1979;

V.E. Korepin and S.L. Shatashvili, Math. USSR Izvestiya 24 (1985) 307. [18] A. Ferber and P.G.O. Freund, Nucl. Phys. B122 (1977) 170;

J. Crispim-Romao, A. Ferber, and P.G.O. Freund, Nucl. Phys. B126 (1977) 39; S. Ferrara and B. Zumino, Nucl. Phys. B134 (1978) 301.

[19] W. Siegel, Phys. Rev. D52 (1995) 1042, hep-th/9412011.

[20] W. Siegel, “Free field equations for everything”, in Superstrings, Cosmology, and Composite Structures, College Park 1987, proceedings, eds. S.J. Gates, Jr. and R.N. Mohapatra (World Scientific, Singapore, 1987) p. 13.

[21] O. Claus, R. Kallosh and J. Rahmfeld, J. High Energy Phys. 12 (1999) 023, hep-th/9812114.

[22] A. Ferber, Nucl. Phys. B132 (1978) 55.

[23] R.R. Metsaev and A.A. Tseytlin, Nucl. Phys. B533 (1998) 109, hep-th/9805028. [24] N. Berkovits, M. Bershadsky, T. Hauer, S. Zhukov, and B. Zwiebach, Nucl. Phys.

B567 (2000) 61, hep-th/9907200;

M. Hatsuda and M. Sakaguchi, Phys. Rev. D66 (2002) 45020, hep-th/0205092. [25] W. Siegel, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A6 (1991) 3997.