arXiv:hep-th/0311243 v1 25 Nov 2003

Kontsevich product and gauge invariance

Ashok Das^a and Josif Frenkel^b a Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Rochester, Rochester, NY 14627-0171, USA and b Instituto de Física, Universidade de São Paulo, São Paulo, SP 05315-970, BRAZIL

We analyze the question of U⋆(1) gauge invariance in a flat non-commutative space where the parameter of non-commutativity, θ^{μν} (x), is a local function satisfying Jacobi identity (and thereby leading to an associative Kontsevich product). We show that in this case, both gauge transformations as well as the definitions of covariant derivatives have to modify so as to have a gauge invariant action. We work out the gauge invariant actions for the matter fields in the fundamental and the adjoint representations up to order θ^2 while we discuss the gauge invariant Maxwell theory up to order θ. We show that despite the modifications in the gauge transformations, the covariant derivative and the field strength, Seiberg-Witten map continues to hold for this theory. In this theory, translations do not form a subgroup of the gauge transformations (unlike in the case when θ^{μν} is a constant) which is reflected in the stress tensor not being conserved.

PACS numbers: 11.10.Nx, 11.15.-q

I. INTRODUCTION

Non-commutativity of space-time coordinates have been by now studied exhaustively from various points of view [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. It arises naturally in the quantization of open strings and membranes attached to D-branes in the presence of background fields [7, 8, 9]. The non-commutativity is related to the background fields so that if the background fields are constant, one obtains the more familiar case where the parameter of non-commutativity θ^{μν} is a constant. In such a case, the standard multiplication of functions is replaced by the Grönewold-Moyal product [10]. On the other hand, if the background fields depend on space-time coordinates, then, one expects the parameter of non-commutativity to be a local function. Theories with a local parameter of non-commutativity have not been studied as vigorously. In this case, the multiplication of functions is replaced by the Kontsevich product [11] and there are two natural cases that can arise. Namely, the parameter of non-commutativity θ^{μν} (x) satisfies the Jacobi identity in which case the Kontsevich product is associative. The second possibility is that θ^{μν} (x) does not satisfy the Jacobi identity leading to a non-associative Kontsevich product. The first case corresponds to the embedding of a curved D-brane in a flat background while the second arises for a curved brane embedded in a curved background (with the non-associativity related to the curvature of the background) [12]. In the case where θ^{μν} is local and satisfies Jacobi identity, there exists so far only a single analysis of a model, namely, the Cattaneo-Felder model which involves the study of a boundary conformal field theory [13]. In this paper, we would like to extend such a possibility to the case of gauge theories.

This is also important from the point of view of studying the properties of non-commutative field theories (independent of their origin). By now, non-commutative field theories in flat space-time with θ^{μν} constant have been studied extensively and various interesting properties have been noted [4]. However, eventually one would like to study the properties of such theories in a curved background (possibly including non-commutative gravity [14]). In such a case, it is clear that θ^{μν} can no longer be considered a constant. As a first attempt at studying such theories, it would be interesting to study the behavior of a field theory in a flat non-commutative space-time where θ^{μν} is a local function. In fact, it is even more interesting to study the question of gauge invariance in such a case. With that in mind, we have chosen to study a U_⋆(1) gauge theory with matter in the fundamental as well as in the adjoint representations [15] and we find many interesting features from our analysis of such theories.

Let us recall that when θ^{μν} is local, the star product is given by the Kontsevich product [11, 12, 13] f ⋆ g = fg + i 2 θ^{μν} ∂_μf∂_ν g − 1 8 θ^{μν} θ^{λρ}∂_μ∂_λf∂_ν ∂_ρg − 1 12 θ^{λρ}∂_ρθ^{μν} (∂_λ∂_μf∂_ν g − ∂_μf∂_λ∂_νg) + · · · , (1) where · · · represent higher order terms in θ. It is clear from (1) that we can identify

[x^μ, x^ν] = x^μ ⋆ x^ν − x^ν ⋆ x^μ = iθ^{μν} (x) , (2)

and if θ^{μν} (x) satisfies the Jacobi identity,

θ^{μα}∂_αθ^{νλ} + θ^{να}∂_αθ^{λμ} + θ^{λα}∂_αθ^{μν} = 0 , (3) then, the product (1) is associative. Throughout this paper, we will restrict ourselves to such a case. It is also clear from (1) that we can represent

iθ^{μν} (x)∂_ν f(x) = [x^μ, f] . (4)

If θ^{μν} (x) has an inverse, this can even be inverted to write

∂_μf(x) = −i(θ^{−1})_{μν} (x) [x^ν , f] ≠ [ −i(θ^{−1})_{μν} x^ν , f ] , (5)

where the last relation holds only for the case when θ^{μν} is a constant.

Unlike the more studied case of constant θ^{μν} , the products inside an integral no longer satisfy cyclicity when the parameter of non-commutativity is a local function and as a result, the analysis of such theories is a bit more involved. We note here that when θ^{μν} is a local function, it can be thought of as a genuine Lorentz tensor. On the other hand, we do know that unitarity in a non-commutative theory is violated unless θ^{0i} = 0 [16]. Presumably, one can make such a choice by going to a particular reference frame. However, for purposes of studying gauge invariance properties of the action at the tree level, we do not concern ourselves with this question in this paper. This certainly is an important question which deserves further study and we will report on this in the future. In this paper, we assume that θ^{μν} (x) is a genuine tensor (although that really does not enter into our analysis at all).

The organization of our paper is as follows. In section II, we discuss how matter (scalar fields) in the fundamental as well as in the adjoint representations can be coupled to the photon in a U_⋆(1) invariant manner. This necessitates a modification of the covariant derivative as well as the gauge transformation for the gauge field. We demonstrate how this can be achieved systematically up to order θ^2 in the matter sector. The definition of the field strength also changes as a consequence and we determine the gauge invariant action for the Maxwell theory up to order θ (since it is much more involved than the matter sector because of the Lorentz indices, but the procedure is clear). One of the surprising outcomes of this analysis is that θ^{μν} (x) does not transform under the gauge transformation (although, naively, one would have expected it to transform in the adjoint representation). We note that all the modifications that we find vanish when θ^{μν} is a constant reducing to the conventional U_⋆(1) gauge invariance studied in the literature [15]. In section III, we show that in spite of these modifications, the Seiberg-Witten map [6] between the non-commutative and the commutative theories continues to hold. This is surprising and suggests some deeper meaning of the map that we have not studied further. We show the equivalence of the equations of motion (non-commutative and commutative) as well as the stress tensors of the Maxwell theory under the map. Furthermore, we show that in the present case (unlike in the case of a constant θ^{μν} [17]), the stress tensor is not conserved. This is traced to the fact that when θ^{μν} (x) is a local function, it can be thought of as an external field which violates translation invariance. In fact, since θ^{μν} (x) is inert under a gauge transformation, while translation invariance requires it to transform, it follows that in this case, translations do not form a subgroup of the U_⋆(1) gauge transformations (as is the case for constant θ^{μν} [4]). We close with a brief summary in section IV.

II. GAUGE INVARIANT ACTIONS

In this section, we will construct actions invariant under U_⋆(1) gauge transformations. Let us start with the action for a complex scalar field (which would represent matter in the fundamental representation), which conventionally has the form

S_{fund} = ∫ dx ( (D_μϕ)^∗ ⋆ (D^μϕ) − m^2ϕ^∗ ⋆ ϕ ) . (6)

We have left the dimensionality of space-time arbitrary since that does not enter into our analysis. In the more familiar case of a constant θ^{μν} , the covariant derivative has the form [15] D_μϕ = ∂_μϕ − iA_μ ⋆ ϕ , (7) and the action is invariant under the infinitesimal gauge transformations δϕ = iϵ ⋆ ϕ, δA_μ = ∂_μϵ − i [A_μ, ϵ] , (8) where ϵ(x) represents the infinitesimal parameter of gauge transformations. When θ^{μν} becomes a local function, the action in (6) with (7) is no longer invariant under the gauge transformations (8). In this case, we have to systematically determine the modifications necessary in the definitions of the covariant derivative and the gauge transformations under which the action (6) will be invariant. We will demonstrate how this can be done up to order θ^2 in this theory.

To begin with, let us note that when θ^{μν} is local, ∫ dx A(x) ⋆ B(x) ≠ ∫ dx B(x) ⋆ A(x) . (9) However, form the definition of the product in (1), we note that

(A(x) ⋆ B(x))^∗ = B^∗(x) ⋆ A^∗(x) , (10)

so that if we can find a definition of the covariant derivative as well as gauge transformations such that δϕ = iα(x) ⋆ ϕ, δ(D_μϕ) = iβ(x) ⋆ (D_μϕ) , (11) for real functions α(x), β(x), then, action (6) will be gauge invariant.

To systematically determine these modifications, let us represent δϕ = iϵ(x) ⋆ ϕ(x) + P (x) , δA_μ = ∂_μϵ(x) − i [A_μ, ϵ] + Y_μ(x) , D_μϕ(x) = ∂_μϕ(x) − iA_μ ⋆ ϕ + Z_μ(x) , (12)

where the modifications P (x), Y_μ(x) and Z_μ(x) in (12) are assumed to be of order θ or higher and such that (11) holds. Furthermore, since θ^{μν} (x) is a local function, we have to allow for the possibility that it may transform under a gauge transformation and recognize that, in such a case, δ (A ⋆ B) ≠ (δA) ⋆ B + A ⋆ (δB) . (13) The analysis is tedious but can be carried out systematically and we find, up to order θ^2, that with D_μϕ = ∂_μϕ − iA_μ ⋆ ϕ + 1 2 ∂_μθ^{λρ} (A_λ ⋆ ∂_ρϕ) − i 12 ∂_μ ( θ^{στ} ∂_σθ^{λρ} ) (∂_τ A_λ∂_ρϕ − A_λ∂_τ ∂_ρϕ) + 1 12 ( 2θ^{στ} ∂_μ∂_σθ^{λρ} − ∂_μθ^{στ} ∂_σθ^{λρ} ) A_λA_τ ∂_ρϕ , δθ^{μν} = 0 , δϕ = iϵ ⋆ ϕ , δA_μ = ∂_μϵ(x) − i [A_μ, ϵ] + 1 2 ∂_μθ^{λρ} (A_λ ⋆ ∂_ρϵ) − i 12 ∂_μ ( θ^{στ} ∂_σθ^{λρ} ) (∂_τ A_λ∂_ρϵ − A_λ∂_τ ∂_ρϵ) + 1 12 ( 2θ^{στ} ∂_μ∂_σ θ^{λρ} − ∂_μθ^{στ} ∂_σθ^{λρ} ) A_λA_τ ∂_ρϵ , δ (D_μϕ) = iϵ ⋆ (D_μϕ) , (14)

the action in (6) is invariant. In this case, the modified covariant derivative transforms covariantly. There are two main features worth noting here. First, all the modifications vanish when θ^{μν} is a constant so that (14) reduces to (8). The more surprising aspect is that even though θ^{μν} (x) is a local function (and one would naively expect it to transform in the adjoint representation), it does not transform under a gauge transformation.

For a real scalar field (matter in the adjoint representation), the conventional action has the form

S_{adj} = ∫ dx ( 1 2 (D_μϕ) ⋆ (D^μϕ) − m^2 2 ϕ ⋆ ϕ ) . (15)

When θ^{μν} is constant, with [15]

D_μϕ = ∂_μ − i [A_μ, ϕ] , (16)

the gauge transformations δϕ = −i [ϕ, ϵ] , δA_μ = ∂_μϵ(x) − i [A_μ, ϵ] , (17) define an invariance of (15). In generalizing the covariant derivative and the gauge transformation to the case when θ^{μν} is a local function, we note that (10) is no longer useful because the field variable is real and, as a result, even if the covariant derivative transforms covariantly, it does not help and we have to analyze the invariance of the action as a whole.

We can modify the covariant derivative as well as the transformation laws along the lines of (12) and write δϕ = −i [ϕ, ϵ] + P (x), D_μϕ = ∂_μϕ(x) − i [A_μ, ϕ] + Z_μ , (18) with δθ^{μν} , δA_μ already determined in (14). The analysis of the invariance of the action then determines δϕ = −i [ϕ, ϵ] , D_μϕ = ∂_μϕ − i [A_μ, ϕ] + ∂_μθ^{λρ}A_λ∂_ρϕ − 1 2 θ^{στ} ∂_μθ^{λρ}∂_σ A_λA_ρ∂_τ ϕ + 1 2 ( θ^{στ} ∂_μ∂_σθ^{λρ} − ∂_μθ^{στ} ∂_σθ^{λρ} ) A_λA_τ ∂_ρϕ . (19)

It is worth noting here that in determining the invariance of the action for the scalar field in the adjoint representation, we require that the parameter of anti-commutativity be divergenceless, namely,

∂_μθ^{μν} (x) = 0 , (20)

in addition to satisfying the Jacobi identity (3). This is a sufficient condition for the Jacobi identity and is essential in the discussion of the Seiberg-Witten map in the next section. We point out here that it is possible, in principle, to have an invariant action involving modified covariant derivatives and transformations without using (20), but such modified quantities become highly non-local as the order of θ increases and we do not find that very appealing. We also note that all the modifications in (19) vanish when θ^{μν} is constant.

With the construction of the invariant actions for the matter fields, let us next construct the gauge invariant action for the Maxwell theory. Conventionally, the invariant action has the form

S_{Maxwell} = − 1 4 ∫ dx F_{μν} ⋆ F^{μν} . (21)

When θ^{μν} is constant, the field strength tensor is given by

F_{μν} = ∂_μA_ν − ∂_νA_μ − i [A_μ, A_ν] = [D_μ, D_ν] , (22)

where D_μ is the covariant derivative (7) in the fundamental representation. When θ^{μν} is local, the commutator (in the star product sense) of the covariant derivative in (14) does not even give a multiplicative operator so that the definition of the field strength as well as the analysis of the invariance of the action (21) need to be done independently. This is lot more tedious than that for the action for the matter fields because of the Lorentz structures and we will present an invariant action up to order θ although the procedure can be carried out to any order in θ in principle.

Here, as in the case of the actions for the matter fields, the idea is to modify the field strength (22) as

F_{μν} = ∂_μA_ν − ∂_ν A_μ − i [A_μ, A_ν ] + X_{μν} (x) , (23)

where X_{μν} = −X_{νμ} is at least of order θ and is determined so that the action (21) is invariant under the gauge transformations (for the θ^{μν} , A_μ) determined in (14). To order θ, this is easily carried out and if we do not assume (20), the field strength becomes non-local (more so with increasing order of θ). Therefore, we assume (20) in which case the modified field strength that leads to an invariant action has the form

F_{μν} = ∂_μA_ν − ∂_ν A_μ − i [A_μ, A_ν] + 1 2 ( ∂_μθ^{λρ}A_λ (∂_ρA_ν + F_{ρν}) − (μ ↔ ν) ) . (24)

Once again, we see that the modification is such that it vanishes when θ^{μν} is constant. This demonstrates that there is a systematic procedure for determining an action (both for matter as well as gauge fields) which is invariant under U_⋆(1) transformations when θ^{μν} is a local function.

III. SEIBERG-WITTEN MAP

As in the case when θ^{μν} is constant, here we can also ask if there is a Seiberg-Witten map [6] that would take the gauge theory on the non-commutative manifold to a theory on a commutative space. If we denote quantities on the non-commutative manifold with “hats”, then we wish to determine if there exist functions

ϵ̂ = ϵ̂(ϵ, A), Â_μ = Â_μ(A) , (25) such that Â_μ(A + δ_ϵA) = Â_μ(A) + δ̂_{ϵ̂} Â_μ(A) , (26)

where δ_ϵA_μ represents the usual U (1) gauge transformation in a commutative manifold. Namely, we wish to determine local maps (25) in powers of θ such that the gauge field in the non-commutative manifold is (gauge) equivalent to the one on the commutative manifold. We will determine this to linear order in θ as is also done in the case when θ^{μν} is constant [6], but the procedure can be carried out to any order in θ.

We recognize that A_μ denotes a U (1) gauge field in a commutative space so that

δ_ϵA_μ = ∂_μϵ(x) . (27)

Therefore, using the transformation for the gauge field in (14) and (27) in (26) (up to order θ), we obtain Â_μ(A + ∂ϵ) − Â_μ(A) − ∂_μϵ̂ − θ^{λρ}∂_λÂ_μ(A)∂_ρϵ̂ − 1 2 ∂_μθ^{λρ}Â_λ∂_ρϵ̂ = 0 . (28)

Let us assume that Â_μ(A) = A_μ + A^′_μ(A), ϵ̂ = ϵ + ϵ^′(ϵ, A) , (29)

where the primed quantities are (at least) of order θ. Then, (28) can be easily solved to determine

Â_μ = A_μ − 1 2 θ^{λρ}A_λ(∂_ρA_μ + F_{ρμ}), ϵ̂ = ϵ − 1 2 θ^{λρ}A_λ∂_ρϵ . (30) We recognize this to be exactly the Seiberg-Witten map for the case when θ^{μν} is constant and it continues to hold even in the case when θ^{μν} is a local function. It is interesting that the extra modifications depending on derivatives of θ do identically cancel out so that the usual Seiberg-Witten map holds. In fact, what is even more interesting is that the field strength tensor defined in (24) goes over under this map to (up to order θ)

F̂_{μν} = ∂_μÂ_ν − ∂_νÂ_μ − i [ Â_μ, Â_ν ] + 1 2 ( ∂_μθ^{λρ}Â_λ(∂_ρÂ_ν + F̂_{ρν} ) − (μ ↔ ν) )

= F_{μν} − θ^{λρ}(F_{μλ}F_{ρν} + A_λ∂_ρF_{μν}) , (31)

which represents the same map of the field strength as in the case of constant θ^{μν} , even though the field strength in the non-commutative space in the present case has a much more complicated structure (24). This, therefore, suggests a deeper meaning underlying the Seiberg-Witten map that deserves further study. We wish to point out here that all of this works only when (20) holds.

With the Seiberg-Witten maps determined, we can now easily show to linear order in θ that the action for the gauge field (21) goes over to

Ŝ_{Maxwell} = − 1 4 ∫ dx F̂_{μν} ⋆ F̂^{μν} = − 1 4 ∫ dx [( 1 − 1 2 θ^{λρ}F_{λρ} ) F_{μν} F^{μν} + 2Tr θF^3 − ∂_ρ ( θ^{λρ}A_λF_{μν}F^{μν} ) ] , (32)

where we have used an obvious matrix notation in writing the action. In Eq. (32), we have kept a total divergence which does not contribute to the equations of motion, but is essential for the definition of the stress tensor of the theory [17, 18]. The equation of motion following from the non-commutative theory (to linear order in θ) has the form

∂_μF̂^{μν} + θ^{λρ}∂_λÂ_μ∂_ρF̂^{μν} − 1 2 ∂_μθ^{νρ}(∂_ρÂ_λ + F̂_{ρλ})F̂^{μλ} + ∂_ρ ( ∂_μθ^{λρ}Â_λF̂^{μν} ) − 1 2 ∂_ρ ( ∂_μθ^{λν}Â_λF̂^{μρ} ) = 0 . (33)

On the other hand, the equation of motion following from the mapped theory in (32) leads to ∂_μ [( 1 − 1 2 θ^{λρ}F_{λρ} ) F^{μν} − ( F^2θ + F θF + θF^2 )_{μν} − 1 4 θ^{μν} F_{λρ}F^{λρ} ] = 0 . (34)

At first sight, (33) does not seem to map into (34) under (30) and (31). However, as is the case for the constant θ^{μν} case [17], the two equations are identical under the map if we use the identity (which holds to order θ) ∂_μ [ ( F^2θ )_{μν} + 1 4 θ^{μν} F_{λρ}F^{λρ} ] − ∂_μθ^{λν} ( F^2 )_μ λ = 0 . (35)

In a similar manner, we can determine the stress tensor from the theory in the non-commutative space as well as from the theory transformed under the Seiberg-Witten map. With the total divergence in (32), it is straightforward to show that they coincide and have the form

T^{μν} = ( 1 − 1 2 θ^{λρ}F_{λρ} ) ( (F^2)^{μν} + 1 4 η^{μν} F_{λρ}F^{λρ} ) − ( (F^2θF )^{μν} + (F θF^2)^{μν} − 1 2 η^{μν} Tr θF^3 )

−∂_τ ( θ^{στ} A_σ ( (F^2)^{μν} + 1 4 η^{μν} F_{λρ}F^{λρ} )) . (36)

The stress tensor is manifestly symmetric and traceless. Using the equation of motion (33) (or (34)), it can be checked that this is not, however, conserved as is also the case when θ^{μν} is constant. In that case, we can define a modified stress tensor that is neither symmetric nor traceless, but conserved [17]. In contrast, in the present case we find that even a modified stress tensor such as

T^{μν} = T^{μν} + ∂_ρ ( θ^{λρ}A_λT^{(0) μν} ) − ( θF T^{(0)} )_{μν} , (37)

is no longer conserved. Here T^{(0)} denotes the stress tensor independent of θ. In fact, the divergence of the modified stress tensor leads to ∂_μT^{μν} = − 1 2 ∂^ν θ^{λρ} ( F T^{(0)} ) λρ = −∂^ν θ^{λρ} δŜ_{Maxwell} δθ^{λρ} . (38)

We note from (38) that for a constant θ^{μν} , the modified stress tensor would be conserved (even though it is neither symmetric nor traceless).

The non-conservation of the stress tensor is not hard to understand. When θ^{μν} is a local function, we can think of the action (32) as representing the interaction (in addition to the self-interactions) of the Maxwell field with an external field θ^{μν} (x) and as a result, our system cannot be thought of as a closed system. It is, of course, not necessary for a system that is not closed to have conservation of energy. If we have a complete theory where θ^{μν} is a fundamental dynamical field (one may speculate that such a situation may arise in a gravitational theory with a dynamical θ^{μν} as is the case in string theory) leading to a closed system, then, the complete energy including that of the dynamical field θ^{μν} has to be conserved. The non-conservation can be understood yet in a different manner. We recall that conservation of stress tensor follows from translation invariance of a system. In the presence of an external field, translation invariance does not hold (since the external field does not transform). This is manifest in the last equality in (38). This brings out a very interesting feature that contrasts with the case of constant θ^{μν} . Namely, it is well known for constant θ^{μν} that translations form a subgroup of the U_⋆(1) transformation group [4]. In contrast, when θ^{μν} is local, we have noted in (14) that the parameter of non-commutativity does not transform under a gauge transformation. On the other hand, under translations θ^{μν} has to transform so that we conclude translations do not form a subgroup of the U_⋆(1) gauge transformations when the parameter of non-commutativity is a local function. In retrospect, in view of the inequality in (5), it is clear that when θ^{μν} is a local function, we can no longer represent a gauge transformation to include translations [4].

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have analyzed systematically the question of U_⋆(1) gauge invariance in a flat non-commutative manifold where the parameter of non-commutativity is a local function satisfying the Jacobi identity (and, therefore, leading to an associative Kontsevich product). We have shown that in this case, the definitions for both the covariant derivative as well as the gauge transformation have to modify in order to have an invariant action. The modifications can be systematically determined. We have demonstrated this up to order θ^2 in the matter sector (for both fundamental and adjoint representations) and up to order θ in the Maxwell theory. One of the surprising features of this analysis is that θ^{μν} (x) does not transform under a gauge transformation. The modifications in other variables vanish in the case when θ^{μν} is constant. We have shown that when θ^{μν} is a local function, there exists a Seiberg-Witten map, which surprisingly coincides with the one for the case when θ^{μν} is constant. We have shown that the equations of motion as well as the stress tensor in the non-commutative theory go over under the map to the ones derived from the theory on the commutative manifold. The stress tensor in the present case is not conserved and this is traced to non-invariance under translations in such a theory. We have shown that, unlike the case when θ^{μν} is constant, in the present case translations do not form a subgroup of the U_⋆(1) gauge group.

Acknowledgment:

One of us (JF) would like to thank F. T. Brandt for discussions. This work was supported in part by US DOE Grant number DE-FG 02-91ER40685, by CNPq and FAPESP, Brazil.

[1] H. S. Snyder, Phys. Rev. 71, 38 (1947); 72, 68 (1947). [2] A. Connes, Noncommutative Geometry, Academic Press (1994). [3] A. Connes, M. R. Douglas and A. Schwarz, JHEP 9802, 003 (1998).

[4] There are numerous papers on the subject of non-commutative field theory to list individually. In stead, we refer the reader to the following two excellent review articles for further references. M. R. Douglas and N. A. Nekrasov, Rev. Mod. Phys. 73, 977 (2002); R. J. Szabo, Phys. Rep. 378, 207 (2003).

[5] V. Schomerus, JHEP 9906, 030 (1999). [6] N. Seiberg and E. Witten, JHEP 9909, 032 (1999).

[7] F. Ardalan, H. Arafei and M. M. Sheikh-Jabbari, Nucl. Phys. B576, 578 (2000); M. M. Sheikh-Jabbari and A. Shirzad, hep-th/9907055.

[8] C.-S. Chu and P.-M. Ho, Nucl. Phys. B550, 151 (1999); Nuc. Phys. 568, 447 (2000); T. Lee, Phys. Rev. D62, 024022 (2000).

[9] S. Kawamoto and N. Sasakura, JHEP 0007, 014 (2000); C. Hoffman and W. K. Ma, JHEP 0106, 033 (2001); A. Das, A.

Melikyan and J. Maharana, JHEP 0104, 016 (2001).

[10] H. J. Grönewold, Physica 12, 405 (1946); J. E. Moyal, Proc. Cambridge Phil. Soc. 45, 99 (1949). [11] M. Kontsevich, q-alg/9709040.

[12] L. Cornalba and R. Schiappa, Comm. Math. Phys. 225, 33 (2002). [13] A. Cattaneo and G. Felder, Comm. Math. Phys. 212, 591 (2000).

[14] A. H. Chamseddine, hep-th/0309166; S. Cacciatori et al, Class. Quant. Grav. 19, 4029 (2003); A. H. Chamseddine, J.

Math. Phys. 44, 2534 (2003); O. Bertolami and L. Guisado, Phys. Rev. D67, 025001 (2003).

[15] M. Hayakawa, hep-th/9912167; Phys. Lett. B478, 394 (2000); I. F. Riad and M. M. Sheikh-Jabbari, JHEP 0008, 045 (2000); F. T. Brandt, A. Das and J. Frenkel, Phys. Rev. D65, 085017 (2002).

[16] J. Gomis and T. Mehen, Nucl. Phys. B591, 265 (2000); O. Aharony, J. Gomis and T. Mehen, JHEP 0009, 023 (2000); L.

Alvarez-Gaume, J. L. F. Barbon and R. Zwicky, JHEP 0105, 057 (2001); N. Seiberg, L. Susskind and N. Toumbas, JHEP 0006, 021 (2000); A. Bassetto, L. Griguolo, G. Nardelli and F. Vian, JHEP 0107, 008 (2001).

[17] A. Das and J. Frenkel, Phys. Rev. D67, 067701 (2003). [18] A. Das, Phys. Rev. D 18, 2065 (1978).