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Abstract:

We argue that the main reason of crisis in quantum physics is that nature, which is
fundamentally discrete, is described by continuous mathematics. Moreover, no ulti-
mate physical theory can be based on continuous mathematics because, as follows
from Godel’s incompleteness theorems, that mathematics is not self-consistent. In
the first part of the work we discuss inconsistencies in standard approach to quan-
tum theory and reformulate the theory such that it can be naturally generalized
to a formulation based on discrete mathematics. It is shown that the cosmological
acceleration and gravity can be treated simply as kinematical manifestations of de
Sitter symmetry on quantum level (i.e. for describing those phenomena the notions
of dark energy, space-time background and gravitational interaction are not needed).
In the second part of the work we argue that fundamental quantum theory should
be based on a Galois field with a large characteristic p. In this approach the de Sit-
ter gravitational constant depends on p and disappears in the formal limit p — oo,
i.e. gravity is a consequence of finiteness of nature. The application of the approach
to particle theory gives the following results: a) no neutral elementary particles can
exist; b) the electric charge and the baryon and lepton quantum numbers can be
only approximately conserved (i.e. the notion of a particle and its antiparticle is only
approximate). We also consider a possibility that only Dirac singletons can be true
elementary particles.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 What is the main reason of crisis in physics?

The discovery of atoms and elementary particles indicates that at the very funda-
mental level nature is discrete. As a consequence, any description of macroscopic
phenomena by continuous mathematics can be only approximate. For example, the
water in the ocean can be described by equations of hydrodynamics but we know
that this is only an approximation since matter is discrete. Analogously, the notion
of continuous geometry has originated from macroscopic experience but this geometry
cannot be used for describing physics at the fundamental level. It is also obvious that
the notion of infinitely small is based on our everyday experience that any macro-
scopic object can be divided by two, three and even a million parts. But is it possible
to divide by two or three the electron or neutrino? It seems obvious that the very
existence of elementary particles indicates that standard division has only a limited
meaning. Indeed, consider, for example, the gram-molecule of water having the mass
18 grams. It contains the Avogadro number of molecules 6 - 102, We can divide
this gram-molecule by ten, million, billion, but when we begin to divide by numbers
greater than the Avogadro one, the division operation loses its meaning.

It is interesting to note that even the name ”"quantum theory” reflects a
belief that nature is quantized, i.e. discrete. Nevertheless, when quantum theory was
created it was based on continuous mathematics developed mainly in the 19th century
when people did not know about atoms and elementary particles and believed that
every macroscopic object can be divided by any number of parts. One of the greatest
successes of the early quantum theory was the discovery that the discrete spectrum
of the hydrogen atom can be described in the framework of continuous mathematics
by using the Schrodinger equation. The discovery is based on the fact that a large
class of differential operators has a discrete spectrum. This and many other successes
of quantum theory were treated as indications that all problems of the theory can be
solved by using continuous mathematics.

As a consequence, even after almost 90 years of the existence of quantum



theory it is still based on continuous mathematics. Although the theory contains
divergencies and other inconsistencies, physicists persistently try to resolve them in
the framework of continuous mathematics. For example, many physicists believe that
M theory or string theory will become the ”theory of everything”. In those theories
physics depends on topology at Planck distances (1073m). Meanwhile the lessons
of quantum theory tell us that at such distances (and even much greater ones) no
continuous topology or geometry can describe physics.

It is also very important to note that even continuous mathematics by itself
has its own foundational problems. Indeed, as follows from Godel’s incompleteness
theorems, no system of axioms can ensure that all facts about natural numbers can be
proved. Moreover, the system of axioms in standard mathematics cannot demonstrate
its own consistency.

The reason why modern quantum physics is based on continuity, differ-
entiability etc. is probably historical: although the founders of quantum theory and
many physicists who contributed to it were highly educated scientists, discrete math-
ematics was not (and still is not) a part of standard physics education.

The main problem is the choice of strategy for constructing a new quantum
theory. Since no one knows for sure what strategy is the best one, different approaches
should be investigated. Dirac’s advice given in Ref. [1] is: "I learned to distrust
all physical concepts as a basis for a theory. Instead one should put one’s trust in a
mathematical scheme, even if the scheme does not appear at first sight to be connected
with physics. One should concentrate on getting an interesting mathematics.”

[ understand this advice such that our macroscopic experience and physical
intuition do not work on quantum level and hence here we can rely only on solid
mathematics. However, many physicists do not think so and believe that Dirac was
”The Strangest Man” (this is the title of the book by Graham Farmelo about Dirac).

In view of the above remarks and Dirac’s advice it seems natural that
fundamental quantum physics should be based on discrete mathematics. Beginning
from Chap. 6 we consider an approach where quantum theory is based on a Galois
field rather than the field of complex numbers. At the same time, one of the key
principles of physics is the correspondence principle. It means that at some conditions
any new theory should reproduce results of the old well tested theory with a good
accuracy. Usually the correspondence principle is applied such that the new theory
contains a parameter and reproduces results of the old theory in a formal limit when
the parameter is infinitely large or infinitely small. Well-known examples are that
nonrelativistic theory is a special case of relativistic one in the formal limit ¢ — oo
and classical (i.e. nonquantum) theory is a special case of quantum one in the formal
limit 7 — 0 (see however a discussion in Sec. 1.4).

Hence one should find such a formulation of standard continuous physics
which can be naturally generalized to a formulation based on discrete mathematics.
This problem is discussed in the first part of this work. Beginning from Chap. 6
we consider a quantum theory over a Galois field (GFQT) which is not only discrete



but even finite. In particular, GFQT does not contain infinitely small and infinitely
large quantities and here divergencies cannot exist in principle since any Galois field
is finite. Standard theory can be treated as a special case of GFQT in a formal limit
p — oo where p is the characteristic of the Galois field in GFQT.

1.2 Does quantum theory need space-time?

The phenomenon of quantum field theory (QFT) has no analogs in the history of sci-
ence. There is no branch of science where so impressive agreements between theory
and experiment have been achieved. At the same time, the level of mathematical
rigor in QFT is very poor and, as a result, QFT has several well-known difficulties
and inconsistencies. The absolute majority of physicists believe that agreement with
experiment is much more important than the lack of mathematical rigor, but not
all of them think so. For example, Dirac wrote in Ref. [1]: "The agreement with
observation is presumably by coincidence, just like the original calculation of the hy-
drogen spectrum with Bohr orbits. Such coincidences are no reason for turning a blind
eye to the faults of the theory. Quantum electrodynamics is rather like Klein-Gordon
equation. It was built up from physical ideas that were not correctly incorporated into
the theory and it has no sound mathematical foundation.” In addition, QFT fails in
quantizing gravity since the gravitational constant has the dimension (length)? (in
units where ¢ = h = 1), and as a result, quantum gravity is not renormalizable.

Usually there is no need to require that the level of mathematical rigor
in physics should be the same as in mathematics. However physicists should have a
feeling that, at least in principle, mathematical statements used in the theory can be
substantiated. The absence of a well-substantiated QFT by no means can be treated
as a pure academic problem. This becomes immediately clear when one wants to work
beyond perturbation theory. The problem arises to what extent the difficulties of QF'T
can be resolved in the framework of QFT itself or QFT can only be a special case
of a more general theory based on essentially new ideas. The majority of physicists
believe that QFT should be treated [2] “in the way it is”, but at the same time it
is [2] a "low energy approximation to a deeper theory that may not even be a field
theory, but something different like a string theory”.

One of the key ingredients of QFT is the notion of space-time background.
We will discuss this notion in view of the measurability principle, i.e. that a definition
of a physical quantity is a description of how this quantity should be measured. In
particular, the Copenhagen interpretation is based on this principle. In this interpre-
tation the process of measurement necessarily implies an interaction with a classical
object. This interpretation cannot be universal since it does not consider situations
when the world does not have classical objects at all. Meanwhile in cosmological
theories there were no classical objects at the early stages of the world. The problem
of interpretation of quantum theory is still open but it is commonly accepted that at
least at the present stage of the world the measurability principle is valid.
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Since physics is based on mathematics, intermediate stages of physical
theories can involve abstract mathematical notions but any physical theory should
formulate its final results only in terms of physical (i.e. measurable) quantities. Typi-
cally the theory does not say explicitly how the physical quantities in question should
be measured (a well-known exclusions are special and general theories of relativity
where the distances should be measured by using light signals) but it is assumed
that in principle the measurements can be performed. In classical (i.e. nonquantum)
theory it is assumed that any physical quantity in the theory can be measured with
any desired accuracy. In quantum theory the measurability principle is implemented
by requiring that any physical quantity can be discussed only in conjunction with an
operator defining this quantity. However, quantum theory does not specify how the
operator of a physical quantity is related to the measurement of this quantity.

In classical nonrelativistic mechanics, the space-time background is the
four-dimensional Galilei space, the coordinates (¢, x,y, z) of which are in the range
(—00,00). The set of all points of Galilei space is treated as a set of possible events
for real particles in question and the assumption is that at each moment of time ¢
the spatial coordinates (x,y, z) of any particle can be measured with the absolute
accuracy. Then a very important observation is that, from the point of view of the
measurability principle, Galilei space has a physical meaning only as a space of events
for real particles while if particles are absent, the notion of empty Galilei space has no
physical meaning. Indeed, there is no way to measure coordinates of a space which
exists only in our imagination. In mathematics one can use different spaces regardless
of whether they have a physical meaning or not. However, in physics spaces which
have no physical meaning can be used only at intermediate stages. Since in classical
mechanics the final results are formulated in terms of Galilei space, this space should
be physical.

In classical relativistic mechanics, the space-time background is the four-
dimensional Minkowski space and the above remarks can be applied to this space as
well. The distances in Minkowski space are defined by the diagonal metric tensor
Nuw such that p,v = 0,1,2,3 and 799 = —ni1 = —nN22 = —n33 = 1. Minkowski space
is also the space-time background in classical electrodynamics. Here the Maxwell
equations make it possible to calculate the electric and magnetic fields, E(t¢, x,y, z)
and B(t,z,y, 2), at each point of Minkowski space. These fields can be measured
by using test bodies at different moments of time and different positions. Hence in
classical electrodynamics, Minkowski space can be physical only in the presence of
test bodies but not as an empty space.

In General Relativity (GR) the range of the coordinates (¢, z,y, z) and the
geometry of space-time are dynamical. They are defined by the Einstein equations

1
R, + §gWRC + Ag = (87rG/c4)TW (1.1)

where R, is the Ricci tensor, R, is the scalar curvature, T),, is the stress-energy
tensor of matter, g,, is the metric tensor, G is the gravitational constant and A is the
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cosmological constant (CC). In modern quantum theory space-time in GR is treated
as a description of quantum gravitational field in classical limit. On quantum level
each field is a collection of particles; in particular it is believed that the gravitational
field is a collection of gravitons. From this point of view the following question
arises. Why does T}, describe the contribution of electrons, protons, photons and
other particles but gravitons are not included into 7}, and are described separately
by a quantized version of R,,7 In any case, quantum theory of gravity has not been
constructed yet and gravity is known only at macroscopic level. Here the coordinates
and the curvature of space-time are the physical quantities since the information
about them can be obtained from measurements using (macroscopic) test bodies.
Since matter is treated as a source of the gravitational field, in the formal limit when
matter disappears, the gravitational field should disappear too. Meanwhile, in this
limit the solutions of Eq. (1.1) are Minkowski space when A = 0, de Sitter (dS) space
when A > 0 and anti-de Sitter (AdS) space when A < 0. Hence in GR, Minkowski,
dS or AdS spaces can be only empty spaces, i.e. they are not physical. This shows
that the formal limit of GR when matter disappears is nonphysical since in this limit
the space-time background survives and has a curvature - zero curvature in the case
of Minkowski space and a nonzero curvature in the case of dS or AdS spaces.

To avoid this problem one might try to treat the space-time background
as a reference frame. In standard textbooks (see e.g., Ref. [3]) the reference frame
in GR is defined as a collection of weightless bodies, each of which is characterized
by three numbers (coordinates) and is supplied by a clock. Such a notion (which
resembles ether) is not physical even on classical level and for sure it is meaningless
on quantum level. In some approaches (see e.g. Ref. [4]), when matter disappears,
the metric tensor becomes not the Minkowskian one but zero, i.e. the space-time
background disappears too. Also, as argued in Ref. [5], the metric tensor should
be dimensionful since g, dx*dz" should be scale independent. In this approach the
absolute value of the metric tensor is proportional to the number of particles in the
World.

In approaches based on holographic principle it is stated that the space-
time background is not fundamental but emergent. For example, as noted in Ref. [6],
" Space is in the first place a device introduced to describe the positions and movements
of particles. Space is therefore literally just a storage space for information...”. This
implies that the emergent space-time background is meaningful only if matter is
present. The author of Ref. [6] states that in his approach one can recover Einstein
equations where the coordinates and curvature refer to the emergent space-time.
However, it is not clear how to treat the fact that the formal limit when matter
disappears is possible and the space-time background formally remains although, if
it is emergent, it cannot exist without matter.

As noted above, from the point of view of quantum theory, any physical
quantity can be discussed only in conjunction with an operator defining this quantity.
As noted by Pauli (see p. 63 of Ref. [7]), at early stages of quantum theory some



authors treated time ¢ as an operator commuting with the Hamiltonian as [H, t] = ih.
However, such a treatment is not correct. For example, one cannot construct the
eigenstate of the time operator with the eigenvalue 5000 BC or 2014 AD. It is usually
assumed that in quantum theory the quantity ¢ can be only a classical parameter
describing evolution of a quantum system by the time dependent Schrodinger equation
(see e.g. Refs. [7, 8]). This poses a problem why the principle of quantum theory
that every physical quantity is defined by an operator does not apply to time.

As noted by several authors, (see e.g. Refs. [9, 10]), ¢ cannot be treated
as a fundamental physical quantity. The reason is that all fundamental physical laws
do not require time and the quantity ¢ is obsolete on fundamental level. A hypothesis
that time is an independently flowing fundamental continuous quantity has been first
proposed by Newton. However, a problem arises whether this hypothesis is compatible
with the principle that the definition of a physical quantity is a description of how
this quantity can be measured.

Consider first the problem of time in classical mechanics. A standard
treatment of this theory is that its goal is to solve equations of motion and get clas-
sical trajectories where coordinates and momenta are functions of . In Hamiltonian
mechanics the action can be written as S = Sy — f Hdt where Sy does not depend
on t and is called the abbreviated action. Then, as explained in textbooks, the de-
pendence of the coordinates and momenta on ¢ can be obtained from a variational
principle with the action S. Suppose now that one wishes to consider a problem
which is usually treated as less general: to find not the dependence of the coordinates
and momenta on t but only possible forms of trajectories in the phase space without
mentioning time at all. If the energy is a conserved physical quantity then, as de-
scribed in textbooks, this problem can be solved by using the Maupertuis principle
involving only Sp.

However, the latter problem is not less general than the former one. For
illustration we first consider the one-body case. Suppose that by using the Maupertuis
principle one has solved the problem with some initial values of coordinates and
momenta. Let s be a parameter characterizing the particle trajectory, i.e. the particle
radius-vector r, the momentum p and the energy F are functions of s. The particle
velocity v in units ¢ = 1 is defined as v(s) = p(s)/E(s). At this stage the problem
does not contain ¢ yet. One can define t by the condition that dt = |dr|/|v| and hence
the value of t at any point of the trajectory can be obtained by integration. In the
case of many bodies one can define ¢ by using the spatial trajectory of any body and
the result does not depend on the choice of the body. Hence the general problem of
classical mechanics can be formulated without mentioning ¢ while if for some reasons
one prefers to work with ¢ then its value can flow only in the positive direction since
dt > 0.

In this work we will consider only the case of free particles. Then, as
shown in Sec. 5.7, classical equations of motion can be obtained even without using
variational principles, Hamilton equations etc. Namely, equations of motion can be

10



derived by using conservation laws and assuming that ¢ is defined such that the
coordinates and momenta of each particle are related to each other such that

p
dr = vdt = —=dt 1.2
r=v Z (1.2)

where E = (m? + p?)"/? and m is the particle mass.

Consider now the problem of time in quantum theory. In the case of one
strongly quantum system (i.e. the system which cannot be described in classical
theory) a problem arises whether there exists a quantum analog of the Maupertuis
principle and whether time can be defined by using this analog. This is a difficult
unsolved problem. A possible approach for solving this problem has been proposed
in Ref. [9]. However, one can consider a situation when a quantum system under
consideration is a small subsystem of a big system where the other subsystem - the
environment, is strongly classical. Then one can define ¢ for the environment as
described above. The author of Ref. [10] considers a scenario when the system as a
whole is described by the stationary Schrodinger equation HVY = EWV but the small
quantum subsystem is described by the time dependent Schrodinger equation where
t is defined for the environment as t = 95,/0F.

One might think that this scenario gives a natural solution of the problem
of time in quantum theory. Indeed, in this scenario it is clear why a quantum system
is described by the Schrodinger equation depending on the classical parameter ¢ which
is not an operator: because t is the physical quantity characterizing not the quantum
system but the environment. This scenario seems also natural because it is in the spirit
of the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum theory: the evolution of a quantum
system can be characterized only in terms of measurements which in the Copenhagen
interpretation are treated as interactions with classical objects. However, this scenario
encounters several problems. For example, the environment can be a classical object
only in some approximation and hence £ can be only an approximately continuous
parameter. In addition, as noted above, the Copenhagen interpretation cannot be
universal in all situations.

As noted in Ref. [10], the above scenario also does not solve the problem
of quantum jumps. For illustration, consider a photon emitted in the famous 21cm
transition line between the hyperfine energy levels of the hydrogen atom. The phrase
that the lifetime of this transition is of the order of 7 = 107 years should be understood
such that the width of the level is of the order of /7 i.e. the uncertainty of the photon
energy is /7. In this situation a description of the system (atom + electric field) by
the wave function (e.g. in the Fock space) depending on a continuous parameter ¢ has
no physical meaning (since roughly speaking the quantum of time in this process is
of the order of 107 years). If we accept this explanation then we should acknowledge
that in some situations a description of evolution by a continuous classical parameter
t is not physical. This is in the spirit of the Heisenberg S-matrix program that in
quantum theory one can describe only transitions of states from the infinite past when
t — —oo to the distant future when t — +oo.
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While no operator can be associated with time, a problem arises whether
it is possible to consistently define the position operator. This problem is discussed
in detail in Chap. 2. However, QFT operates not with position operators for each
particle but with local quantum fields. A non-quantized quantum field ¢ (x) = ¥ (¢, x)
combines together two irreducible representations (IRs) with positive and negative
energies. The IR with the positive energy is associated with a particle and the IR with
the negative energy is associated with the corresponding antiparticle. From mathe-
matical point of view, a local quantum field is described by a reducible representation
induced not from the little algebra IRs are induced from but from the Lorenz alge-
bra. The local fields depend on x because the factor space of the Poincare group
over the Lorentz group is Minkowski space. In that case there is no physical operator
corresponding to z, i.e. x is not measurable. Since the fields describe nonunitary
representations, their probabilistic interpretation is problematic. In addition, as it
has been shown for the first time by Pauli [11] (see also textbooks on QFT, e.g. Chap.
2 in Ref. [12]), in the case of fields with an integer spin it is not possible to construct
a positive definite charge operator and in the case of fields with a half-integer spin it
is not possible to construct a positive definite energy operator. It is also known that
the description of the electron in the external field by the Dirac spinor is not accurate
(e.g. it does not take into account the Lamb shift).

Hence a problem arises why we need local fields at all. They are not
needed if we consider only systems of noninteracting particles. Indeed, such systems
are described by tensor products of IRs and all the operators of such tensor products
are well defined. Local fields are used for constructing interacting Lagrangians which
in turn, after quantization, define the representation operators of the Poincare algebra
for a system of interacting particles under consideration. Hence local fields do not
have a direct physical meaning but are only auxiliary notions.

It is known (see e.g. the textbook [13]) that quantum interacting local
fields can be treated only as operatorial distributions. A well-known fact from the
theory of distributions is that their products at the same point are poorly defined.
Hence if ¢ (z) and ¢, (z) are two local operatorial fields then the product ¥4 (z)is(z) is
not well defined. This is known as the problem of constructing composite operators. A
typical approach discussed in the literature is that the arguments of the field operators
11 and 1y should be slightly separated and the limit when the separation goes to zero
should be taken only at the final stage of calculations. However, no universal way
of separating the arguments is known and it is not clear whether any separation
can resolve the problems of QFT. Physicists often ignore this problem and use such
products to preserve locality (although the operator of the quantity x does not exist).
As a consequence, the representation operators of interacting systems constructed in
QFT are not well defined and the theory contains anomalies and infinities. Also, one
of the known results in QFT is the Haag theorem and its generalizations (see e.g.
Ref. [14]) that the interaction picture in QFT does not exist. We believe it is rather
unethical that even in almost all textbooks on QFT this theorem is not mentioned
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at all.

While in renormalizable theories the problem of infinities can be somehow
circumvented at the level of perturbation theory, in quantum gravity infinities cannot
be excluded even in lowest orders of perturbation theory. One of the ideas of the
string theory is that if products of fields at the same points (zero-dimensional objects)
are replaced by products where the arguments of the fields belong to strings (one-
dimensional objects) then there is hope that infinities will be less singular. However,
the problem of infinities in the string theory has not been solved yet. As noted above,
in spite of such mathematical problems, QFT is very popular since it has achieved
great successes in describing many experimental data.

In quantum theory, if we have a system of particles, its wave function
(represented as a Fock state or in other forms) gives the maximum possible informa-
tion about this system and there is no other way of obtaining any information about
the system except from its wave function. So if one works with the emergent space,
the information encoded in this space should be somehow extracted from the system
wave function. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no theory relating
the emergent space with the system wave function. Typically the emergent space is
described in the same way as the "fundamental” space, i.e. as a manifold and it is
not clear how the points of this manifold are related to the wave function. The above
arguments showing that the ”"fundamental” space is not physical can be applied to
the emergent space as well. In particular, the coordinates of the emergent space are
not measurable and it is not clear what is the meaning of those coordinates where
there are no particles at all.

In Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG), space-time is treated on quantum level
as a special state of quantum gravitational field (see e.g. Ref. [15]). This construction
is rather complicated and one of its main goals is to have a quantum generalization of
space-time such that GR should be recovered as a classical limit of quantum theory.
However, so far LQG has not succeeded in proving that GR is a special case of LQG
in classical limit.

In view of this discussion, it is unrealistic to expect that successful quan-
tum theory of gravity will be based on quantization of GR or on emergent space-time.
The results of GR might follow from quantum theory of gravity only in situations
when space-time coordinates of real bodies is a good approximation while in general
the formulation of quantum theory should not involve the space-time background
at all. One might take objection that coordinates of space-time background in GR
can be treated only as parameters defining possible gauge transformations while final
physical results do not depend on these coordinates. Analogously, although the quan-
tity « in the Lagrangian density L(z) is not measurable, it is only an auxiliary tool for
deriving equations of motion in classical theory and constructing Hilbert spaces and
operators in quantum theory. After this construction has been done, one can safely
forget about background coordinates and Lagrangian. In other words, a problem is
whether nonphysical quantities can be present at intermediate stages of physical theo-
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ries. This problem has a long history discussed in a vast literature. Probably Newton
was the first who introduced the notion of space-time background but, as noted in a
paper in Wikipedia, ” Leibniz thought instead that space was a collection of relations
between objects, given by their distance and direction from one another”. As noted
above, the assumption that space-rime exists and has a curvature even when matter
is absent is not physical. We believe that at the fundamental level unphysical notions
should not be present even at intermediate stages. So Lagrangian can be at best
treated as a hint for constructing a fundamental theory. As stated in Ref. [16], local
quantum fields and Lagrangians are rudimentary notion, which will disappear in the
ultimate quantum theory. Those ideas have much in common with the Heisenberg
S-matrix program and were rather popular till the beginning of the 1970s. In view of
successes of gauge theories they have become almost forgotten.

In summary, there are no physical arguments showing that the notions of
space-time background and local quantum fields are needed in quantum theory. On
the other hand, since this theory is treated as more general than the classical one, in
quantum theory it is not possible to fully avoid space-time description of real bodies
in semiclassical approximation. Indeed, quantum theory should explain how photons
from distant stars travel to the Earth and even how one can recover the motion
of macroscopic bodies along classical trajectories (see Chap. 2 for a more detailed
discussion).

Let us make a few remarks about the terminology of quantum theory. The
terms "wave function” and ”particle-wave duality” have arisen at the beginning of
quantum era in efforts to explain quantum behavior in terms of classical waves but
now it is clear that no such explanation exists. The notion of wave is purely classical;
it has a physical meaning only as a way of describing systems of many particles by
their mean characteristics. In particular, such notions as frequency and wave length
can be applied only to classical waves, i.e. to systems consisting of many particles. If
a particle state vector contains expli(pr — Et)/h] then by analogy with the theory of
classical waves one might say that the particle is a wave with the frequency w = E/h
and the (de Broglie) wave length A = 27h/p. However, such defined quantities w and A
are not real frequencies and wave lengths measured e.g. in spectroscopic experiments.
The term ”wave function” might be misleading since in quantum theory it defines
not amplitudes of waves but only amplitudes of probabilities. So, although in our
opinion the term ”state vector” is more pertinent than ”wave function” we will use
the latter in accordance with the usual terminology, and the phrase that a photon
has a frequency w and the wave length A will be understood only such that w = E/h
and \ = 27h/p.

In classical theory the notion of field, as well as that of wave, is used for
describing systems of many particles by their mean characteristics. For example, the
electromagnetic field consists of many photons. In classical theory each photon is not
described individually but the field as a whole is described by the quantities E(z) and
B(x) which, as noted above, can be measured (in principle) by using macroscopic test
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bodies. However, QFT is based on quantized field operators ¢(z) which contain the
information about the state vector of every particle and, as noted above, there is no
well defined operator of the four-vector x. In particular, the notions of electric and
magnetic fields of an elementary particle have no physical meaning. In view of these
observations and the above remarks about quantum fields we believe that the term
"quantum field”, as well as the term ”wave function” might be misleading.

1.3 Symmetry on quantum level

In relativistic quantum theory the usual approach to symmetry on quantum level
is as follows. Since Poincare group is the group of motions of Minkowski space,
quantum states should be described by representations of the Poincare group. In
turn, this implies that the representation generators should commute according to
the commutation relations of the Poincare group Lie algebra:

[P, P*] =0 [P* M"] = —i(n*" P — 0" P?)
[MI, MP%) = i MY 4 MP? — " M — " MH%)  (1.3)

where P* are the operators of the four-momentum and M* are the operators of
Lorentz angular momenta. This approach is in the spirit of Klein’s Erlangen program
in mathematics. However, as we argue in Refs. [17, 18] and in the preceding section,
quantum theory should not be based on classical space-time background and the
approach should be the opposite. Each system is described by a set of independent
operators. By definition, the rules how these operators commute with each other
define the symmetry algebra. In particular, by definition, Poincare symmetry on
quantum level means that the operators commute according to Eq. (1.3). This
definition does not involve Minkowski space at all. Such a definition of symmetry on
quantum level is in the spirit of Dirac’s paper [19].

For understanding this definition the following example might be useful. If
we define how the energy should be measured (e.g., the energy of bound states, kinetic
energy etc.), we have a full knowledge about the Hamiltonian of our system. In par-
ticular, we know how the Hamiltonian commutes with other operators. In standard
theory the Hamiltonian is also interpreted as an operator responsible for evolution
in time, which is considered as a classical macroscopic parameter (see the preceding
section). In situations when this parameter is a good approximate parameter, macro-
scopic transformations from the symmetry group corresponding to the evolution in
time have a meaning of evolution transformations. However, there is no guaranty that
such an interpretation is always valid (e.g., at the very early stage of the World or
in the example with the 21cm transition line discussed in the preceding section). In
general, according to principles of quantum theory, self-adjoint operators in Hilbert
spaces represent observables but there is no requirement that parameters defining a
family of unitary transformations generated by a self-adjoint operator are eigenvalues
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of another self-adjoint operator. A well-known example from standard quantum me-
chanics is that if P, is the z component of the momentum operator then the family
of unitary transformations generated by P, is exp(iP,xz/h) where € (—00,00) and
such parameters can be identified with the spectrum of the position operator. At
the same time, the family of unitary transformations generated by the Hamiltonian
H is exp(—iHt/h) where t € (—o00,00) and those parameters cannot be identified
with a spectrum of a self-adjoint operator on the Hilbert space of our system. In
the relativistic case the parameters x can be formally identified with the spectrum
of the Newton-Wigner position operator [20] but, as noted in the preceding section
and shown in Chap. 2, this operator does not have all the required properties for
the position operator. So, although the operators exp(iP,x/h) and exp(—iHt/h) are
formally well defined, their physical interpretation as translations in space and time
is questionable.

Analogously, the definition of the dS symmetry on quantum level should
not involve the fact that the dS group is the group of motions of the dS space. Instead,
the definition is that the operators M (a,b = 0,1,2,3,4, M® = —M") describing
the system under consideration satisfy the commutation relations of the dS Lie algebra
so(1,4), i.e

[A]\4ab7 Mcd] — _i(nachd + nbdMac . ,r]adec . nbcMad) (14)
Where n® is the diagonal metric tensor such that n = —p!t = —p?22 = 3
—n* = 1. The definition of the AdS symmetry on quantum level is given by the
same equations but n** = 1.

With such a definition of symmetry on quantum level, dS and AdS sym-
metries look more natural than Poincare symmetry. In the dS and AdS cases all the
ten representation operators of the symmetry algebra are angular momenta while in
the Poincare case only six of them are angular momenta and the remaining four op-
erators represent standard energy and momentum. If we define the operators P* as
Pr = M* /R where R is a parameter with the dimension length then in the formal
limit when R — oo, M* — oo but the quantities P* are finite, the relations (1.4)
become the relations (1.3). This procedure is called contraction and a general notion
of contraction has been proposed in Ref. [21]. In the given case the contraction pro-
cedure is the same regardless of whether the relations (1.4) are considered for the dS
or AdS symmetry. Note also that the above definitions of the dS and AdS symmetries
has nothing to do with dS and AdS spaces and their curvatures.

In view of the above remarks, one might think that the dS analog of the
energy operator is M*°. However, in dS theory all the operators M® (a = 1,2, 3,4) are
on equal footing. This poses a problem whether a parameter describing the evolution
defined by the Hamiltonian is a fundamental quantity even on classical level.

In the existing quantum theory, problems with nonphysical notions and
infinities arise as a result of describing interactions in terms of local quantum fields.
In the present work local quantum fields are not used at all and we apply the notion
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of symmetry on quantum level only to systems of free particles. One might think
that such a consideration can be only of academic interest. Nevertheless, we will
see below that there is a class of problems where such a consideration gives a new
perspective on fundamental notions of quantum theory. We will consider applications
of our approach to the cosmological constant problem, gravity and particle theory.

Finally, let us define the notion of elementary particle. Although theory
of elementary particles exists for a rather long period of time, there is no commonly
accepted definition of elementary particle in this theory. In the spirit of the above
definition of symmetry on quantum level and Wigner’s approach to Poincare symme-
try [22], a general definition, not depending on the choice of the classical background
and on whether we consider a local or nonlocal theory, is that a particle is elementary
if the set of its wave functions is the space of an IR of the symmetry algebra in the
given theory. In particular, in Poincare invariant theory an elementary particle is
described by an IR of the Poincare algebra, in dS or AdS theory it is described by an
IR of the dS or AdS algebra, respectively, etc.

1.4 Remarks on the cosmological constant prob-
lem

The discovery of the cosmological repulsion (see e.g. Refs. [23, 24]) has ignited a vast
discussion on how this phenomenon should be interpreted. The majority of authors
treat this phenomenon as an indication that A is positive and therefore the space-
time background has a positive curvature. According to Refs. [23, 24, 25, 26], the
observational data on the value of A indicate that it is non-zero and positive with a
confidence of 99%. Therefore the possibilities that A = 0 or A < 0 are practically
excluded. In the approach discussed in Ref. [27], the "fundamental” quantity A is
negative while effectively A > 0 only on classical level. In our approach the notion
of ”fundamental” A does not exist since we proceed from the commutation relations
(1.4) which do not contain space-time characteristics. We will see below that in
our approach A arises only in classical approximation. The majority of works dealing
with the CC problem proceed from the assumption that G is the fundamental physical
quantity, the goal of the theory is to express A in terms of G and to explain why A
is so small.

To consider the CC problem in greater details, we first discuss the following
well-known problem: how many independent dimensionful constants are needed for
a complete description of nature? A paper [28] represents a trialogue between three
well-known scientists: M.J. Duff, L.B. Okun and G. Veneziano (see also Ref. [29]
and references therein). The results of their discussions are summarized as follows:
LBO develops the traditional approach with three constants, GV argues in favor of at
most two (within superstring theory), while MJD advocates zero. According to Ref.
[30], a possible definition of a fundamental constant might be such that it cannot
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be calculated in the existing theory. We would like to give arguments in favor of
the opinion of the first author in Ref. [28]. Omne of our goals is to argue that the
cosmological and gravitational constants cannot be fundamental physical quantities.

Consider a measurement of a component of angular momentum. The result
depends on the system of units. As shown in quantum theory, in units 7/2 = 1 the
result is given by an integer 0,£1,+£2,.... But we can reverse the order of units and
say that in units where the angular momentum is an integer [, its value in kg-m?/sec
is (1.05457162 - 10734 - [/2)kg - m? /sec. Which of those two values has more physical
significance?” In units where the angular momentum components are integers, the
commutation relations between the components are

[M,, M,) = 2iM, [M.,M,] =2iM, [M,, M,]=2iM,

and they do not depend on any parameters. Then the meaning of [ is clear: it shows
how big the angular momentum is in comparison with the minimum nonzero value 1.
At the same time, the measurement of the angular momentum in units kg - m?/sec
reflects only a historic fact that at macroscopic conditions on the Earth in the period
between the 18th and 21st centuries people measured the angular momentum in such
units.

The fact that quantum theory can be written without the quantity 7 at
all is usually treated as a choice of units where i = 1/2 (or h = 1). We believe that a
better interpretation of this fact is simply that quantum theory tells us that physical
results for measurements of the components of angular momentum should be given in
integers. Then the question why % is as it is, is not a matter of fundamental physics
since the answer is: because we want to measure components of angular momentum
in kg - m?/sec.

Our next example is the measurement of velocity v. Let (E, p) be a particle
four-momentum defined by its energy and momentum. Then in special relativity the
quantity lrp = E? — p?c? is an invariant which is denoted as m?c*. The reason is
that in usual situations Irp > 0 and m coincides with the standard particle mass.
However, if we deal only with four-momenta and don’t involve classical space-time
then the mathematical structure of Special Relativity does not impose any restrictions
on the values of observable quantities £/ and p; in particular it does not prohibit the
case Iop < 0. Particles for which this case takes place are called tachyons and their
possible existence is widely discussed in the literature. The velocity vector v is defined
as v = pc?/E. The fact that any relativistic theory can be written without involving
¢ is usually described as a choice of units where ¢ = 1. Then for known particles the
quantity v = |v| can take only values in the range [0,1] while for tachyons it can take
values in the range (1,00). However, we can again reverse the order of units and say
that relativistic theory tells us that for known particles the results for measurements
of velocity should be given by values in [0,1] while in general they should be given
by values in [0,00). Then the question of why c is as it is, is again not a matter of
physics since the answer is: because we want to measure velocity in m/sec.
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One might pose a question whether or not the values of & and ¢ may change
with time. As far as h is concerned, this is a question that if the angular momentum
equals one then its value in kg - m?/sec will always be 1.05457162 - 1073*/2 or not.
It is obvious that this is not a problem of fundamental physics but a problem of
definition of the units (kg, m, sec). In other words, this is a problem of metrology
and cosmology. At the same time, the value of ¢ will always be the same since the
modern definition of meter is the length which light passes during (1/(3 - 10%))sec.

It is often stated that the most fundamental constants of nature are h, ¢
and G. The units where i = ¢ = G = 1 are called Planck units. Another well-known
notion is the chG cube of physical theories. The meaning is that any relativistic theory
should contain ¢, any quantum theory should contain & and any gravitational theory
should contain G. However, the above remarks indicates that the meaning should
be the opposite. In particular, relativistic theory should not contain ¢ and quantum
theory should not contain h. The problem of treating G is one of key problems of this
work and will be discussed below.

A standard phrase that relativistic theory becomes non-relativistic one
when ¢ — oo should be understood such that if relativistic theory is rewritten in
conventional (but not physical!) units then ¢ will appear and one can take the limit
¢ — 00. A more physical description of the transition is that all the velocities in
question are much less than unity. We will see in Section 3.6 that those definitions
are not equivalent. Analogously, a more physical description of the transition from
quantum to classical theory should be that all angular momenta in question are very
large rather than i — 0.

Consider now what happens if one assumes that dS symmetry is funda-
mental. As explained in the preceding section, in our approach dS symmetry has
nothing to do with dS space but now we consider standard notion of this symmetry.
The dS space is a four-dimensional manifold in the five-dimensional space defined by

o]+ w3+ a5 + 2] — 25 = R? (1.5)

In the formal limit R — oo the action of the dS group in a vicinity of the point
(0,0,0,0,24 = R) becomes the action of the Poincare group on Minkowski space. In
the literature, instead of R, the CC A = 3/R? is often used. The dS space can be
parameterized without using the quantity R at all if instead of z, (a = 0,1,2,3,4)
we define dimensionless variables £, = x,/R. It is also clear that the elements of the
SO(1,4) group do not depend on R since they are products of conventional and hyper-
bolic rotations. So the dimensionful value of R appears only if one wishes to measure
coordinates on the dS space in terms of coordinates of the flat five-dimensional space
where the dS space is embedded in. This requirement does not have a fundamental
physical meaning. Therefore the value of R defines only a scale factor for measuring
coordinates in the dS space. By analogy with ¢ and h, the question of why R is as
it is, is not a matter of fundamental physics since the answer is: because we want to
measure distances in meters. In particular, there is no guaranty that the CC is really
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a constant, i.e. does not change with time. It is also obvious that if dS symmetry is
assumed from the beginning then the value of A has no relation to the value of G.

If one assumes that the space-time background is fundamental regardless
of whether matter is present or not, then in the spirit of GR it is natural to think
that the empty space-time background is flat, i.e. that A = 0 and this was one of the
subjects of the well-known debate between Einstein and de Sitter. However, as noted
above, it is now accepted that A # 0 and, although it is very small, it is positive
rather than negative. If we accept parameterization of the dS space as in Eq. (1.5)
then the metric tensor on the dS space is

G = N — T2 | (R + 2,2°) (1.6)

where p,v,p = 0,1,2,3, 1, is the Minkowski metric tensor, and a summation over
repeated indices is assumed. It is easy to calculate the Christoffel symbols in the
approximation where all the components of the vector x are much less than R: I, ,,, =
—2,1M,,/ R?. Then a direct calculation shows that in the nonrelativistic approximation
the equation of motion for a single particle is

a=rc’/R? (1.7)

where a and r are the acceleration and the radius vector of the particle, respectively.

Suppose now that we have a system of two noninteracting particles and
(r;,a;) (i = 1,2) are their radius vectors and accelerations, respectively. Then Eq.
(1.7) is valid for each particle if (r,a) is replaced by (r;, a;), respectively. Now if we
define the relative radius vector r = r; — ry and the relative acceleration a = a; — as
then they will satisfy the same Eq. (1.7) which shows that the dS antigravity is
repulsive. It terms of A it reads a = Arc?/3 and therefore in the AdS case we have
attraction rather than repulsion.

The fact that even a single particle in the World has a nonzero acceleration
might be treated as contradicting the law of inertia but, as already noted, this law has
been postulated only for Galilean or Poincare symmetries and we have a = 0 in the
limit R — oo. A more serious problem is that, according to standard experience, any
particle moving with acceleration necessarily emits gravitational waves, any charged
particle emits electromagnetic waves etc. Does this experience work in the dS world?
This problem is intensively discussed in the literature (see e.g. Ref. [31] and references
therein). Suppose we accept that, according to GR, the loss of energy in gravitational
emission is proportional to the gravitational constant. Then one might say that in
the given case it is not legitimate to apply GR since the constant G characterizes
interaction between different particles and cannot be used if only one particle exists
in the world.

In textbooks on gravity written before 1998 (when the cosmological ac-
celeration was discovered) it is often claimed that A is not needed since its presence
contradicts the philosophy of GR: matter creates curvature of space-time, so in the
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absence of matter space-time should be flat (i.e. Minkowski) while empty dS space is
not flat. As noted above, such a philosophy has no physical meaning since the notion
of empty space-time is unphysical. That’s why the discovery of the fact that A # 0
has ignited many discussions. The most popular approach is as follows. One can move
the term with A in Eq. (1.1) from the left-hand side to the right-hand one. Then the
term with A is treated as the stress-energy tensor of a hidden matter which is called
dark energy: (87G/c')TDF = —Ag,,. With such an approach one implicitly returns
to Einstein’s point of view that a curved space-time cannot be empty. In other words,
this is an assumption that the Poincare symmetry is fundamental while the dS one
is emergent. With the observed value of A this dark energy contains approximately
75% of the energy of the World. In this approach G is treated as a fundamental
constant and one might try to express A in terms of G. The existing quantum theory
of gravity cannot perform this calculation unambiguously since the theory contains
strong divergences. With a reasonable cutoff parameter, the result for A is such that
in units where h = ¢ = 1, GA is of the order of unity. This result is expected from
dimensionful considerations since in these units, the dimension of G is length? while
the dimension of A is 1/length?. However, this value of A is greater than the observed
one by 122 orders of magnitude. In supergravity the disagreement can be reduced
but even in best scenarios it exceeds 40 orders of magnitude.This problem is called
the CC problem or dark energy problem.

Several authors criticized this approach from the following considerations.
GR without the contribution of A has been confirmed with a good accuracy in ex-
periments in the Solar System. If A is as small as it has been observed then it can
have a significant effect only at cosmological distances while for experiments in the
Solar System the role of such a small value is negligible. The authors of Ref. [32]
titled ”Why All These Prejudices Against a Constant?”, note that it is not clear why
we should think that only a special case A = 0 is allowed. If we accept the theory
containing a constant GG which cannot be calculated and is taken from the outside
then why can’t we accept a theory containing two independent constants?

In Secs. 3.6 and 5.1 we show by different methods that, as a consequence
of dS symmetry on quantum level defined in the preceding section, the CC problem
does not exist and the cosmological acceleration can be easily and naturally explained
from first principles of quantum theory.

Concluding this section we note the following. As follows from Eq. (1.7),
the quantity R can be extracted from measurements of the relative acceleration in the
dS world. However, as follows from this equation, the acceleration is not negligible
only if distances between particles are comparable to R. Hence at present a direct
measurement of R is impossible and conclusions about its value are made indirectly
from the data on high-redshift supernovae by using different cosmological models.
Probably the most often used model is the ACDM one which is based on six param-
eters. It assumes that GR is the correct theory of gravity on cosmological scales and
uses the FLRW metric (see e.g. Ref. [33]). Then the result of Refs. [25, 26] is that
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with the accuracy of 5% A is such that R is of the order of 10%m. This value is
also obtained in other cosmological models. For example, in the Netchitailo World-
Universe model [34] which is based on two parameters, it is adopted that the average
density of the world always equals the critical density in GR. Then R is also of the
order of 10%°m. On the other hands, in the literature several alternative models are
discussed where R considerably differs from 10%°m. It is also important to note that
if A is treated only as an effective cosmological constant (arising e.g. due to dark
energy) then the radius of the world does not define the curvature of the dS space.
In summary, in what follows we will treat the fact that A > 0 as a manifestation of
dS symmetry on quantum level. On the other hand, the numerical value of R is still
an open problem.

1.5 Is the notion of interaction physical?

The fact that problems of quantum theory arise as a result of describing interactions in
terms of local quantum fields poses the following dilemma. One can either modify the
description of interactions (e.g. by analogy with the string theory where interactions
at points are replaced by interactions at strings) or investigate whether the notion of
interaction is needed at all. A reader might immediately conclude that the second
option fully contradicts the existing knowledge and should be rejected right away. In
the present section we discuss a question whether gravity might be not an interaction
but simply a kinematical manifestation of dS symmetry on quantum level.

Let us consider an isolated system of two particles and pose a question of
whether they interact or not. In theoretical physics there is no unambiguous criterion
for answering this question. For example, in classical (i.e. nonquantum) nonrela-
tivistic and relativistic mechanics the criterion is clear and simple: if the relative
acceleration of the particles is zero they do not interact, otherwise they interact.
However, those theories are based on Galilei and Poincare symmetries, respectively
and there is no reason to believe that such symmetries are exact symmetries of nature.

In quantum mechanics the criterion can be as follows. If F is the energy
operator of the two-particle system and F; (i = 1,2) is the energy operator of particle
1 then one can formally define the interaction operator U such that

E=E +E+U (1.8)

Therefore the criterion can be such that the particles do not interact if U = 0, i.e.
E = F, + Es.

In QFT the criterion is also clear and simple: the particles interact if they
can exchange by virtual quanta of some fields. For example, the electromagnetic
interaction between the particles means that they can exchange by virtual photons,
the gravitational interaction - that they can exchange by virtual gravitons etc. In that
case U in Eq. (1.8) is an effective operator obtained in the approximation when all
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degrees of freedom except those corresponding to the given particles can be integrated
out.

A problem with approaches based on Eq. (1.8) is that the answer should
be given in terms of invariant quantities while energies are reference frame dependent.
Therefore one should consider the two-particle mass operator. In standard Poincare
invariant theory the free mass operator is given by M = My(q) = (m2+q?)"/2+(m3+
q2)1/ 2 where the m; are the particle masses and q is the relative momentum operator.
In classical approximation q becomes the relative momentum and M, becomes a
function of q not depending on the relative distance r between the particles. Therefore
the relative acceleration is zero and this case can be treated as noninteracting.

Consider now a two-particle system in dS invariant theory. As explained
in Sec. 1.3, on quantum level the only consistent definition of dS invariance is that the
operators describing the system satisfy the commutation relations of the dS algebra.
This definition does not involve GR, QFT, dS space and its geometry (metric, con-
nection etc.). A definition of an elementary particle given in that section is that the
particle is described by an IR of the dS algebra (see also Secs. 3.2 and 9.1). Therefore
a possible definition of the free two-particle system can be such that the system is
described by a representation where not only the energy but all other operators are
given by sums of the corresponding single-particle operators. In representation theory
such a representation is called the tensor products of IRs.

In other words, we consider only quantum mechanics of two free particles
in dS invariant theory. In that case, as shown in Refs. [35, 36, 37] and others (see
also Sect. 3.6 of the present work), the two-particle mass operator can be explicitly
calculated. It can be written as M = My(q) + V where V is an operator depending
not only on q. In classical approximation V' becomes a function depending on 7.
As a consequence, the relative acceleration is not zero and the result for the relative
acceleration describes a well-known cosmological repulsion (sometimes called dS anti-
gravity). From a formal point of view this result coincides with that obtained in GR
on dS space-time (see the preceding section). However, our result has been obtained
without involving Riemannian geometry, metric, connection and dS space-time.

One might argue that the above situation contradicts the law of inertia
according to which if particles do not interact then their relative acceleration must
be zero. However, this law has been postulated in Galilei and Poincare invariant
theories and there is no reason to believe that it will be valid for other symmetries.
Another argument might be such that dS invariance implicitly implies existence of
other particles which interact with the two particles under consideration. Therefore
the above situation resembles a case when two particles not interacting with each
other are moving with different accelerations in a nonhomogeneous field and therefore
their relative acceleration is not zero. This argument has much in common with the
discussion of whether the empty space-time background can have a curvature and
whether a nonzero curvature implies the existence of dark energy or other fields (see
the preceding section). However, as argued in the preceding sections, fundamental
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quantum theory should not involve the empty space-time background at all. Therefore
our result demonstrates that the cosmological constant problem does not exist and the
cosmological acceleration can be easily (and naturally) explained without involving
dark energy or other fields.

In QFT interactions can be only local and there are no interactions at
a distance (sometimes called direct interactions), when particles interact without
an intermediate field. In particular, a potential interaction (when the force of the
interaction depends only on the distance between the particles) can be only a good
approximation in situations when the particle velocities are much less than ¢. The
explanation is such that if the force of the interaction depends only on the distance
between the particles and the distance is slightly changed then the particles will feel
the change immediately, but this contradicts the statement that no interaction can
be transmitted with the speed greater than the speed of light. Although standard
QFT is based on Poincare symmetry, physicists typically believe that the notion of
interaction adopted in QFT is valid for any symmetry. However, the above discussion
shows that the dS antigravity is not caused by exchange of any virtual particles. In
particular a question about the speed of propagation of dS antigravity in not physical.
In other words, the dS antigravity is an example of a true direct interaction. It is
also possible to say that the dS antigravity is not an interaction at all but simply an
inherent property of dS invariance.

In quantum theory, dS and AdS symmetries are widely used for investi-
gating QFT in curved space-time background. However, it seems rather paradoxical
that such a simple case as a free two-body system in dS invariant theory has not been
widely discussed. According to our observations, such a situation is a manifestation
of the fact that even physicists working on dS QFT are not familiar with basic facts
about IRs of the dS algebra. It is difficult to imagine how standard Poincare in-
variant quantum theory can be constructed without involving well-known results on
IRs of the Poincare algebra. Therefore it is reasonable to think that when Poincare
invariance is replaced by dS one, IRs of the Poincare algebra should be replaced by
IRs of the dS algebra. However, physicists working on QFT in curved space-time
argue that fields are more fundamental than particles and therefore there is no need
to involve commutation relations (1.4) and IRs. In other words, they treat dS sym-
metry on quantum level not such that the relations (1.4) should be valid but such
that quantum fields are constructed on dS space (see e.g. Refs. [38, 39]).

Our discussion shows that the notion of interaction depends on symmetry.
For example, when we consider a system of two particles which from the point of view
of dS symmetry are free (since they are described by a tensor product of IRs), from
the point of view of our experience based on Galilei or Poincare symmetries they are
not free since their relative acceleration is not zero. This poses a question of whether
not only dS antigravity but other interactions are in fact not interactions but effective
interactions emerging when a higher symmetry is treated in terms of a lower one.

In particular, is it possible that quantum symmetry is such that on clas-
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sical level the relative acceleration of two free particles is described by the same
expression as that given by the Newton gravitational law and corrections to it? This
possibility has been first discussed in Ref. [35]. It is clear that this possibility is not
in mainstream according to which gravity is a manifestation of the graviton exchange.
We will not discuss whether or not the results on binary pulsars can be treated as a
strong indirect indication of the existence of gravitons and why gravitons have not
been experimentally detected yet. We believe that until the nature of gravity has
been unambiguously understood, different possibilities should be investigated. We
believe that a very strong argument in favor of our approach is as follows. In contrast
to theories based on Poincare and AdS symmetries, in the dS case the spectrum of
the free mass operator is not bounded below by (m; + msg). As a consequence, it
is not a problem to indicate states where the mean value of the mass operator has
an additional contribution —G'myms/r with possible corrections. A problem is to
understand reasons why macroscopic bodies have such wave functions.

If we accept dS symmetry then the first step is to investigate the structure
of dS invariant theory from the point of view of IRs of the dS algebra. This problem
is discussed in Refs. [36, 37, 17]. In Ref. [35] we discussed a possibility that gravity is
simply a manifestation of the fact that fundamental quantum theory should be based
not on complex numbers but on a Galois field with a large characteristic p which is a
fundamental constant defining the laws of physics in our World. This approach has
been discussed in Refs. [40, 41, 42, 43] and other publications. In Refs. [44, 45] we
discussed additional arguments in favor of our hypothesis about gravity. We believe
that the results of the present work give strong indications that our hypothesis is
correct.

Another arguments that gravity is not an interaction at all follow. The
quantity GG defines the gravitational force in the Newton law of gravity. Numerous
experimental data show that this law works with a very high accuracy. However, this
only means that G is a good phenomenological parameter. At the level of the Newton
law one cannot prove that GG is the exact constant which does not change with time,
does not depend on masses, distances etc.

General Relativity is a classical (i.e. non-quantum) theory based on the
minimum action principle. Here we have two different quantities which have different
dimensions: the stress energy tensor of matter and the Ricci tensor describing the
curvature of the space-time background. Then the Einstein equations (1.1) derived
from the minimum action principle show that G is the coefficient of proportionality
between the left-hand and right-hand sides of Eq. (1.1). General Relativity cannot
calculate it or give a theoretical explanation why this value should be as it is.

A problem arises whether GG should be treated as a fundamental or phe-
nomenological constant. By analogy with the treatment of the quantities ¢ and A
in the preceding section, one might think that G can be treated analogously and its
value is as it is simply because we wish to measure masses in kilograms and distances
in meters (in the spirit of Planck units). However, treating G' as a fundamental con-
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stant can be justified only if there are strong reasons to believe that the Lagrangian
of GR is the only possible Lagrangian. Let us consider whether this is the case.

The Lagrangian of GR should be invariant under general coordinate trans-
formations and the simplest way to satisfy this requirement is a choice when it is
proportional to the scalar curvature R.. In this case the Newton gravitational law
is recovered in the nonrelativistic approximation and the theory is successful in ex-
plaining several well-known phenomena. However, the argument that this choice is
simple and agrees with the data, cannot be treated as a fundamental requirement.
Another reason for choosing the linear case is that here equations of motions are of
the second order while in quadratic, cubic cases etc. they will be of higher orders.
However, this reason also cannot be treated as fundamental. It has been argued in
the literature that GR is a low energy approximation of a theory where equations of
motion contain higher order derivatives. In particular, a rather popular approach is
when the Lagrangian contains a function f(R.) which should be defined from addi-
tional considerations. In that case the constant GG in the Lagrangian is not the same
as the standard gravitational constant. It is believed that the nature of gravity will
be understood in the future quantum theory of gravity but efforts to construct this
theory has not been successful yet. Therefore the above remarks show that there are
no solid reasons to treat GG as a fundamental constant.

From the point of view of dS symmetry on quantum level, G cannot be a
fundamental constant from the following considerations. The commutation relations
(1.4) do not depend on any free parameters. One might say that this is a consequence
of the choice of units where h = ¢ = 1. However, as noted in the preceding section,
any fundamental theory should not involve the quantities & and c¢. A theory based on
the above definition of the dS symmetry on quantum level cannot involve quantities
which are dimensionful in units » = ¢ = 1. In particular, we inevitably come to
conclusion that the gravitational and cosmological constants cannot be fundamental.

By analogy with the above discussion about gravity, one can pose a ques-
tion of whether the notions of other interactions are fundamental or not. In QFT all
interactions (e.g. in QED, electroweak theory and QCD) are introduced according
to the same scheme. One writes the Lagrangian as a sum of free and interaction
Lagrangians. The latter are proportional to interaction constants which cannot be
calculated from the theory and hence can be treated only as phenomenological param-
eters. It is reasonable to believe that the future fundamental theory will not involve
such parameters. For example, one of the ideas of the string theory is that the existing
interactions are only manifestations of how higher dimensions are compactified.

1.6 The content of this work

In Chap. 2 we show that in standard nonrelativistic and relativistic quantum the-
ory the position operator is defined inconsistently. As a consequence, in standard
quantum theory there exist several paradoxes discussed in Sec. 2.9. We propose a
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consistent definition of the position operator which resolves the paradoxes and gives
a new look at the construction of quantum theory.

In Chap. 3 we construct IRs of the dS algebra following the book by
Mensky [46]. This construction makes it possible to show that the well-known cos-
mological repulsion is simply a kinematical effect in dS quantum mechanics. The
derivation involves only standard quantum mechanical notions. It does not require
dealing with dS space, metric tensor, connection and other notions of Riemannian
geometry. As argued in the preceding sections, fundamental quantum theory should
not involve space-time at all. In our approach the cosmological constant problem does
not exist and there is no need to involve dark energy or other fields for explaining
this problem.

In Chap. 4 we construct IRs of the dS algebra in the basis where all
quantum numbers are discrete. In particular, the results of Chap. 2 on the position
operator and wave packet spreading are generalized to the dS case. This makes it
possible to investigate in Chap. 5 for which two-body wave functions one can get
standard Newton’s law of gravity and the results which are treated as three classical
tests of GR.

In Chap. 6 we argue that fundamental quantum theory should be based
on a Galois field rather than complex numbers. In our approach, standard theory
is a special case of a quantum theory over a Galois field (GFQT) in a formal limit
when the characteristic of the field p becomes infinitely large. We try to make the
presentation as self-contained as possible without assuming that the reader is familiar
with Galois fields.

In Chap. 7 we construct semiclassical states in GFQT and discuss the
problem of calculating the gravitational constant.

In Chap. 8 the AdS symmetry over a Galois field is applied to particle
theory. It is shown that in this approach there are no neutral elementary particles
in the theory. In particular, even the photon cannot be elementary. The notion of
a particle and its antiparticle can be only approximate and such additive quantum
numbers as the electric charge and the baryon and lepton quantum numbers can be
only approximately conserved.

In Chap. 9 we discuss Dirac singletons in GFQT. Our consideration can
be treated as a strong argument in favor of the possibility that only Dirac singletons
are true elementary particles.

Finally, Chap. 10 is a discussion.
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Chapter 2

A new look at the position
operator in quantum theory

2.1 Why do we need position operator in quantum
theory?

It has been postulated from the beginning of quantum theory that the coordinate and
momentum representations of wave functions are related to each other by a Fourier
transform. The historical reason was that in classical electrodynamics the coordinate
and wave vector k representations are related analogously and we postulate that
p = hk where p is the particle momentum. Then, although the interpretations of
classical fields on one hand and wave functions on the other are fully different, from
mathematical point of view classical electrodynamics and quantum mechanics have
much in common (and such a situation does not seem to be natural).

One of the examples follows. As explained in textbooks on quantum me-
chanics (see e.g. Ref. [47]), if the coordinate wave function (r,t) contains a rapidly
oscillating factor exp|iS(r,t)/h], where S(r,t) is the classical action as a function
of coordinates and time, then in the formal limit A~ — 0, called semiclassical ap-
proximation, the Schrodinger equation becomes the Hamilton-Jacoby equation which
shows that quantum mechanical wave packets are moving along classical trajectories.
This situation is analogous to the approximation of geometrical optics in classical
electrodynamics (see e.g. Ref. [3]) when fields contain a rapidly oscillating factor
explip(r,t)] where the function p(r,t) is called eikonal. It satisfies the eikonal equa-
tion which coincides with the relativistic Hamilton-Jacobi equation for a particle with
zero mass. This shows that classical electromagnetic wave packets are moving along
classical trajectories for particles with zero mass what is reasonable since it is assumed
that such packets consist of photons.

Another example of similarity between classical electrodynamics and quan-
tum mechanics follows. In classical electrodynamics a wave packet moving even in
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empty space inevitably spreads out and this fact has been known for a long time.
For example, as pointed out by Schrodinger (see pp. 41-44 in Ref. [48]), in standard
quantum mechanics a packet does not spread out if a particle is moving in a harmonic
oscillator potential in contrast to ”a wave packet in classical optics, which is dissipated
in the course of time”. However, as a consequence of the similarity, a free quantum
mechanical wave packet inevitably spreads out too. This effect is called wave packet
spreading (WPS) and it is described in textbooks and many papers (see e.g. Ref.
[49] and references therein). Moreover, as shown in Sec. 2.7, in quantum theory this
effect is pronounced even in a much greater extent than in classical electrodynamics.

In particular, the WPS effect has been investigated by de Broglie, Darwin
and Schrodinger. The fact that WPS is inevitable has been treated by several au-
thors as unacceptable and as an indication that standard quantum theory should be
modified. For example, de Broglie has proposed to describe a free particle not by the
Schrodinger equation but by a wavelet which satisfies a nonlinear equation and does
not spread out (a detailed description of de Broglie’s wavelets can be found e.g. in
Ref. [50]). Sapogin writes (see Ref. [51] and references therein) that ”Darwin showed
that such packet quickly and steadily dissipates and disappears” and proposes an
alternative to standard theory which he calls unitary unified quantum field theory.

At the same time, in the literature it has not been explicitly shown that
numerical results on WPS are incompatible with experimental data. For example, it
is known (see Sec. 2.3) that for macroscopic bodies the effect of WPS is extremely
small. Probably it is also believed that in experiments on the Earth with atoms and
elementary particles spreading does not have enough time to manifest itself although
we have not succeeded in finding an explicit statement on this problem in the liter-
ature. Probably for these reasons the majority of physicists do not treat WPS as a
drawback of the theory.

However, a natural problem arises what happens to photons which can
travel from distant objects to Earth even for billions of years. For example, as shown
in Sec. 2.9, in the case when the major part of photons emitted by stars are in wave
packet states (what is the most probable scenario) the effect of WPS for photons
emitted even by close stars is so strong that we should see not separate stars but
rather an almost continuous background from all stars. In addition, data on relic
radiation and gamma-ray bursts, signals from radio antennas to planets and space
probes, signals from space probes and signals from pulsars show no signs of spreading
of photon wave functions. We call those facts the WPS paradoxes. The consideration
given in the present chapter shows that the reason of the paradoxes is that standard
position operator is not consistently defined. Hence the inconsistent definition of the
position operator is not only an academic problem but leads to the above paradoxes.

Usual arguments in favor of choosing the standard position and momentum
operators are that these operators have correct properties in semiclassical approxi-
mation. For example, in the method of classical analogy proposed by Dirac [49] the
commutator of operators corresponding to physical quantities is proportional to the
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classical Poisson bracket of these quantities with the coefficient ih. The quantity A
has been introduced by Dirac who noted [49] that for agreement with experiment %
should be equal to the Planck constant h divided by 27w. Then semiclassical approx-
imation can be treated as a transition from quantum theory to classical one in the
formal limit » — 0. However, as noted by Dirac, the method of classical analogy
is not universal and in each case when it does not apply special considerations are
needed. In addition, the requirement that an operator should have correct properties
in semiclassical approximation does not define the operator unambiguously.

One of the arguments in favor of choosing standard position and momen-
tum operators is that the nonrelativistic Schrodinger equation correctly describes
the hydrogen energy levels, the Dirac equation correctly describes fine structure cor-
rections to these levels etc. Historically these equations have been first written in
coordinate space and in textbooks they are still discussed in this form. However,
from the point of view of the present knowledge those equations should be treated as
follows.

It is believed that a fundamental theory describing electromagnetic inter-
actions on quantum level is quantum electrodynamics (QED). This theory proceeds
from quantizing classical Lagrangian which is only an auxiliary tool for constructing
S-matrix. When this construction is accomplished, the results of QED are formulated
exclusively in momentum space and the theory does not contain space-time at all.
In particular, as follows from the Feynman diagram for the one-photon exchange,
in the approximation (v/c)? the electron in the hydrogen atom can be described in
the potential formalism where the potential acts on the wave function in momentum
space. So for calculating energy levels one should solve the eigenvalue problem for the
Hamiltonian with this potential. This is an integral equation which can be solved by
different methods. One of the convenient methods is to apply the Fourier transform
and get standard Schrodinger or Dirac equation in coordinate representation with
the Coulomb potential. Hence the fact that the results for energy levels are in good
agreement with experiment shows only that QED defines the potential correctly and
standard coordinate Schrodinger and Dirac equations are only convenient mathemat-
1cal ways of solving the eigenvalue problem. For this problem the physical meaning of
the position operator is not important at all. One can consider other transformations
of the original integral equation and define other position operators. The fact that
for non-standard choices one might obtain something different from the Coulomb po-
tential is not important on quantum level. One might think that on classical level
the interaction between two charges can be described by the Coulomb potential but
this does not imply that on quantum level the potential in coordinate representation
should be necessarily Coulomb.

Let us also note the following. In the literature the statement that the
Coulomb law works with a high accuracy is often substantiated from the point of view
that predictions of QED have been experimentally confirmed with a high accuracy.
However, as follows from the above remarks, the meaning of distance on quantum
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level is not clear and in QED the law 1/7? can be tested only we assume additionally
that the coordinate and momentum representations are related to each other by the
Fourier transform. So a conclusion about the validity of the law can be made only
on the basis of macroscopic experiments. A conclusion made from the results of
classical Cavendish and Maxwell experiments is that if the exponent in Coulomb’s
law is not 2 but 2 + ¢ then ¢ < 1/21600. The accuracy of those experiments have
been considerably improved in the experiment [52] the result of which is ¢ < 2-107°.
However, the Cavendish-Maxwell experiments and the experiment [52] do not involve
pointlike electric charges. Cavendish and Maxwell used a spherical air condenser
consisting of two insulated spherical shells while the authors of Ref. [52] developed a
technique where the difficulties due to spontaneous ionization and contact potentials
were avoided. Therefore the conclusion that ¢ < 2-10~Y for pointlike electric charges
requires additional assumptions.

Another example is as follows. It is said that the spatial distribution of
the electric charge inside a system can be extracted from measurements of form-
factors in the electron scattering on this system. However, the information about the
experiment is again given only in terms of momenta and conclusions about the spatial
distribution can be drawn only if we assume additionally how the position operator is
expressed in terms of momentum variables. On quantum level the physical meaning
of such a spatial distribution is not fundamental.

In quantum theory each elementary particle is described by an irreducible
representation (IR) of the symmetry algebra. For example, in Poincare invariant
theory the set of momentum operators represents three of ten linearly independent
representation operators of the Poincare algebra and hence those operators are con-
sistently defined. On the other hand, among the representation operators there is no
position operator. In view of the above discussion, since the results of existing funda-
mental quantum theories describing interactions on quantum level (QED, electroweak
theory and QCD) are formulated exclusively in terms of the S-matrix in momentum
space without any mentioning of space-time, for investigating such stationary quan-
tum problems as calculating energy levels, form-factors etc., the notion of the position
operator is not needed.

However, the choice of the position operator is important in nonstationary
problems when evolution is described by the time dependent Schrodinger equation
(with the nonrelativistic or relativistic Hamiltonian). For any new theory there should
exist a correspondence principle that at some conditions the new theory should re-
produce results of the old well tested theory with a good accuracy. In particular,
quantum theory should reproduce the motion of a particle along the classical trajec-
tory defined by classical equations of motion. Hence the position operator is needed
only in semiclassical approximation and it should be defined from additional consid-
erations.

As noted in Sec. 1.2, in standard approaches to quantum theory the
existence of space-time background is assumed from the beginning. Then the position
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operator for a particle in this background is the operator of multiplication by the
particle radius-vector r. As explained in textbooks on quantum mechanics (see e.g.
Ref. [47]), the result —ihd/Or for the momentum operator can be justified from
the requirement that quantum theory should correctly reproduce classical results in
semiclassical approximation. However, as noted above, this requirement does not
define the operator unambigously.

As noted in Sec. 1.3, the definition of Poincare symmetry on quantum
level means that the operators commute according to Eq. (1.3). The fact that an
elementary particle in quantum theory is described by an IR of the symmetry algebra
can be treated as a definition of the elementary particle (see Sec. 1.3). In Poincare
invariant theory the IRs can be implemented in a space of functions y(p) such that
[ Ix(p)]Pd®p < oo (see Sec. 2.4). In this representation the momentum operator P is
defined unambiguously and is simply the operator of multiplication by p. A standard
assumption is that the position operator in this representation is ih0/0p.

As explained in textbooks on quantum mechanics (see e.g. Ref. [47]
and Sec. 2.2), semiclassical approximation cannot be valid in situations when the
momentum is rather small. Consider first a one-dimensional case. If the value of the
x component of the momentum p, is rather large, the definition of the coordinate
operator x = ihd/0p, can be justified but this definition does not have a physical
meaning in situations when p, is small.

Consider now the three-dimensional case. If all the components p; (j =
1,2,3) are rather large then there are situations when all the operators ihd/0p; are
semiclassical. A semiclassical wave function y(p) in momentum space should describe
a narrow distribution around the mean value py. Suppose now that the coordinate
axes are chosen such pg is directed along the 2z axis. Then in view of the above remarks
the operators th0/0p; cannot be physical for j = 1,2, i.e. in directions perpendicular
to the particle momentum. Hence the standard definition of all the components of
the position operator can be physical only for special choices of the coordinate axes
and there exist choices when the definition is not physical. The situation when a
definition of an operator is physical or not depending on the choice of the coordinate
axes is not acceptable and hence standard definition of the position operator is not
physical.

In the present chapter we propose a consistent definition of the position
operator in Poincare invariant theory. As a consequence, in our approach WPS in
directions perpendicular to the particle momentum is absent regardless of whether
the particle is nonrelativistic or relativistic. Hence the above paradoxes are resolved.
Moreover, for an ultrarelativistic particle the effect of WPS is absent at all. In our
approach different components of the position operator do not commute with each
other and, as a consequence, there is no wave function in coordinate representation.

The chapter is organized as follows. In Secs. 2.2 and 2.4 we discuss the
approach to the position operator in standard nonrelativistic and relativistic quan-
tum theory, respectively. An inevitable consequence of this approach is the effect of
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WPS of the coordinate wave function which is discussed in Secs. 2.3 and 2.5 for the
nonrelativistic and relativistic cases, respectively. In Sec. 2.7 we discuss a relation
between the WPS effects for a classical wave packet and for photons comprising this
packet. In Sec. 2.8 the problem of WPS in coherent states is discussed. In Sec.
2.9 we show that the WPS effect leads to several paradoxes mentioned above. As
discussed in Sec. 2.10, in standard theory it is not possible to avoid those paradoxes.
Our approach to a consistent definition of the position operator and its application
to WPS are discussed in Secs. 2.11-2.13. Finally, in Sec. 2.14 we discuss implications
of the results for entanglement and quantum locality.

2.2 Position operator in nonrelativistic quantum
mechanics

In quantum theory, states of a system are represented by elements of a
projective Hilbert space. The fact that a Hilbert space H is projective means that if
1 € H is a state then const 1 is the same state. The matter is that not the probability
itself but only relative probabilities of different measurement outcomes have a physical
meaning. In particular, normalization of states to one is only a matter of convention.
This observation will be important in Chaps. 4 and 6 while in this and the next
chapters we will always work with states ¢ such that |[¢|| = 1 where |[|...|| is a norm.
It is defined such that if (..., ...) is a scalar product in H then |[¢|| = (¥, 1)/2.

In quantum theory every physical quantity is described by a self-adjoint op-
erator. Fach self-adjoint operator is Hermitian i.e. satisfies the property (i, A1) =
(Atpg, 1) for any states belonging to the domain of A. If A is an operator of some
quantity then the mean value of the quantity and its uncertainty in state 1) are given
by A = (¢, Ay) and AA = ||(A — A)y||, respectively. The condition that a quantity
corresponding to the operator A is semiclassical in state i) can be defined such that
AA < |A|. This implies that the quantity can be semiclassical only if |A| is rather
large. In particular, if A = 0 then the quantity cannot be semiclassical.

Let B be an operator corresponding to another physical quantity and B
and AB be the mean value and the uncertainty of this quantity, respectively. We
can write AB = {A, B}/2 + [A, B]/2 where the commutator [A,B] = AB — BA
is anti-Hermitian and the anticommutator {A, B} = AB + BA is Hermitian. Let
[A, B] = —iC and C be the mean value of the operator C.

A question arises whether two physical quantities corresponding to the
operators A and B can be simultaneously semiclassical in state 1. Since |[¢1]]|[1)2|] >
|(¢1,14)], we have that

AAAB > |6, ({A~ A B~ B} +[A, B)u)| (2.1)
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Since (1, {A — A, B — B}) is real and (¢, [A, BJt)) is imaginary, we get

AAAB > -|C] (2.2)

DN | —

This condition is known as a general uncertainty relation between two quantities. A
well-known special case is that if P is the x component of the momentum operator
and X is the operator of multiplication by z then [P, X| = —ih and ApAx > h/2.
The states where ApA = h/2 are called coherent ones. They are treated such that the
momentum and the coordinate are simultaneously semiclassical in a maximal possible
way. A well-known example is that if
i 1 9
U(x) = a\/_exp[ PoT = 5 —(z — x)7]

then X = xg, P = py, Az = a/v/2 and Ap = h/(a\/?2).

Consider first a one dimensional motion. In standard textbooks on quan-
tum mechanics, the presentation starts with a wave function ¢(x) in coordinate space
since it is implicitly assumed that the meaning of space coordinates is known. Then
a question arises why P = —ihd/dx should be treated as the momentum operator.
The explanation is as follows.

Consider wave functions having the form v (z) = exp(ipox/h)a(x) where
the amplitude a(z) has a sharp maximum near x = xy € [z, x5] such that a(z) is not
small only when = € [y, z5]. Then Az is of the order of x5 — x; and the condition
that the coordinate is semiclassical is Ax < |xg|. Since —ihdi(x)/dx = po(x) —
ihexp(ipox/h)da(x)/dx, we see that ¢(x) will be approximately the eigenfunction of
—ihd/dx with the eigenvalue py if [poa(z)| > h|da(z)/dz|. Since |da(x)/dx| is of the
order of |a(z)/Az|, we have a condition |pgAx| > h. Therefore if the momentum
operator is —ihd/dx, the uncertainty of momentum Ap is of the order of h/Ax,
Ipo| > Ap and this implies that the momentum is also semiclassical. At the same
time, |poAz|/27wh is approximately the number of oscillations which the exponent
makes on the segment [x7,25]. Therefore the number of oscillations should be much
greater than unity. In particular, semiclassical approximation cannot be valid if Az
is very small, but on the other hand, Az cannot be very large since it should be
much less than xy. Another justification of the fact that —ihd/dzx is the momentum
operator is that in the formal limit A — 0 the Schrodinger equation becomes the
Hamilton-Jacobi equation. This discussion is similar to a well-known one on the
validity of geometrical optics: it is valid when the wave length is much less than
characteristic dimensions of the problem.

We conclude that the choice of —ihd/dx as the momentum operator is jus-
tified from the requirement that in semiclassical approximation this operator becomes
the classical momentum. However, it is obvious that this requirement does not define
the operator uniquely: any operator P such that P — P disappears in semiclassical
limit, also can be called the momentum operator.
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One might say that the choice P = —ihd/dx can also be justified from the
following considerations. In nonrelativistic quantum mechanics we assume that the
theory should be invariant under the action of the Galilei group, which is a group of
transformations of Galilei space-time. The x component of the momentum operator
should be the generator corresponding to spatial translations along the z axis and
—ihd/dx is precisely the required operator. In this consideration one assumes that
space-time has a physical meaning while, as noted in Sect. 1.2, this is not the case.

As noted in Sect. 1.3, one should start not from space-time but from a
symmetry algebra. Therefore in nonrelativistic quantum mechanics we should start
from the Galilei algebra and consider its IRs. For simplicity we again consider a
one dimensional case. Let P, = P be one of representation operators in an IR
of the Galilei algebra. We can implement this IR in a Hilbert space of functions
X(p) such that [~ [x(p)[*dp < oo and P is the operator of multiplication by p, i.e.
Px(p) = px(p). Then a question arises how the operator of the x coordinate should
be defined. In contrast to the momentum operator, the coordinate one is not de-
fined by the representation and so it should be defined from additional assumptions.
Probably a future quantum theory of measurements will make it possible to construct
operators of physical quantities from the rules how these quantities should be mea-
sured. However, at present we can construct necessary operators only from rather
intuitive considerations.

By analogy with the above discussion, one can say that semiclassical wave
functions should be of the form x(p) = exp(—izop/h)a(p) where the amplitude a(p)
has a sharp maximum near p = py € [p1, po] such that a(p) is not small only when
p € [p1,p2]. Then Ap is of the order p, — p; and the condition that the momentum is
semiclassical is Ap < |po|. Since ihdx(p)/dp = xox(p) + thexp(—izop/h)da(p)/dp, we
see that y(p) will be approximately the eigenfunction of ihd/dp with the eigenvalue
xg if |xoa(p)| > hlda(p)/dp|. Since |da(p)/dp| is of the order of |a(p)/Apl|, we have
a condition |xgAp| > h. Therefore if the coordinate operator is X = ihd/dp, the
uncertainty of coordinate Az is of the order of i/Ap, |xo| > Az and this implies
that the coordinate defined in such a way is also semiclassical. We can also note that
|zoAp|/27h is approximately the number of oscillations which the exponent makes on
the segment [py, po] and therefore the number of oscillations should be much greater
than unity. It is also clear that semiclassical approximation cannot be valid if Ap is
very small, but on the other hand, Ap cannot be very large since it should be much
less than py.

Although this definition of the coordinate operator has much in common
with standard definition of the momentum operators, several questions arise. First
of all, by analogy with the discussion about the momentum operator, one can say
that the condition that in classical limit the coordinate operator should become the
classical coordinate does not define the operator uniquely. One might require that
the coordinate operator should correspond to translations in momentum space or
be the operator of multiplication by x where the z representation is defined as a
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Fourier transform of the p representation but these requirements are not justified.
The condition |zo| > Az might seem to be unphysical since xy depends on the choice
of the origin in the x space while Ax does not depend on this choice. Therefore a
conclusion whether the coordinate is semiclassical or not depends on the choice of the
reference frame. However, one can notice that not the coordinate itself has a physical
meaning but only a relative coordinate between two particles.

Nevertheless, the above definition of the coordinate operator is not fully
in line with what we think is a physical coordinate operator. To illustrate this point,
consider, for example a measurement of the distance between some particle and the
electron in a hydrogen atom. We expect that Az cannot be less than the Bohr
radius. Therefore if xq is of the order of the Bohr radius, the coordinate cannot be
semiclassical. One might think that the accuracy of the coordinate measurement can
be defined as |Axz /x| and therefore if we succeed in keeping Ax of the order of the
Bohr radius when we increase |xg| then the coordinate will be measured with a better
and better accuracy when |zg| becomes greater. This intuitive understanding might
be correct if the distance to the electron is measured in a laboratory where a distance
is of the order of centimeters or meters. However, is this intuition correct when we
measure distances between macroscopic bodies? In the spirit of GR, the distance
between two bodies which are far from each other should be measured by sending a
light signal and waiting when it returns back. However, when a reflected signal is
obtained, some time has passed and we don’t know what happened to the body of
interest (e.g. if the body is moving with a high speed, if the World is expanding etc.).
For such experiments the logic is opposite to what we have with standard definition
of the coordinate operator in quantum mechanics: the accuracy of measurements is
better not when the distance is greater but when it is less. One might think that
if we consider not very long time intervals then for nonrelativistic particles such a
measurement defines the coordinate with a good accuracy. However, it is a problem
how to define the distance operator between a macroscopic body and a photon. In
view of the remarks in Sect. 1.2 one might think that the photon wave function in
coordinate representation might be only a good approximation in semiclassical limit
(see also Sec. 2.4).

The above results can be directly generalized to the three-dimensional
case. For example, if the coordinate wave function is chosen in the form

1 (r—mrg)* i
V() = —paperpl-——s— + 3 pot] (2.3)
then the momentum wave function is
B i v P (p — po)ia® i
X(p) - eiﬂp(—ﬁpr)ﬁb(r) (27Th)3/2 - 7T3/4h3/2 exp[_T - ﬁ(p - pO)rO]

(2.4)
It is easy to verify that

]2 = / w(r)Pdr =1, x| = / X(®)Pdp = 1, (2.5)
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the uncertainty of each component of the coordinate operator is a/v/2 and the uncer-
tainty of each component of the momentum operator is 7/ (a\/ﬁ). Hence one might
think that Eqgs. (2.3) and (2.4) describe a state which is semiclassical in a maximal
possible extent.

Let us make the following remark about semiclassical vector quantities.
We defined a quantity as semiclassical if its uncertainty is much less than its mean
value. In particular, as noted above, a quantity cannot be semiclassical if its mean
value is small. In the case of vector quantities we have sets of three physical quantities.
Some of them can be small and for them it is meaningless to discuss whether they
are semiclassical or not. We say that a vector quantity is semiclassical if all its
components which are not small are semiclassical and there should be at least one
semiclassical component.

For example, if the mean value of the momentum py is directed along the
z axes then the xy components of the momentum are not semiclassical but the three-
dimensional vector quantity p can be semiclassical if py is rather large. However,
in that case the definitions of the z and y components of the position operator as
x = ihd/0p, and y = ih0/Jp, become inconsistent. The situation when the validity
of an operator depends on the choice of directions of the coordinate axes is not accept-
able and hence the above definition of the position operator is at least problematic.
Moreover, as already mentioned, it will be shown in Sec. 2.9 that the standard choice
of the position operator leads to the WPS paradoxes.

Let us note that semiclassical states can be constructed not only in momen-
tum or coordinate representations. For example, instead of momentum wave functions
X(p) one can work in the representation where the quantum numbers (p, [, ) in wave
functions x(p,[, x) mean the magnitude of the momentum p, the orbital quantum
number [ (such that a state is the eigenstate of the orbital momentum squared L?
with the eigenvalue /(I + 1)) and the magnetic quantum number yx (such that a state
is the eigenvector or L, with the eigenvalue u). A state described by a x(p,, 1) will
be semiclassical with respect to those quantum numbers if x(p, [, 1) has a sharp max-
imum at p = pg, [ = ly, it = pp and the widths of the maxima in p, [ and p are much
less than pg, Iy and pg, respectively. However, by analogy with the above discussion,
those widths cannot be arbitrarily small if one wishes to have other semiclassical
variables (e.g. the coordinates). Examples of such situations will be discussed in Sec.
2.12.

2.3 Wave packet spreading in nonrelativistic quan-
tum mechanics

As noted in Sec. 1.2, in quantum theory there is no operator having the meaning
of the time operator and it is usually assumed that time is a classical parameter
such that the dependence of the wave function on time is defined by the Hamiltonian
according to the Schrédinger equation. As discussed in Sec. 1.2, this treatment of time

37



encounters several problems. However, in this chapter we consider the WPS paradoxes
assuming that the standard treatment of time is valid for describing photons and other
elementary particles.

In nonrelativistic quantum mechanics the Hamiltonian of a free particle
with the mass m is H = p?/2m and hence, as follows from Eq. (2.4), in the model
discussed above the dependence of the momentum wave function on ¢ is given by

a3/2

N2
_ 1p-t
x(p;t) = W%P[

2mh

_(p—po)® i
2h* h

(P —Po)ro — 5] (2.6)
It is easy to verify that for this state the mean value of the operator p and the
uncertainty of each momentum component are the same as for the state x(p), i.e.
those quantities do not change with time.

Consider now the dependence of the coordinate wave function on ¢. This
dependence can be calculated by using Eq. (2.6) and the fact that

P(r,t) / (L pr)x(p, 1) =P (2.7)
r,t) = | exp(=pr — )
: P(EPoX(P ) 5 7
The result of a direct calculation is
1 iht (r —ro — vot)? iht i ip2t
N = 1 3/20 0 1— —por———>=] (2.8
V(r,?) 7r3/4a3/2( +ma2) cxpl 2a%(1 + h?i) ( ma2)+hp0r 2mh] (2.8)

where vy = pg/m is the classical velocity. This result shows that the semiclassical
wave packet is moving along the classical trajectory r(t) = ro + vot. At the same
time, it is now obvious that the uncertainty of each coordinate depends on time as

Az;(t) = Az;(0)(1 + B*2/m2a®)Y?, (5 =1,2,3) (2.9)

where Az;(0) = a/+/2, i.e. the width of the wave packet in coordinate representation
is increasing. This fact, known as the wave-packet spreading (WPS), is described
in many textbooks and papers (see e.g. the textbooks [49] and references therein).
It shows that if a state was semiclassical in the maximal extent at t = 0, it will
not have this property at t > 0 and the accuracy of semiclassical approximation will
decrease with the increase of t. The characteristic time of spreading can be defined as
t, = ma?/h. For macroscopic bodies this is an extremely large quantity and hence in
macroscopic physics the effect of WPS can be neglected. In the formal limit 7 — 0,
t, becomes infinite, i.e. spreading does not take place. This shows that WPS is a
pure quantum phenomenon. For the first time the result (2.8) has been obtained by
Darwin in Ref. [53].

One might pose a problem whether the WPS effect is specific only for
Gaussian wave functions. One might expect that this effect will take place in gen-
eral situations since each component of standard position operator ihd/dp does not
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commute with the Hamiltonian and so the distribution of the corresponding physical
quantity will be time dependent. A good example showing inevitability of WPS is as
follows. If at t = 0 the coordinate wave function is 9 (r) then, as follows from Egs.
(2.4) and (2.7),

wle.t) = [ eap{zlpt =) = B () Gt (2.10)

As follows from this expression, if ¥y(r) # 0 only if r belongs to a finite vicinity of
some vector ry then at any ¢ > 0 the carrier of ¢(r,t) belongs to the whole three-
dimensional space, i.e. the wave function spreads out with an infinite speed. One
might think that in nonrelativistic theory this is not unacceptable since this theory
can be treated as a formal limit ¢ — oo of relativistic theory.

As shown in Ref. [54] titled ”Nonspreading wave packets”, for a one-
dimensional wave function in the form of an Airy function, spreading does not take
place and the maximum of the quantity |¢)(z)|* propagates with constant acceleration
even in the absence of external forces. Those properties of Airy packets have been
observed in optical experiments [55]. However, since such a wave function is not
normalizable, we believe that the term ”wave packet” in the given situation might be
misleading since the mean values and uncertainties of the coordinate and momentum
cannot be calculated in a standard way. Such a wave function can be constructed only
in a limited region of space. As explained in Ref. [54], this wave function describes
not a particle but rather families of particle orbits. As shown in Ref. [54], one can
construct a normalized state which is a superposition of Airy functions with Gaussian
coefficients and ”eventually the spreading due to the Gaussian cutoff takes over”.
This is an additional argument that the effect of WPS is an inevitable consequence
of standard quantum theory.

Since quantum theory is invariant under time reversal, one might ask the
following question: is it possible that the width of the wave packet in coordinate
representation is decreasing with time? From the formal point of view, the answer is
7yes”. Indeed, the solution given by Eq. (2.8) is valid not only when ¢ > 0 but when
t < 0 as well. Then, as follows from Eq. (2.9), the uncertainty of each coordinate is
decreasing when ¢ changes from some negative value to zero. However, eventually the
value of ¢ will become positive and the quantities Az;(¢) will grow to infinity. In this
chapter we consider situations when a photon is created on atomic level and hence
one might expect that its initial coordinate uncertainties are not large. However,
when the photon travels a long distance to the Earth, those uncertainties become
much greater, i.e. the term WPS reflects the physics adequately.
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2.4 Position operator in relativistic quantum me-
chanics

The problem of the position operator in relativistic quantum theory has been dis-
cussed in a wide literature and different authors have different opinions on this prob-
lem. In particular, some authors state that in relativistic quantum theory no position
operator exists. As already noted, the results of fundamental quantum theories are
formulated only in terms of the S-matrix in momentum space without any mention-
ing of space-time. This is in the spirit of the Heisenberg S-matrix program that in
relativistic quantum theory it is possible to describe only transitions of states from
the infinite past when ¢ — —oo to the distant future when t — 4+00. On the other
hand, since quantum theory is treated as a theory more general than classical one,
it is not possible to fully avoid space and time in quantum theory. For example,
quantum theory should explain how photons from distant objects travel to Earth and
even how macroscopic bodies are moving along classical trajectories. Hence we can
conclude that: a) in quantum theory (nonrelativistic and relativistic) we must have
a position operator and b) this operator has a physical meaning only in semiclassical
approximation.

There exists a wide literature describing how IRs of the Poincare algebra
can be constructed. In particular, an IR for a spinless particle can be implemented
in a space of functions £(p) satisfying the condition

_dp

/Iﬁ(p)Ide(p)<00, dp(p) @ (2.11)

where e(p) = (m? + p?)"/? is the energy of the particle with the mass m. The

convenience of the above requirement is that the volume element dp(p) is Lorentz
invariant. In that case it can be easily shown by direct calculations (see e.g. Ref.
[56]) that the representation operators have the form

L——ipx 2. N=-ip)l, P=p, E=ep) (2.12)

where L is the orbital angular momentum operator, N is the Lorentz boost operator,
P is the momentum operator, E is the energy operator and these operators are
expressed in terms of the operators in Eq. (1.3) as

L — (M23,M31,M12), N — (MlO,MQO,MSO), P — (P17P27P3>, E = PO

For particles with spin these results are modified as follows. For a massive
particle with spin s the functions £(p) also depend on spin projections which can
take 2s + 1 values —s,—s + 1,...s. If s is the spin operator then the total angular
momentum has an additional term s and the Lorentz boost operator has an additional
term (s xp)/(e(p)+m) (see e.g. Eq. (2.5) in Ref. [56]). Hence corrections of the spin
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terms to the quantum numbers describing the angular momentum and the Lorentz
boost do not exceed s. We assume as usual that in semiclassical approximation the
quantum numbers characterizing the angular momentum and the Lorentz boost are
much greater than unity and hence in this approximation spin effects can be neglected.
For a massless particle with the spin s the spin projections can take only values —s
and s and those quantum numbers have the meaning of helicity. In this case the
results for the representation operators can be obtained by taking the limit m — 0 if
the operators are written in the light front variables (see e.g. Eq. (25) in Ref. [17]).
As a consequence, in semiclassical approximation the spin corrections in the massless
case can be neglected as well. Hence for investigating the position operator we will
neglect spin effects and will not explicitly write the dependence of wave functions on
spin projections.

In the above IRs the representation operators are Hermitian as it should be
for operators corresponding to physical quantities. In standard theory (over complex
numbers) such IRs of the Lie algebra can be extended to unitary IRs of the Poincare
group. In the literature elementary particles are described not only by such IRs but
also by local fields and, as noted in Sec. 1.2, their physical meaning is problematic.
Below we discuss the both approaches but first we consider the case of unitaty IRs.

As follows from Eq. (1.3), the operator I, = E* — P? is the Casimir oper-
ator of the second order, i.e. it is a bilinear combination of representation operators
commuting with all the operators of the algebra. As follows from the known Schur
lemma, all states belonging to an IR are the eigenvectors of I, with the same eigen-
value m?. Note that Eq. (2.12) contains only m? but not m. The choice of the energy
sign is only a matter of convention but not a matter of principle. Indeed, the energy
can be measured only if the momentum p is measured and then it is only a matter of
convention what sign of the square root should be chosen. However, it is important
that the sign should be the same for all particles. For example, if we consider a sys-
tem of two particles with the same values of m? and the opposite momenta p; and
p2 such that p; + py = 0, we cannot define the energies of the particles as €(p;) and
—e(p2), respectively, since in that case the total four-momentum of the two-particle
system will be zero what contradicts experiment.

The notation Iy, = m? is justified by the fact that for all known particles
I, is greater or equal than zero. Then the mass m is defined as the square root of m?
and the sign of m is only a matter of convention. The usual convention is that m > 0.
However, from mathematical point of view, IRs with I, < 0 are not prohibited. If
the velocity operator v is defined as v = P/E then for known particles |v| < 1, i.e.
|v| < ¢ in standard units. However, for IRs with I, < 0, |v| > ¢ and, at least from
the point of view of mathematical construction of IRs, this case is not prohibited.
The hypothetical particles with such properties are called tachyons and their possible
existence is widely discussed in the literature. If the tachyon mass m is also defined
as the square root of m? then this quantity will be imaginary. However, this does
not mean than the corresponding IRs are unphysical since all the operators of the
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Poincare group Lie algebra depend only on m?.

As follows from Egs. (2.11) and (2.12), in the nonrelativistic approxi-
mation dp(p) = d*p/m and N = —imd/dp. Therefore in this approximation N is
proportional to standard position operator and one can say that the position operator
is in fact present in the description of the IR.

In relativistic case the operator i0/dp is not selfadjoint since dp(p) is not
proportional to d®p. However, one can perform a unitary transformation &(p) —
x(p) = &(p)/e(p)'/? such that the Hilbert space becomes the space of functions
x(p) satisfying the condition [ |x(p)[*d’p < oo. It is easy to verify that in this
implementation of the IR the operators (L, P, E) will have the same form as in Eq.
(2.12) but the expression for N will be

N = —z’e(p)w%e(p)lﬂ (2.13)

In this case one can define ihd/0p as a position operator but now we do not have
a situation when the position operator is present among the other representation
operators.

A problem of the definition of the position operator in relativistic quantum
theory has been discussed since the beginning of the 1930s and it has been noted
that when quantum theory is combined with relativity the existence of the position
operator with correct physical properties becomes a problem. The above definition
has been proposed by Newton and Wigner in Ref. [20]. They worked in the approach
when elementary particles are described by local fields rather than unitary IRs. The
Fourier transform of such fields describes states where the energy can be positive and
negative and this is interpreted such that local quantum fields describe a particle and
its antiparticle simultaneously. Newton and Wigner first discuss the spinless case and
consider only states on the upper Lorentz hyperboloid where the energy is positive.
For such states the representation operators act in the same way as in the case of
spinless unitary IRs. With this definition the coordinate wave function ¢ (r) can be
again defined by Eq. (2.3) and a question arises whether such a position operator has
all the required properties.

For example, in the introductory section of the textbook [16] the following
arguments are given in favor of the statement that in relativistic quantum theory
it is not possible to define a physical position operator. Suppose that we measure
coordinates of an electron with the mass m. When the uncertainty of coordinates is of
the order of i/me, the uncertainty of momenta is of the order of me, the uncertainty of
energy is of the order of mc? and hence creation of electron-positron pairs is allowed.
As a consequence, it is not possible to localize the electron with the accuracy better
than its Compton wave length i/mec. Hence, for a particle with a nonzero mass exact
measurement is possible only either in the nonrelativistic limit (when ¢ — o) or
classical limit (when 7 — 0). In the case of the photon, as noted by Pauli (see p.
191 of Ref. [7]), the coordinate cannot be measured with the accuracy better than
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h/p where p is the magnitude of the photon momentum. The quantity A = 27h/p is
called the photon wave length (see Sec. 1.2). Since A — 0 in the formal limit 7 — 0,
Pauli concludes that ”Only within the confines of the classical ray concept does the
position of the photon have a physical significance”.

Another argument that the Newton-Wigner position operator does not
have all the required properties follows. A relativistic analog of Eq. (2.10) is

d*r'd*p
(27h)3

wirt) = [ eop(flp(e =) = elp) ol (2.14)
As a consequence, the Newton-Wigner position operator has the ”tail property”: if
1o(r) # 0 only if r belongs to a finite vicinity of some vector rg then at any ¢ > 0 the
function ¢ (r,t) has a tail belonging to the whole three-dimensional space, i.e. the
wave function spreads out with an infinite speed. Hence at any ¢ > 0 the particle can
be detected at any point of the space and this contradicts the requirement that no
information should be transmitted with the speed greater than c.

The tail property of the Newton-Wigner position operator has been known
for a long time (see e.g. Ref. [57] and references therein). It is characterized as non-
locality leading to the action at a distance. Hegerfeldt argues [57] that this property
is rather general because it can be proved assuming that energy is positive and with-
out assuming a specific choice of the position operator. The Hegerfeldt theorem [57]
is based on the assumption that there exists an operator N(V') whose expectation
defines the probability to find a particle inside the volume V. However, the meaning
of time on quantum level is not clear and for the position operator proposed in the
present paper such a probability does not exist because there is no wave function in
coordinate representation (see Sec. 2.11 and the discussion in Sec. 2.14).

One might say that the requirement that no signal can be transmitted with
the speed greater than ¢ has been obtained in Special Relativity which is a classical
(i.e. nonquantum) theory operating only with classical space-time coordinates. For
example, in classical theory the velocity of a particle is defined as v = dr/dt but,
as noted above, the velocity should be defined as v = p/E (i.e. without mentioning
space-time) and then on classical level it can be shown that v = dr/dt. In QFT local
quantum fields separated by space-like intervals commute or anticommute (depending
on whether the spin is integer or half-integer) and this is treated as a requirement
of causality and that no signal can be transmitted with the speed greater than c.
However, as noted above, the physical meaning of space-time coordinates on quantum
level is not clear. Hence from the point of view of quantum theory the existence of
tachyons is not prohibited. Note also that when two electrically charged particles
exchange by a virtual photon, a typical situation is that the four-momentum of the
photon is space-like, i.e. the photon is the tachyon. We conclude that although in
relativistic theory such a behavior might seem undesirable, there is no proof that
it must be excluded. Also, as argued by Griffiths (see Ref. [58] and references
therein), with a consistent interpretation of quantum theory there are no nonlocality
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and superluminal interactions. In Sec. 2.14 we argue that the position operator
proposed in the present paper sheds a new light on this problem.

An example with the 21cm transition line between the hyperfine energy
levels of the hydrogen atom mentioned in Sec. 1.2 describes a pure quantum phe-
nomenon while, as noted above, a position operator is needed only in semiclassical
approximation.

For particles with nonzero spin, the number of states in local fields is
typically by a factor of two greater than in the case of unitary IRs (since local fields
describe a particle and its antiparticle simultaneously) but those components are not
independent since local fields satisfy a covariant equation (Klein-Gordon, Dirac etc.).
In Ref. [20] Newton and Wigner construct a position operator in the massive case but
say that in the massless one they have succeeded in constructing such an operator
only for Klein-Gordon and Dirac particles while in the case of the photon the position
operator does not exist. On the other hand, as noted above, in the case of unitary IRs
different spin components are independent and in semiclassical approximation spin
effects are not important. So in this approach one might adopt the Newton-Wigner
position operator for particles with any spin and any mass.

In view of the WPS paradoxes, we consider the photon case in greater
details. In textbooks on QED (see e.g. Ref. [12]) it is stated that in this theory
there is no way to define a coordinate photon wave function and the arguments are as
follows. The electric and magnetic fields of the photon in coordinate representation
are proportional to the Fourier transforms of |p|'/?x(p), rather than y(p). As a
consequence, the quantities E(r) and B(r) are defined not by v (r) but by integrals of
¥ (r) over a region of the order of the wave length. However, this argument also does
not exclude the possibility that ¢ (r) can have a physical meaning in semiclassical
approximation since, as noted in Sec. 1.2, the notions of the electric and magnetic
fields of the single photon do not have a physical meaning. In addition, since A — 0
in the formal limit 7~ — 0, one should not expect that any position operator in
semiclassical approximation can describe coordinates with the accuracy better than
the wave length.

A detailed discussion of the photon position operator can be found in
papers by Margaret Hawton and references therein (see e.g. Ref. [59]). In this
approach the photon is described by a local field and the momentum and coordinate
representations are related to each other by standard Fourier transform. The author
of Ref. [59] discusses generalizations of the photon position operator proposed by
Pryce [60]. However, the Pryce operator and its generalizations discussed in Ref.
[59] differ from the Newton-Wigner operator only by terms of the order of the wave
length. Hence in semiclassical approximation all those operators are equivalent.

The above discussion shows that on quantum level the physical meaning
of the coordinate is not clear but in view of a) and b) (see the beginning of this sec-
tion) one can conclude that in semiclassical approximation all the existing proposals
for the position operator are equivalent to the Newton-Wigner operator ihd/0p. An
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additional argument in favor of this operator is that the relativistic nature of the pho-
ton might be somehow manifested in the longitudinal direction while in transverse
directions the behavior of the wave function should be similar to that in standard
nonrelativistic quantum mechanics. Another argument is that the photon wave func-
tion in coordinate representation constructed by using this operator satisfies the wave
equation in agreement with classical electrodynamics (see Sec. 2.6).

In addition, if we consider a motion of a free particle, it is not important
in what interactions this particle participates and, as explained above, if the particle
is described by its IR in semiclassical approximation then the particle spin is not
important. Hence the effect of WPS for an ultrarelativistic particle does not depend
on the nature of the particle, i.e. on whether the particle is the photon, the proton,
the electron etc.

For all the reasons described above and in view of a) and b), in the next
section we consider what happens if the space-time evolution of relativistic wave
packets is described by using the Newton-Wigner position operator.

2.5 Wave packet spreading in relativistic quantum
mechanics

Consider first a construction of the wave packet for a particle with nonzero mass.
A possible way of the construction follows. We first consider the particle in its rest
system, i.e. in the reference frame where the mean value of the particle momentum is
zero. The wave function xo(p) in this case can be taken as in Eq. (2.4) with py = 0.
As noted in Sec. 2.2, such a state cannot be semiclassical. However, it is possible
to obtain a semiclassical state by applying a Lorentz transformation to xo(p). One
can show (see e.g. Eq. (2.4) in Ref. [56]) that when the IR for a spinless particle is
extended to the unitary representation of the Poincare group then the operator U(g)
corresponding to a Lorentz transformation g is

_ e(p’) 1/2 /
Ulg)xo(p) = [T "xo(P') (2.15)
€(p)
where p’ is the momentum obtained from p by the Lorentz transformation ¢g~!. If ¢
is the Lorentz boost along the z axis with the velocity v then

’ / Dz — Ue(p>
pJ_ =P, pz - (1 - U2)1/2 (216)

where we use the subscript L to denote projections of vectors onto the xy plane.
As follows from this expression, exp(—p 2a®/2h%) as a function of p has
the maximum at p; = 0, p, = p.o = v[(m? +p?)/(1 —v?)]"/? and near the maximum
2.2
a’p Loy 2 2
exp(— ~ erpl——=la + b (p, — p2
p(=—pz) ® eap{— 5oL + 57 (p: — pa0)l}
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where b = a(1 — v?)"/? what represents the effect of the Lorentz contraction. If
mv > h/a (in units where ¢ = 1) then m >> |p.| and p.o ~ mv/(1 — v*)"/2. In
this case the transformed state is semiclassical and the mean value of the momentum
is exactly the classical (i.e. nonquantum) value of the momentum of a particle with
mass m moving along the z axis with the velocity v. However, in the opposite case
when m < h/a the transformed state is not semiclassical since the uncertainty of p,
is of the same order as the mean value of p,.

If the photon mass is exactly zero then the photon cannot have the rest
state. However, even if the photon mass is not exactly zero, it is so small that
the relation m < h/a is certainly satisfied for any realistic value of a. Hence a
semiclassical state for the photon or a particle with a very small mass cannot be
obtained by applying the Lorentz transformation to xo(p) and considering the case
when v is very close to unity. In this case we will describe a semiclassical state by a
wave function which is a generalization of the function (2.4):

ab'/? pla®>  (p. —po)®® i i
x(p,0) = Wexp[— on? e - ﬁpﬂ“m - ﬁ(pz —po)zo]  (2.17)

Here we assume that the vector pg is directed along the z axis and its z component is
po- In the general case the parameters a and b defining the momentum distributions
in the transverse and longitudinal directions, respectively, can be different. In that
case the uncertainty of each transverse component of momentum is i/(av/2) while
the uncertainty of the z component of momentum is i/(byv/2). In view of the above
discussion one might think that, as a consequence of the Lorentz contraction, the
parameter b should be very small. However, the above discussion shows that the
notion of the Lorentz contraction has a physical meaning only if m > h/a while
for the photon the opposite relation takes place. We will see below that in typical
situations the quantity b is large and much greater than a.

As noted in Sec. 2.3, in this chapter we assume that in some situations time
is a good approximate parameter describing evolution. Hence in the relativistic case
evolution is described by the Schrédinger equation with the relativistic Hamiltonian.
Then the dependence of the momentum wave function (2.17) on ¢ is given by

x(p,t) = ewp(—%pct)x(p, 0) (2.18)

where p = |p| and we assume that the particle is ultrarelativistic, i.e. p > m. Since
at different moments of time the wave functions in momentum space differ each other
only by a phase factor, the mean value and uncertainty of each momentum component
do not depend on time. In other words, there is no WPS for the wave function in
momentum space. As noted in Sec. 2.3, the same is true in the nonrelativistic case.

In view of the above discussion, the function ¥(r,t) can be again defined
by Eq. (2.7) where now x(p,t) is defined by Eq. (2.18). If the variable p, in the
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integrand is replaced by py + p, then as follows from Eqs. (2.7,2.17,2.18)

ab'?exp(ipor/h) pia®  pi? i
t) = — _ _ _
w(r’ ) 7T3/4h3/2(27rh)3/2 /6xp{ 2h2 2h2 + hp(r rO)
ict
== [(p- +po)* + p1]"*}d’p (2.19)

We now take into account the fact that in semiclassical approximation the quantity py
should be much greater than the uncertainties of the momentum in the longitudinal
and transversal directions, i.e. py > p, and py > |p.|. Hence with a good accuracy
we can expand the square root in the integrand in powers of |p|/po. Taking into
account the linear and quadratic terms in the square root we get

[(p2 + po)? + P22 =~ po + p. + P2 /2P0 (2.20)

Then the integral over d®p can be calculated as the product of integrals over d?p |
and dp, and the calculation is analogous to that in Eq. (2.8). The result of the
calculation is

ihet 1
P(r,t) = [7r3/4ab1/2(1 + W)]_lexp[ﬁ (por — poct)]
exp[— (s —rou)*(1 = 303) (2= 20— Ct)Q] (2.21)
P e 1 202 '

2
p0a4

This result shows that the wave packet describing an ultrarelativistic par-
ticle (including a photon) is moving along the classical trajectory z(t) = zy+ct, in the
longitudinal direction there is no spreading while in transversal directions spreading
is characterized by the function

K222

t) =a(l
alt) = all + =g

)12 (2.22)
The characteristic time of spreading can be defined as t, = poa®/hc. The fact that
t, — oo in the formal limit &~ — 0 shows that in relativistic case WPS also is a
pure quantum phenomenon (see the end of Sec. 2.3). From the formal point of view
the result for t, is the same as in nonrelativistic theory but m should be replaced
by E/c? where E is the energy of the ultrarelativistic particle. This fact could be
expected since, as noted above, it is reasonable to think that spreading in directions
perpendicular to the particle momentum is similar to that in standard nonrelativistic
quantum mechanics. However, in the ultrarelativistic case spreading takes place only
in this direction. If ¢ > ¢, the transversal width of the packet is a(t) = het/poa.
Hence the speed of spreading in the perpendicular direction is v, = hc/poa.
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2.6 Geometrical optics

The relation between quantum and classical electrodynamics is well-known and is de-
scribed in textbooks (see e.g. Ref. [12]). As already noted, classical electromagnetic
field consists of many photons and in classical electrodynamics the photons are not
described individually. Instead, classical electromagnetic field is described by field
strengths which represent mean characteristics of a large set of photons. For con-
structing the field strengths one can use the photon wave functions x(p,t) or ¥ (r,t)
where F is replaced by Aiw and p is replaced by hk. In this connection it is interesting
to note that since w is a classical quantity used for describing a classical electromag-
netic field, the photon is a pure quantum particle since its energy disappears in the
formal limit A~ — 0. Even this fact shows that the photon cannot be treated as a
classical particle and the effect of WPS for the photon cannot be neglected.

With the above replacements the functions x and ¢ do not contain any
dependence on % (note that the normalization factor #~%2 in y(k,t) will disappear
since the normalization integral for y(k,t) is now over d°k, not d®p). The quantities
w and k are now treated, respectively, as the frequency and the wave vector of the
classical electromagnetic field and the functions x(k, t) and v (r, t) are interpreted not
such that they describe probabilities for a single photon but such that they describe
classical electromagnetic field and E(r,t) and B(r,¢) can be constructed from these
functions as described in textbooks on QED (see e.g. Ref. [12]).

An additional argument in favor of the choice of #(r,t) as the coordi-
nate photon wave function is that in classical electrodynamics the quantities E(r,?)
and B(r,t) for the free field should satisfy the wave equation 9?°E/c*0t* = AE and
analogously for B(r,t). Hence if E(r,t) and B(r,t) are constructed from 1 (r,t) as
described in textbooks (see e.g. Ref. [12]), they will satisfy the wave equation since,
as follows from Egs. (2.7,2.17,2.18), ¥(r,t) also satisfies this equation.

The geometrical optics approximation implies that if ko and rg are the
mean values of the wave vector and the spatial radius vector for a wave packet de-
scribing the electromagnetic wave then the uncertainties Ak and Ar, which are the
mean values of |k — kg| and |r — ry|, respectively, should satisfy the requirements
Ak < |ko| and Ar < |rg|. Analogously, in full analogy with the derivation of Eq.
(2.2), one can show that for each j = 1,2, 3 the uncertainties of the corresponding
projections of the vectors k and r satisfy the requirement Ak;Ar; > 1/2 (see e.g. Ref.
[3]). In particular, an electromagnetic wave satisfies the approximation of geometrical
optics in the greatest possible extent if AkAr is of the order of unity.

The above discussion confirms what has been mentioned in Sec. 2.1 that
the effect of WPS in transverse directions takes place not only in quantum theory
but even in classical electrodynamics. Indeed, since the function ¢ (r,t) satisfies the
classical wave equation, the above consideration can be also treated as an example
showing that even for a free wave packet in classical electrodynamics the WPS effect
1s inevitable. In the language of classical waves the parameters of spreading can be
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characterized by the function a(t) (see Eq. (2.22)) and the quantities ¢, and v, (see
the end of the preceding section) such that in terms of the wave length A\ = 27¢/wy

A2 t? 2ma’ e
m)1/2 t, = Ve = (223)

t: ]-+ bl * T 9 x T 5
alt) = af Ac 21a

The last expression can be treated such that if A < a then the momentum has the
angular uncertainty of the order of a = A/(2ma). This result is natural from the
following consideration. Let the mean value of the momentum be directed along
the z-axis and the uncertainty of the transverse component of the momentum be
Ap,. Then Ap, is of the order of h/a, A = 27h/py and hence « is of the order of
Ap, /po =~ A/(2ma). This is analogous to the well-known result in classical optics that
the best angular resolution of a telescope with the dimension d is of the order of \/d.
Another well-known result of classical optics is that if a wave encounters an obstacle
having the dimension d then the direction of the wave diverges by the angle of the
order of \/d.

The inevitability of WPS for a free wave packet in classical electrodynamics
is obvious from the following consideration. Suppose that a classical wave packet does
not have a definite value of the momentum. Then if a is the initial width of the packet
in directions perpendicular to the mean momentum, one might expect that the width
will grow as a(t) = a + act and for large values of ¢, a(t) = act. As follows from
Eq. (2.23), if £ > t. then indeed a(t) =~ act. In standard quantum theory we have
the same result because the coordinate and momentum wave functions are related to
each other by the same Fourier transform as the coordinate and k distributions in
classical electrodynamics.

The quantity N = b/A shows how many oscillations the oscillating expo-
nent in Eq. (2.21) makes in the region where the wave function or the amplitude of
the classical wave is significantly different from zero. As noted in Sec. 2.2, for the
validity of semiclassical approximation this quantity should be very large. In nonrel-
ativistic quantum mechanics a and b are of the same order and hence the same can
be said about the quantity NV, = a/\. As noted above, in the case of the photon we
don’t know the relation between a and b. In terms of the quantity N, we can rewrite
the expressions for ¢, and v, in Eq. (2.23) as

. C
N 27TNJ_

t,=27NIT, wv, (2.24)
where T is the period of the classical wave. Hence the accuracy of semiclassical
approximation (or the geometrical optics approximation in classical electrodynamics)
increases with the increase of N .

In Ref. [61] the problem of WPS for classical electromagnetic waves has
been discussed in the Fresnel approximation (i.e. in the approximation of geometrical
optics) for a two-dimensional wave packet. Equation (25) of Ref. [61] is a special case
of Eq. (2.20) and the author of Ref. [61] shows that, in his model the wave packet
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spreads out in the direction perpendicular to the group velocity of the packet. As
noted at the end of the preceding section, in the ultrarelativistic case the function
a(t) is given by the same expression as in the nonrelativistic case but m is replaced
by E/c* Hence if the results of the preceding section are reformulated in terms of
classical waves then m should be replaced by fiwy/c® and this fact has been pointed
out in Ref. [61].

2.7 Wave packet width paradox

We now consider the following important question. We assume that a classical wave
packet is a collection of photons. Let a., be the quantity a for the classical packet

and a,), be a typical value of a for the photons. What is the relation between a.; and
aph?

My observation is that physicists answer this question in different ways.
Quantum physicists usually say that in typical situations a,, < aq because ay is
of macroscopic size while in semiclassical approximation the quantity a,, for each
photon can be treated as the size of the region where the photon has been created.
On the other hand, classical physicists usually say that a,, > a, and the motivation
is as follows.

Consider a decomposition of some component of classical electromagnetic

field into the Fourier series:
Aw) = 3 [latp.o)ulp.o)eap(~ipe) +alp,0) ulp. o) eaplipa)ld’p  (225)

where o is the polarization, x and p are the four-vectors such that x = (ct,x) and
p = (|plc, p), the functions a(p, o) are the same for all the components, the functions
u(p, o) depend on the component and * is used to denote the complex conjugation.
Then photons arise as a result of quantization when a(p, o) and a(p,o)* are under-
stood not as usual function but as operators of annihilation and creation of the photon
with the quantum numbers (p, o) and * is now understood as Hermitian conjugation.
Hence the photon is described by a plane wave which has the same magnitude in all
points of the space. In other words, a,, is infinitely large and a finite width of the
classical wave packet arises as a result of interference of different plane waves.

The above definition of the photon has at least the following inconsistency.
If the photon is treated as a particle then its wave function should be normalizable
while the plane wave is not normalizable. In textbooks this problem is often circum-
vented by saying that we consider our system in a finite box. Then the spectrum of
momenta becomes finite and instead of Eq. (2.25) one can write

Alz) =" Z[G(Pja o)u(pj, o)exp(—ip;x) + a(p;, o) u(p;, o) exp(ipjz)]  (2.26)
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where j enumerates the points of the momentum spectrum.

One can now describe quantum electromagnetic field by states in the Fock
space where the vacuum vector @, satisfies the condition a(p;,o)®y = 0, ||Do]| =1
and the operators commute as

la(pi, o%), a(pj, 01)] = la(pi, o)", a(pj, 00)*] = 0,  [a(pi, 0%), a(pj, 01)"] = 0550k
(2.27)

Then any state can be written as

=Y Z (1,01, Pus)a(pr. 1) a(pa, o) @y (2.28)

n=0 01...0n P1,.

Classical states are understood such that although the number of photons
is large, it is much less than the number of possible momenta and in Eq. (2.28) all
the photons have different momenta (this is analogous to the situation in classical
statistics where mean numbers of particles in each state are much less than unity).
Then it is not important whether the operators (a,a*) commute or anticommute.
However, according to the Pauli theorem on the spin-statistics connection [11], they
should commute and this allows the existence of coherent states where many photons
have the same quantum numbers. Such states can be created in lasers and they are
not described by classical electrodynamics. In the next section we consider position
operator for coherent states while in this section we consider only quantum description
of states close to classical.

The next problem is that one should take into account that in standard
theory the photon momentum spectrum is continuous. Then the above construction
can be generalized as follows. The vacuum state ®, satisfies the same conditions
[|®o|| = 1 and a(p, 0)Py = 0 while the operators (a, a*) satisfy the following commu-
tation relations

[a(p, 0)7 a(p/, J/)] = [a(p, U)*’ &(p/> J/)*] =0 [&(p> J)’ (p/ o ) ] =60 ( p/)(SUU’
(2.29)
Then a general quantum state can be written as

U= Z Z/ / X(P1,01, -Pny 0n)a(p1, 01)" - AP, ) *d*p1 - - - d’pr Py

n=0 o1...0n
(2.30)
In the approximation when a classical wave packet is understood as a
collection of independent photons (see the discussion in Sec. 10), the state of this
packet has the form

n

=" e [T [ e onaey. ) dp,)o0 (231)

n=0 7j=1
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where x, is the wave function of the jth photon and intersections of supports of
wave functions of different photons can be neglected. This is an analog of the above
situation with the discrete case where it is assumed that different photons in a classical
wave packet have different momenta. In other words, while the wave function of each
photon can be treated as an interference of plane waves, different photons can interfere
only in coherent states but not in classical wave packets.

We now describe a well-known generalization of the results on IRs of the
Poincare algebra to the description in the Fock space (see e.g. Ref. [37] for details).
If A is an operator in the space of the photon IR then a generalization of this operator
to the case of the Fock space can be constructed as follows. Any operator in the space
of IR can be represented as an integral operator acting on the wave function as

Ax(p,0) = Z/A(p,a, p’,o")x(p',0')d’p’ (2.32)
For example, if Ax(p,0) = Ox(p,o)/0p then A is the integral operator with the
kernel 250 )
P—P
A / / — —(50—0—/
(p,0.p’,0") o

We now require that if the action of the operator A in the space of IR is defined by
Eq. (2.32) then in the case of the Fock space this action is defined as

A=Y / A(p, 0, p', o )a(p, o) a(p', o' ) Ppd®p’ (2.33)

Then it is easy to verify that if A, B and C' are operators in the space of IR satisfying
the commutation relation [A, B] = C then the generalizations of these operators in
the Fock space satisfy the same commutation relation. It is also easy to verify that
the operators generalized to the action in the Fock space in such a way are additive,
i.e. for a system of n photons they are sums of the corresponding single-particle
operators. In particular, the energy of the n-photon system is a sum of the energies
of the photons in the system and analogously for the other representation operators
of the Poincare algebra - momenta, angular momenta and Lorentz boosts.

We are interested in calculating mean values of different combinations of
the momentum operator. Since this operator does not act over spin variables, we will
drop such variables in the (a, a*) operators and in the functions x;. Then the explicit
form of the momentum operator is P = [ pa(p)*a(p)d®p. Since this operator does
not change the number of photons, the mean values can be independently calculated
in each subspace where the number of photons is V.

Suppose that the momentum of each photon is approximately directed
along the z-axis and the quantity po for each photon approximately equals 27h/\.
If Ap, is a typical uncertainty of the transversal component of the momentum for
the photons then a typical value of the angular uncertainty for the photons is a,, =
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Ap, /po = A/ (2ma,). The total momentum of the classical wave packet consisting of
N photons is a sum of the photon momenta: P = le\il p®. Suppose that the mean
value of P is directed along the z-axis and its magnitude P, is such that Py =~ Npy.

The uncertainty of the x component of P is AP, = Fﬁlﬂ where

N N
2=+ Y ppd
i=1 i gsinj=1
Then in the approximation of independent photons (see the remarks after Eq. (2.31))
N N N N
F2=3 "2+ D0 a0 =) - = (el
i=1 i j=1 i=1 i=1

where we have taken into account that P, = Zfil pg) =

As a consequence, if typical values of Apﬁ) have the the same order of
magnitude equal to Ap, then AP, ~ NY2Ap, and the angular divergence of the
classical vave packet is

agq = AP /Py~ Apy /(poN'?) = ayp, /N

Since the classical wave packet is described by the same wave equation as the photon
wave function, its angular divergence can be expressed in terms of the parameters
A and ay such that ay = A/(2may). Hence ay ~ N'2a,, and we conclude that
Gph, < Q.

Note that in this derivation no position operator has been used. Although
the quantities A and a,, have the dimension of length, they are defined only from
considering the photon in momentum space because, as noted in Sec. 1.2, for indi-
vidual photons A is understood only as 27h/pg, a,, defines the width of the photon
momentum wave function (see Eq. (2.17)) and is of the order of /Ap,. As noted in
Secs. 2.3 and 2.5, the momentum distribution does not depend on time and hence the
result a,;, < ay does not depend on time too. If photons in a classical wave packet
could be treated as (almost) pointlike particles then photons do not experience WPS
while the WPS effect for a classical wave packet is a consequence of the fact that
different photons in the packet have different momenta.

However, in standard quantum theory this scenario does not take place for
the following reason. Let ay(t) be the quantity a(t) for the classical wave packet and
apn(t) be a typical value of the quantity a(t) for individual photons. With standard
position operator the quantity a,(t) is interpreted as the spatial width of the photon
coordinate wave function in directions perpendicular to the photon momentum and
this quantity is time dependent. As shown in Secs. 2.5 and 2.6, a(0) = a but if
t > t, then a(t) is inversely proportional to a and the coefficient of proportionality
is the same for the classical wave packet and individual photons (see Eq. (2.23)).
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Hence in standard quantum theory we have a paradox that after some period of time
apn(t) > ay(t) ie. individual photons in a classical wave packet spread out in a
much greater extent than the wave packet as a whole. We call this situation the wave
packet width (WPW) paradox (as noted above, different photons in a classical wave
packet do not interfere with each other). The reason of the paradox is obvious: if
the law that the angular divergence of a wave packet is of the order of A/a is applied
to both, a classical wave packet and photons comprising it then the paradox follows
from the fact that the quantities a for the photons are much less than the quantity
a for the classical wave packet. Note that in classical case the quantity a. does not
have the meaning of #/AP, and X is not equal to 27h/F.

2.8 Wave packet spreading in coherent states

In textbooks on quantum optics the laser emission is described by the following model
(see e.g. Ref. [62]). Consider a set of photons having the same momentum p and
polarization ¢ and, by analogy with the discussion in the preceding section, sup-
pose that the momentum spectrum is discrete. Consider a quantum superposition
U = > cala(p, 0)*]"®o where the coefficients ¢, satisfy the condition that VU is
an eigenstate of the annihilation operator a(p,o). Then the product of the coordi-
nate and momentum uncertainties has the minimum possible value /2 and, as noted
in Sec. 2.2, such a state is called coherent. However, the term coherent is some-
times used meaning that the state is a quantum superposition of many-photon states
[a(p, )" Po.

In the above model it is not taken into account that (in standard theory)
photons emitted by a laser can have only a continuous spectrum of momenta. Mean-
while for the WPS effect the width of the momentum distribution is important. In
this section we consider a generalization of the above model where the fact that pho-
tons have a continuous spectrum of momenta is taken into account. This will make
it possible to consider the WPS effect in coherent states.

In the above formalism coherent states can be defined as follows. We
assume that all the photons in the state Eq. (2.30) have the same polarization.
Hence for describing such states we can drop the quantum number ¢ in wave functions
and a-operators. We also assume that all photons in coherent states have the same
momentum distribution. These conditions can be satisfied by requiring that coherent
states have the form

¥ = el [ x(pla(p)d’p" e, (230

where ¢, are some coefficients. Finally, by analogy with the description of coher-
ent states in standard textbooks on quantum optics one can require that they are
eigenstates of the operator [ a(p)d°p.

The dependence of the state ¥ in Eq. (2.34) on t is V(t) = exp(—iEt/h)V
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where, as follows from Egs. (2.12) and (2.33), the action of the energy operator in
the Fock space is E = [ pca(p)*a(p)d®p. Since exp(iEt/h)Py = Dy, it readily follows
from Eq. (2.29) that

oo

¥(t) =3 ol [ X(p.0alp) B2y (2.35)

n=0

where the relation between x(p,t) and x(p) = x(p,0) is given by Eq. (2.18).

A problem arises how to define the position operator in the Fock space. If
this operator is defined by analogy with the above construction then we get an un-
physical result that each coordinate of the n-photon system as a whole is a sum of the
corresponding coordinates of the photons in the system. This is an additional argu-
ment that the position operator is less fundamental than the representation operators
of the Poincare algebra and its action should be defined from additional considera-
tions. In textbooks on quantum optics the position operator for coherent states is
usually defined by analogy with the position operator in nonrelativistic quantum me-
chanics for the harmonic oscillator problem. The motivation is as follows. If the
energy levels iw(n + 1/2) of the harmonic oscillator are treated as states of n quanta
with the energies hw then the harmonic oscillator problem can be described by the
operators a and a* which are expressed in terms of the one-dimensional position and
momentum operators ¢ and p as a = (wq+1ip)/(2hw)Y? and a* = (wq —ip)/(2hw)/2.
However, as noted above, the model description of coherent states in those textbooks
is one-dimensional because the continuous nature of the momentum spectrum is not
taken into account. In addition, the above results on WPS give indications that the
position operator in standard theory is not consistently defined. For all these rea-
sons a problem arises whether the requirement that the state ¥ in Eq. (2.34) is an
eigenvector of the operator [ a(p)d’p has a physical meaning. In what follows this
requirement will not be used.

In nonrelativistic classical mechanics the radius vector of a system of n
particles as a whole (the radius vector of the center of mass) is defined as R =
(mary + ... + myry,)/(my + ... + my,) and in works on relativistic classical mechanics
it is usually defined as R = (&1(p1)r1 + ... + €,(Pn)rn)/(61(P1) + - + €4(Pn)) Where
€i(pi) = (m? + p2)'/2. Hence if all the particles have the same masses and momenta,
R=(r1+..+1r,)/n

These remarks make it reasonable to define the position operator for co-
herent states as follows. Let x; be the jth component of the position operator in the
space of IR and A;(p, p’) be the kernel of this operator. Then in view of Eq. (2.33)
the action of the operator X; on the state W(¢) in Eq. (2.34) can be defined as

X;0(t) = Z%" / / A;(p7, p)a(p”) a(p')d’p d’p'| / x(p, t)a(p)*d’p]"®, (2.36)

If 7;(t) and x_i(t) are the mean values of the operators x; and 7, respec-
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tively then as follows from the definition of the kernel of the operator x;

Ti(t) = / / x(p, t)* A;(p, p)x(p', t)d’pd’p’

22(t) = / / / x(p", 1) A;(p.p") A;(p, p)x(p'. ) d’pd’p’ d’p’  (2.37)

and in the case of IR the uncertainty of the quantity z; is Ax;(t) = [22(t) —7;(t)?]"/2.
At the same time, if X;(¢) and X_]Q(t) are the mean values of the operators X; and
X7, respectively then
Xj(t) = (W(0), X;¥(t),  XZ(t) = (U(1), X0 (1) (2.38)

and the uncertainty of the quantity X; is AX;(t) = [X_f(t) — X;(t)?]Y2. Our goal is
to express AX;(¢) in terms of T;(t), aj_g(t) and Ax;(t).

If the function x(p,t) is normalized to one (see Eq. (2.5)) then, as follows
from Eq. (2.29), ||[¥(¢)|| =1 if

> nlle, =1 (2.39)
n=0

A direct calculation using Egs. (2.29), (2.36), (2.37) and (2.38) gives

Xi(t)=z5(t) Y nlleal”

oo

X2(t) = (n—Dllea’[t3(t) + (n — 1)z5(¢)°] (2.40)

n=1

It now follows from Eq. (2.39) and the definitions of the quantities Az;(t) and AX;(t)
that

(e}
AX; () = (1= leol)eo*T5(8) + D (n = 1)leal* Ay (¢)? (2.41)

n=1
Equation (2.41) is the key result of this section. It has been derived with-
out using a specific choice of the single photon position operator. The consequence
of this result is as follows. If the main contribution to the state ¥(¢) in Eq. (2.35)
is given by very large values of n then |¢y| is very small and the first term in this
expression can be neglected. Suppose that the main contribution is given by terms
where n is of the order of n. Then, as follows from Eqs. (2.39) and (2.41), AX;(?) is
of the order of Az;(t)/n'/2. This means that for coherent states where the main con-
tribution is given by very large numbers of photons the effect of WPS is pronounced

in a much less extent than for single photons.
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2.9 Experimental consequences of WPS in stan-
dard theory

The problem of explaining the redshift phenomenon has a long history. Different
competing approaches can be divided into two big sets which we call Theory A and
Theory B. In Theory A the redshift has been originally explained as a manifestation
of the Doppler effect but in recent years the cosmological and gravitational redshifts
have been added to the consideration. In this theory the interaction of photons with
the interstellar medium is treated as practically not important, i.e. it is assumed that
with a good accuracy we can treat photons as propagating in the empty space. On
the contrary, in Theory B, which is often called the tired-light theory, the interaction
of photons with the interstellar medium is treated as a main reason for the redshift.
At present the majority of physicists believe that Theory A explains the astronomical
data better than Theory B. Even some physicists working on Theory B acknowledged
that any sort of scattering of light would predict more blurring than is seen (see e.g.
the article " Tired Light” in Wikipedia).

A problem arises whether or not WPS of the photon wave function is
important for explaining the redshift. One might think that this effect is not impor-
tant since a considerable WPS would also blur the images more than what is seen.
However, as shown in the previous discussion, WPS is an inevitable consequence of
standard quantum theory and moreover this effect also exists in classical electrody-
namics. Hence it is not sufficient to just say that a considerable WPS is excluded by
observations. One should try to estimate the importance of WPS and to understand
whether our intuition is correct or not.

As follows from these remarks, in Theory A it is assumed that with a
good accuracy we can treat photons as propagating in the empty space. It is also
reasonable to expect (see the discussion in the next section) that photons from distant
stars practically do not interact with each other. Hence the effect of WPS can be
considered for each photon independently and the results of the preceding sections
make it possible to understand what experimental consequences of WPS are.

A question arises what can be said about characteristics of photons coming
to Earth from distance objects. Since wave lengths of such photons are typically much
less than characteristic dimensions of obstacles one might think that the radiation of
stars can be described in the geometrical optics approximation. As discussed in
Sec. 2.6, this approximation is similar to semiclassical approximation in quantum
theory. This poses a question whether this radiation can be approximately treated
as a collection of photons moving along classical trajectories.

Consider, for example, the Lyman transition 2P — 15 in the hydrogen
atom on the Sun. In this case the mean energy of the photon is £y = 10.2eV, its wave
length is A = 121.6nm and the lifetime is 7 = 1.6-107%s. The phrase that the lifetime
is 7 is interpreted such that the uncertainty of the energy is i/7, the uncertainty
of the longitudinal momentum is h/cT and b is of the order of ¢ ~ 0.48m. In this
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case the photon has a very narrow energy distribution since the mean value of the
momentum py = FEy/c satisfies the condition pgb > h. At the same time, since the
orbital angular momentum of the photon is a small quantity, the direction of the
photon momentum cannot be semiclassical. Qualitative features of such situations
can be described by the following model.

Suppose that the photon momentum wave function is spherically symmet-
ric and has the form

1 7
X(p) = Cexpl=5(p = po)°b" — =pro] (2.42)
where C' is a constant, and p is the magnitude of the momentum. Then the main
contribution to the normalization integral is given by the region of p where |p — po|
is of the order of h/b and in this approximation the integration over p can be taken
from —oo to 0o. As a result, the function normalized to one has the form

bi/2 1

1
273/4p, exp[—ﬁ

(p — ]30)252 — =T (2.43)

x(p) = -

The dependence of this function on ¢ is x(p,t) = exp(—iE(p)t/h)x(p) where E(p) =
pc. Hence

b/? 1 0o
x(p,t) = mewp[—Q—hg(p = P0)°b" = = pro(t)] (2.44)
where ry(t) = 1o + ct.
The coordinate wave function is
1 ipr
Y(r,t) = (2xh)i2 /X(pa t)e®P /" dPp (2.45)

Since x(p,t) is spherically symmetric it is convenient to decompose /" as a sum
of spherical harmonics and take into account that only the term corresponding to
[ = 0 contributes to the integral. This term is jo(pr/h) = sin(pr/h)/(pr/h). Then
the integral can be again taken from —oo to co and the result is

(r —ro(t))? 4 ipo(r —ro(t))] (2.46)

V) = S e o n

We assume that 7o(¢) > b and hence the term with exp[—(r + 70())?/2b?] can be
neglected and r in the denominator can be replaced by r¢(t). As follows from the
above results, the mean value of r is ro(t). If A is defined as A = 27h/py then
the requirement that pob > h implies that b > A. The conditions pob/h > 1 and
ro(t) > b imply that the radial part of the photon state is semiclassical while the
angular part is obviously strongly nonclassical.

Suppose that we want to detect the photon inside the volume V where
the coordinates are x € [—d,,d,|, y € [—dy, d,], z € [ro(t) — d.,ro(t) + d.]. Let g(r)
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be the characteristic function of V', i.e. g(r) =1 when r € V and g(r) = 0 otherwise.
Let P be the projector acting on wave functions as Py (r) = ¢g(r)y(r). Then

(r=ro(t)* + ipo(r — ro(t))] (2.47)

P = e el g+

203/,
Assume that 7o(t) > d,,d,. Then r — ro(t) = z — ro(t) + (2% + y?)/2ro(t). We also
assume that 7o(t) is so large then 7o(t)\ > (d} + d). Then

(z = ro(1))?

Py(r,t) ~ mg(r)ew[—T + %po(z —7o(t))] (2.48)

We also assume that d, > b. Then a simple calculation shows that

1Pl = e (2.49)

where S = 4d,d, is the area of the cross section of V' by the plane z = r¢(t). The
meaning of Eq. (2.49) is obvious: ||P(r,t)||* is the ratio of the cross section to the
area of the sphere with the radius ro(t).

Let us now calculate the momentum distribution in the function Pu(r,t).
This distribution is defined as

W) = s [ [Pt ™y (2.50)
As follows from Eq. (2.47)
X(p) = A(t)e:vp[—%(pz — p0)0°}jo (Pad /1) jo(pydy /1) (2.51)

where A(t) is a function of ¢. This result is similar to the well-known result in optics
that the best angular resolution is of the order of A/d where d is the dimension of
the optical device (see e.g. textbooks [62]). As noted in Sec. 2.1 the reason of the
similarity is that in quantum theory the coordinate and momentum representations
are related to each other by the Fourier transform by analogy with classical electro-
dynamics. Note also that since the fall off of the function jy(x) = sinz/x is not rapid
enough when z increases, in the case when many photons are detected, a considerable
part of them might be detected in the angular range much greater than \/d.

Let L be the distance to a pointlike source of spherically symmetric pho-
tons. From geometrical consideration one might expect that photons from this source
will be detected in the angular range of the order of d/L. This quantity does not
depend on A while the quantity A/d does not depend on L. Therefore the result
given by Eq. (2.51) is counterintuitive. It is shown in Sec. 2.13 that, in contrast to
the standard result A/d obtained with the Fourier transform, our position operator
indeed predicts the angular resolution of the order of d/L.
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If R is the radius of a star then one might expect that the star will be
visible in the angular range (R + d)/L ~ R/L. Hence the standard result predicts
that if A\/d > R/L then the image of the star will be blurred. The experimental
verification of this prediction is problematic since the quantities R/L are very small
and at present star radii cannot be measured directly. Conclusions about them are
made from the data on luminosity and temperature assuming that the major part of
the radiation from stars comes not from transitions between atomic levels but from
processes which can be approximately described as a blackbody radiation.

A theoretical model describing blackbody radiation (see e.g. Ref. [63]) is
such that photons are treated as an ideal Bose gas weakly interacting with matter
and such that typical photon energies are not close to energies of absorption lines
for that matter (hence the energy spectrum of photons is almost continuous). It
is also assumed that the photons are distributed over states with definite values
of momenta. With these assumptions one can derive the famous Planck formula
for the spectral distribution of the blackbody radiation (this formula is treated as
marking the beginning of quantum theory). When the photons leave the black body,
their distribution in the phase space can be described by the Liouville theorem; in
particular it implies that the photons are moving along classical trajectories.

Although the blackbody model is not ideal, numerous experimental data
indicate that it works with a good accuracy. One of the arguments that the major
part of the radiation consists of semiclassical photons is that the data on deflection
of light by the Sun are described in the eikonal approximation which shows that
the light from stars consists mainly of photons approximately moving along classical
trajectories.

If we accept those arguments that the main part of photons emitted by
stars can be qualitatively described in the formalism considered in Sec. 2.5. In that
case we cannot estimate the quantity b as above and it is not clear what criteria can
be used for estimating the quantity a.

The estimation a ~ b ~ 0.48m seems to be very favorable since one might
expect that the value of a is of atomic size, i.e. much less than 0.48m. With this
estimation for yellow light (with A = 580nm) N, = a/\ ~ 8-10°. So the value of N
is rather large and in view of Eq. (2.24) one might think that the effect of spreading
is not important. However, this is not the case because, as follows from Eq. (2.24),
t, = 0.008s. Since the distance between the Sun and the Earth is approximately
t = 8 light minutes and this time is much greater than ¢,, the value of a(t) (which
can be called the half-width of the wave packet) when the packet arrives to the Earth
is vt =~ 28km. In this case standard geometrical interpretation obviously does not
apply. In addition, if we assume that the initial value of a is of the order of several wave
lengths then the value of N, is much less and the width of the wave packet coming to
the Earth is much greater. An analogous estimation shows that even in the favorable
scenario the half-width of the wave packet coming to the Earth from Sirius will be
approximately equal to 15 - 10%km but in less favorable situations the half-width will
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be much greater. Hence we come to the conclusion that even in favorable scenarios
the assumption that photons are moving along classical trajectories does not apply
and a problem arises whether or not this situation is in agreement with experiment.

For illustration we consider the following example. Let the Earth be at
point A and the center of Sirius be at point B. Suppose for simplicity that the Earth is
a pointlike particle. Suppose that Sirius emitted a photon such that its wave function
in momentum space has a narrow distribution around the mean value directed not
along BA but along BC such that the angle between BA and BC is a. As noted
in Sec. 2.5, there is no WPS in momentum space but, as follows from Eq. (2.23),
the function a(t) defining the mean value of the radius of the coordinate photon
wave function in perpendicular directions is a rapidly growing function of . Let us
assume for simplicity that o < 1. Then if L is the length of AB, the distance from
A to BC is approximately d = La. So if this photon is treated as a point moving
along the classical trajectory then the observer on the Earth will not see the photon.
Let us now take into account the effect of WPS in directions perpendicular to the
photon momentum. The front of the photon wave function passes the Earth when
t ~ t; = L/c. As follows from Eq. (2.23) and the definition of the quantity N, ,
if ¢4 > t, then a(ty) = L/(2rN1). If a(ty) is of the order of d or greater and we
look in the direction AD such that AD is antiparallel to BC then there is a nonzero
probability that we will detect this photon. So we can see photons coming from Sirius
in the angular range which is of the order of a(t;)/L. If R is the radius of Sirius and
a(ty) is of the order of R or greater, the image of Sirius will be blurred. As noted
above, a very optimistic estimation of a(t;) is 15 - 10%m. However, one can expect
that a more realistic value of N, is not so large and then the estimation of a(t;) gives
a much greater value. Since R = 1.1-10%km this means that the image of Sirius will
be extremely blurred. Moreover, in the above angular range we can detect photons
emitted not only by Sirius but also by other objects. Since the distance to Sirius is
“only” 8.6 light years, for the majority of stars the effect of WPS will be pronounced
even to a much greater extent. So if WPS is considerable then we will see not separate
stars but an almost continuous background from many objects.

In the case of planets it is believed that we see a light reflected according
to the laws of geometrical optics. Therefore photons of this light are in wave packet
states and WPS for them can be estimated by using Eq. (2.23). The effect of blurring
depends on the relation between the radii of planets and the corresponding quantities
a(t;) = L/(2rNy). Then it is obvious that if N, is not very large then even the
images of planets will be blurred.

In the infrared and radio astronomy wave lengths are much greater than
in the optical region but typical values of a,), are expected to be much greater. As
a consequence, predictions of standard quantum theory on blurring of astronomical
images are expected to be qualitatively the same as in the optical region.

In the case of gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) wave lengths are much less than
in the optical region but this is outweighed by the facts that, according to the present
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understanding of the GRB phenomenon (see e.g. Ref. [64]), gamma quanta created
in GRBs typically travel to Earth for billions of years and typical values of a,, are
expected to be much less than in the optical region. The location of sources of
GBRs are determined with a good accuracy and the data can be explained only
assuming that the gamma quanta are focused into narrow jets (i.e. GRBs are not
spherically symmetric) which are observable when Earth lies along the path of those
jets. However, in view of the above discussion, the results on WPS predicted by
standard quantum theory are fully incompatible with the data on GRBs.

A striking example illustrating the problem with the WPS effect follows.
The phenomenon of the relic (CMB) radiation is treated as a case where the approxi-
mation of the blackbody radiation works with a very high accuracy. As noted above,
photons emitted in this radiation are treated as moving along classical trajectories
i.e. that they are in wave packet states. Since their wave lengths are much greater
than wave lengths in the optical region and the time of their travel to Earth is several
billions of years, the quantity a(t;) should be so large that no anisotropy of CMB
should be observable. Meanwhile the anisotropy is observable and in the literature
different mechanisms of the anisotropy are discussed (see e.g. Ref. [65]). However,
the effect of WPS is not discussed.

On the other hand, the effect of WPS is important only if a particle travels
a rather long distance. Hence one might expect that in experiments on the Earth this
effect is negligible. Indeed, one might expect that in typical experiments on the Earth
the quantity ¢; is so small that a(t1) is much less than the size of any macroscopic
source of light. However, a conclusion that the effect of WPS is negligible for any
experiment on the Earth might be premature.

As an example, consider the case of protons in the LHC accelerator. Ac-
cording to Ref. [66], protons in the LHC ring injected at the energy F = 450GeV
should be accelerated to the energy £/ = 7T'eV within one minute during which the
protons will turn around the 27km ring approximately 674729 times. Hence the length
of the proton path is of the order of 18-10°%6m. The protons cannot be treated as free
particles since they are accelerated by strong magnets. A problem of how the width
of the proton wave function behaves in the presence of strong electromagnetic field
is very complicated and the solution of the problem is not known yet. It is always
assumed that the WPS effect for the protons can be neglected. We will consider a
model problem of the WPS for a free proton which moves for ¢t; = 1min with the
energy in the range [0.45, 7|TeV .

In nuclear physics the size of the proton is usually assumed to be a quantity
of the order of 107!3¢m. Therefore for estimations we take a = 1073¢m. Then the
quantity ¢, defined after Eq. (2.22) is not greater than 1075, i.e. ¢, < t;. Hence, as
follows from Eq. (2.22), the quantity a(t;) is of the order of 500km if £ = 7TeV and
in the case when F = 450GeV this quantity is by a factor of 7/0.45 ~ 15.6 greater.
This fully unrealistic result cannot be treated as a paradox since, as noted above, the
protons in the LHC ring are not free. Nevertheless it shows that a problem of what
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standard theory predicts on the width of proton wave functions in the LHC ring is
far from being obvious.

Consider now WPS effects for radio wave photons. In radiolocation it is
important that a beam from a directional antenna has a narrow angular distribution
and a narrow distribution of wave lengths. Hence photons from the beam can be
treated as (approximately) moving along classical trajectories. This makes it possible
to communicate even with very distant space probes. For this purpose a set of radio
telescopes can be used but for simplicity we consider a model where signals from a
space probe are received by one radio telescope having the diameter D of the dish.

The Cassini spacecraft can transmit to Earth at three radio wavelengths:
14cm, 4ecm and lem [67]. A radio telescope on Earth can determine the position of
Cassini with a good accuracy if it detects photons having momenta in the angular
range of the order of D/L where L is the distance to Cassini. The main idea of using
a system of radiotelescopes is to increase the effective value of D. As a consequence
of the fact that the radio signal sent from Cassini has an angular divergence which is
much greater than D/L, only a small part of photons in the signal can be detected.

Consider first the problem on classical level. For the quantity a = a4 we
take the value of 1m which is of the order of the radius of the Cassini antenna. If
a = N\/(2ra) and L(t) is the length of the classical path then, as follows from Eq.
(2.23), au(t) ~ L(t)a. As a result, even for A = lem we have ay(t) ~ 1.6 - 10°km.
Hence if the photons in the beam are treated as (approximately) pointlike particles,
one might expect that only a [D/aq(t)]* part of the photons can be detected.

Consider now the problem on quantum level. The condition ¢ > t, is
satisfied for both, the classical and quantum problems. Then, as follows from Eq.
(2.23), apn(t) = aa(t)ac/am, ie. the quantity a,,(t) is typically greater than aq(t)
and in Sec. 2.7 this effect is called the WPW paradox. The fact that only photons
in the angular range D /L can be detected can be described by projecting the states
X = x(p,t) (see Egs. (2.17), and (2.18)) onto the states x; = Px where xi(p,t) =
p(p)x(p,t) and the form factor p(p) is significant only if p is in the needed angular
range. We choose p(p) = exp(—p2a?/2h*) where a; is of the order of AL/(pyD).
Since a; > app, it follows from Eqgs. (2.17), and (2.18) that ||Px||* = (apn/a1)?.
Then, as follows from Eq. (2.23), (a,n/a1)? is of the order of [D/a,n(t)]* as expected
and this quantity is typically much less than [D/a.(t)]*. Hence the WPW paradox
would make communications with space probes much more difficult.

Consider now the effect called Shapiro time delay. The meaning of the
effect is as follows. An antenna on Earth sends a signal to Mercury, Venus or an
interplanetary space probe and receives the reflected signal. If the path of the signal
nearly grazes the Sun then the gravitational influence of the Sun deflects the path
from a straight line. As a result, the path becomes longer by S ~ 75km and the
signals arrive with a delay S/c ~ 250us. This effect is treated as the fourth test of
GR and its theoretical consideration is based only on classical geometry. In particular,
it is assumed that the radio signal is moving along the classical trajectory.
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However, in standard quantum theory the length of the path has an un-
certainty which can be defined as follows. As a consequence of WPS, the uncertainty
of the path is

AL(t) = [L(t)* + a(t)’]? — L(t) = a(t)?/2L(t) = L(t)a*/2

In contrast to the previous example, this quantity is quadratic in o and one might
think that it can be neglected. However, this is not the case. For example, in the first
experiment on measuring the Shapiro delay [68] signals with the frequency 8 GHz were
sent by the MIT Haystack radar antenna [69] having the diameter 37m. If we take
for a,;, a very favorable value which equals the radius of the antenna then o? ~ 1077,
As a result, when the signal is sent to Venus, AL(t) ~ 25km but since a,, is typically
much less than a. then in view of the WPW paradox the value of AL(t) will be
much greater. However, even the result 25km is incompatible with the fact that the
accuracy of the experiment was of the order of 5%.

In classical consideration the Shapiro delay is defined by the parameter
~v which depends on the theory and in GR v = 1. At present the available ex-
perimental data are treated such that the best test of v has been performed in
measuring the Shapiro delay when signals from the DSS-25 antenna [70] with the
frequencies 7.175GHz and 34.136GHz were sent to the Cassini spacecraft when it
was TAU away from the Earth. The results of the experiment are treated such that
v—1=(2.1£2.3)-107° [71]. For estimating the quantity AL(t) in this case we take a
favorable scenario when the frequency is 34.136GHz and a,, equals the radius of the
DSS-25 antenna which is 17m. Then o ~ 81075 and AL(t) ~ 6.7km but in view of
the WPW effect this quantity will be much greater. This is obviously incompatible
with the fact that the accuracy of computing ~ is of the order of 1075,

Our last example is as follows. The astronomical objects called pulsars are
treated such that they are neutron stars with radii much less than radii of ordinary
stars. Therefore if mechanisms of pulsar electromagnetic radiation were the same as
for ordinary stars then the pulsars would not be visible. The fact that pulsars are
visible is explained as a consequence of the fact that they emit beams of light which
can only be seen when the light is pointed in the direction of the observer with some
periods which are treated as periods of rotation of the neutron stars. In popular
literature this is compared with the light of a lighthouse. However, by analogy with
the case of a signal sent from Cassini, only a small part of photons in the beam can
reach the Earth. At present the pulsars have been observed in different regions of the
electromagnetic spectrum but the first pulsar called PSR B1919+4-21 was discovered
in 1967 as a radio wave radiation with A ~ 3.7m [72]. This pulsar is treated as
the neutron star with the radius R = 0.97km and the distance from the pulsar to
Earth is 2283 light years. If for estimating a.(t) we assume that ay = R then we
get o~ 6-107* and ay(t) ~ 1.3ly ~ 12 - 10*?km. Such an extremely large value of
spreading poses a problem whether even predictions of classical electrodynamics are
compatible with the fact that pulsars are observable. However, in view of the WPW
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paradox, the value of a,,(t) will be even much greater and no observation of pulsars
would be possible.

Our conclusion is that we have several fundamental paradoxes posing a
problem whether predictions of standard quantum theory for the WPS effect are
correct.

2.10 Discussion: is it possible to avoid the WPS
paradoxes in standard theory?

As shown in the preceding section, if one assumes that photons coming to Earth do
not interact with the interstellar or interplanetary medium and with each other then a
standard treatment of the WPS effect contradicts the facts that there is no blurring of
astronomical images, communication with space probes is possible, the Shapiro delay
can be explained in classical theory and GRBs and pulsars are observable. Hence a
question arises whether this assumption is legitimate.

As shown in textbooks on quantum optics (see e.g. Ref. [62] and references
therein)) quantum states describing the laser emission are strongly coherent and the
approximation of independent photons is not legitimate. As shown in Sec. 2.8, the
WPS effect in coherent states is pronounced in a much less extent than for individual
photons. However, laser emission can be created only at very special conditions when
energy levels are inverted, the emission is amplified in the laser cavity etc. At the
same time, the main part of the radiation emitted by stars is understood such that it
can be approximately described as the blackbody radiation and in addition a part of
the radiation consists of photons emitted from different atomic energy levels. In that
case the emission of photons is spontaneous rather than induced and one might think
that the photons can be treated independently. Several authors (see e.g. Ref. [73]
and references therein) discussed a possibility that at some conditions the inverted
population and amplification of radiation in stellar atmospheres might occur and so
a part of the radiation can be induced. This problem is now under investigation.
Hence we adopt a standard assumption that a main part of the radiation from stars
is spontaneous. In addition, there is no reason to think that radiation of GRBs, radio
antennas, space probes or pulsars is laser like.

The next question is whether the interaction of photons in the above phe-
nomena is important or not. As explained in standard textbooks on QED (see e.g.
Ref. [12]), the photon-photon interaction can go only via intermediate creation of
virtual electron-positron or quark-antiquark pairs. If w is the photon frequency, m
is the mass of the charged particle in the intermediate state and e is the electric
charge of this particle then in the case when hiw < mc? the total cross section of the
photon-photon interaction is [12]

56 139 e, hw

— T UYL N6 2.52
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For photons of visible light the quantities fiw/(mc?) and o are very small and for radio
waves they are even smaller by several orders of magnitude. At present the effect of
the direct photon-photon interaction has not been detected, and experiments with
strong laser fields were only able to determine the upper limit of the cross section
[74].

The problem of WPS in the ultrarelativistic case has been discussed in a
wide literature. As already noted, in Ref. [61] the effect of WPS has been discussed in
the Fresnel approximation for a two-dimensional model and the author shows that in
the direction perpendicular to the group velocity of the wave spreading is important.
He considers WPS in the framework of classical electrodynamics. We believe that
considering this effect from quantum point of view is even simpler since the photon
wave function satisfies the relativistic Schrédinger equation which is linear in 9/0t.
As noted in Sec. 2.6, this function also satisfies the wave equation but it is simpler
to consider an equation linear in 9/0t than that quadratic in 0/9t. However, in
classical theory there is no such an object as the photon wave function and hence
one has to solve either a system of Maxwell equations or the wave equation. There
is also a number of works where the authors consider WPS in view of propagation of
classical waves in a medium such that dissipation is important (see e.g. Ref. [75]).
In Ref. [76] the effect of WPS has been discussed in view of a possible existence of
superluminal neutrinos. The authors consider only the dynamics of the wave packet
in the longitudinal direction in the framework of the Dirac equation. They conclude
that wave packets describing ultrarelativistic fermions do not experience WPS in this
direction. However, the authors do not consider WPS in perpendicular directions.

In view of the above discussion, standard treatment of WPS leads to sev-
eral fundamental paradoxes of modern theory. To the best of our knowledge, those
paradoxes have never been discussed in the literature. For resolving the paradoxes
one could discuss several possibilities. One of them might be such that the interac-
tion of light with the interstellar or interplanetary medium cannot be neglected. On
quantum level a process of propagation of photons in the medium is rather compli-
cated because several mechanisms of propagation should be taken into account. For
example, a possible process is such that a photon can be absorbed by an atom and
reemitted. This process makes it clear why the speed of light in the medium is less
than c¢: because the atom which absorbed the photon is in an excited state for some
time before reemitting the photon. However, this process is also important from the
following point of view: even if the coordinate photon wave function had a large width
before absorption, as a consequence of the collapse of the wave function, the wave
function of the emitted photon will have in general much smaller dimensions since
after detection the width is defined only by parameters of the corresponding detector.
If the photon encounters many atoms on its way, this process does not allow the
photon wave function to spread out significantly. Analogous remarks can be made
about other processes, for example about rescattering of photons on large groups of
atoms, rescattering on elementary particles if they are present in the medium etc.
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However, such processes have been discussed in Theory B and, as noted in Sec. 2.9,
they probably result in more blurring than is seen.

The interaction of photons with the interstellar or interplanetary medium
might also be important in view of hypotheses that the density of the medium is much
greater than usually believed. Among the most popular scenarios are dark energy,
dark matter etc. As shown in our papers (see e.g. Refs. [17, 18, 77]) and in Sec. 3.6),
the phenomenon of the cosmological acceleration can be easily and naturally explained
from first principles of quantum theory without involving dark energy, empty space-
background and other artificial notions. However, the other scenarios seem to be
more realistic and one might expect that they will be intensively investigated. A
rather hypothetical possibility is that the propagation of photons in the medium has
something in common with the induced emission when a photon induces emission
of other photons in practically the same direction. In other words, the interstellar
medium amplifies the emission as a laser. This possibility seems to be not realistic
since it is not clear why the energy levels in the medium might be inverted.

We conclude that at present in standard theory there are no realistic sce-
narios which can explain the WPS paradoxes. In the remaining part of the chapter
we propose a solution of the problem proceeding from a consistent definition of the
position operator.

2.11 Consistent construction of position operator

The above results give grounds to think that the reason of the paradoxes which
follow from the behavior of the coordinate photon wave function in perpendicular
directions is that standard definition of the position operator in those directions does
not correspond to realistic measurements of coordinates. Before discussing a consis-
tent construction, let us make the following remark. On elementary level students
treat the mass m and the velocity v as primary quantities such that the momentum
is mv and the kinetic energy is mv?/2. However, from the point of view of Special
Relativity, the primary quantities are the momentum p and the total energy E and
then the mass and velocity are defined as m*c* = E? — p?c® and v = pc?/E, re-
spectively. This example has the following analogy. In standard quantum theory the
primary operators are the position and momentum operators and the orbital angular
momentum operator is defined as their cross product. However, the operators P and
L are consistently defined as representation operators of the Poincare algebra while
the definition of the position operator is a problem. Hence a question arises whether
the position operator can be defined in terms of P and L.

One might seek the position operator such that on classical level the re-
lation r x p = L will take place. Note that on quantum level this relation is not
necessary. Indeed, the very fact that some elementary particles have a half-integer
spin shows that the total angular momentum for those particles does not have the or-
bital nature but on classical level the angular momentum can be always represented
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as a cross product of the radius-vector and standard momentum. However, if the
values of p and L are known and p # 0 then the requirement that r x p = L does
not define r uniquely. One can define parallel and perpendicular components of r as
r =7 p/p+r. where p = |p|. Then the relation r x p = L defines uniquely only r, .
Namely, as follows from this relation, r; = (p x L)/p?>. On quantum level r; should
be replaced by a selfadjoint operator R, defined as

h h ih
Rij= 2—p26jkl(pkLl + Lipi) = Fejklpk[fl - ij
0 h 0 ih
—ih L il g W, 2.53
“op, P ope T (2.53)

where eji; is the absolutely antisymmetric tensor, ej2s = 1, a sum over repeated
indices is assumed and we assume that if L is given by Eq. (2.12) then the orbital
momentum is AL.

We define the operators F and G such that R, = AF/p and G is the
operator of multiplication by the unit vector n = p/p. A direct calculation shows
that these operators satisfy the following relations:

[Lj, Fk] = i@jle}, [Lj, Gk] = i@jle’l, G2 = 1, F2 = L2 + 1
G, G] =0, [F}, Fy| = —tejuly,  eju{Fr, Gi} =2L;
LG=GL—-LF=FL-0, FG=_-GF—i (2.54)

The first two relations show that F and G are the vector operators as expected. The
result for the anticommutator shows that on classical level F x G = L and the last
two relations show that on classical level the operators in the triplet (F,G,L) are
mutually orthogonal.

Note that if the momentum distribution is narrow and such that the mean
value of the momentum is directed along the z axis then it does not mean that on
the operator level the z component of the operator R, should be zero. The matter
is that the direction of the momentum does not have a definite value. One might
expect that only the mean value of the operator R, will be zero or very small.

In addition, an immediate consequence of the definition (2.53) follows:
Since the momentum and angular momentum operators commute with the Hamil-
tonian, the distribution of all the components of r| does not depend on time. In
particular, there is no WPS in directions defined by R . This is also clear from the
fact that R, = hF/p where the operator F acts only over angular variables and the
Hamiltonian depends only on p. On classical level the conservation of R, is obvious
since it is defined by the conserving quantities p and L. It is also obvious that since
a free particle is moving along a straight line, a vector from the origin perpendicular
to this line does not change with time.

The above definition of the perpendicular component of the position op-
erator is well substantiated since on classical level the relation r x p = L has been
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verified in numerous experiments. However, this relation does not make it possible
to define the parallel component of the position operator and a problem arises what
physical arguments should be used for that purpose.

A direct calculation shows that if 9/0p is written in terms of p and angular
variables then

.0
Zh% = GRH + R, (2.55)

where the operator R, acts only over the variable p:

0o 1
R =ih(z + -) 2.56
=gt (2.56)
The correction 1/p is related to the fact that the operator R, is Hermitian since in
variables (p,n) the scalar product is given by

(oo x1) = / x2(p. 1) X1 (p, m)pPdpdo (2.57)

where do is the element of the solid angle.
While the components of standard position operator commute with each
other, the operators R and R | satisfy the following commutation relation:

ih ih?
R, R.] = —;RL, Ri;, Rkl = —?ejkl[zz (2.58)

An immediate consequence of these relation follows: Since the operator R and differ-
ent components of R do not commute with each other, the corresponding quantities
cannot be simultaneously measured and hence there is no wave function 1 (r,rL) in
coordinate representation.

In standard theory —Ah%(0/0p)? is the operator of the quantity r2. As
follows from Eq. (2.54), the two terms in Eq. (2.55) are not strictly orthogonal and
on the operator level —h*(0/0p)? # Rii+R%. A direct calculation using Egs. (2.54)
and (2.55) gives

2 2 2 2 2
(9_2:8_+22_L_7 —hQa—:Rﬁ+Ri—h— (2.59)
op* Op* pop p? op? p?
in agreement with the expression for the Laplacian in spherical coordinates. In semi-
classical approximation, (h%/p?) < R? since the eigenvalues of L2 are [(I + 1), in
semiclassical states [ > 1 and, as follows from Eq. (2.54), R? = [R*(I*> +1+1)/p?.

As follows from Eq. (2.58), [R,p] = —ih, i.e. in the longitudinal direction
the commutation relation between the coordinate and momentum is the same as in
standard theory. One can also calculate the commutators between the different com-
ponents of R and p. Those commutators are not given by such simple expressions
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as in standard theory but it is easy to see that all of them are of the order of h as it
should be.

Equation (2.55) can be treated as an implementation of the relation r =
rp/|p|+r. on quantum level. As argued in Secs. 2.1 and 2.2, the standard position
operator th0/0dp; in the direction j is not consistently defined if p; is not sufficiently
large. One might think however that since the operator R contains ihd/0p, it is
defined consistently if the magnitude of the momentum is sufficiently large.

In summary, we propose to define the position operator not by the set
(ihd/0py,ihd/Opy,ihd/dp.) but by the operators R and R . Those operators are
defined from different considerations. As noted above, the definition of R is based
on solid physical facts while the definition of R, is expected to be more consistent
than the definition of standard position operator. However, this does not guarantee
that the operator R is consistently defined in all situations. As argued in Sec. 5.3,
in a quantum theory over a Galois field an analogous definition is not consistent for
macroscopic bodies (even if p is large) since in that case semiclassical approximation
is not valid. In the remaining part of the chapter we assume that for elementary
particles the above definition of R, is consistent in situations when semiclassical
approximation applies.

One might pose the following question. What is the reason to work with
the parallel and perpendicular components of the position operator separately if,
according to Eq. (2.55), their sum is the standard position operator? The explanation
follows.

In quantum theory every physical quantity corresponds to a selfadjoint
operator but the theory does not define explicitly how a quantity corresponding to a
specific operator should be measured. There is no guaranty that for each selfadjoint
operator there exists a physical quantity which can be measured in real experiments.

Suppose that there are three physical quantities corresponding to the self-
adjoint operators A, B and C such that A+ B = C. Then in each state the mean
values of the operators are related as A+ B = C but in situations when the operators
A and B do not commute with each other there is no direct relation between the dis-
tributions of the physical quantities corresponding to the operators A, B and C. For
example, in situations when the physical quantities corresponding to the operators
A and B are semiclassical and can be measured with a good accuracy, there is no
guaranty that the physical quantity corresponding to the operator C' can be measured
in real measurements. As an example, the physical meaning of the quantity corre-
sponding to the operator L, + L, is problematic. Another example is the situation
with WPS in directions perpendicular to the particle momentum. Indeed, as noted
above, the physical quantity corresponding to the operator R, does not experience
WPS and, as shown in Sec. 2.13, in the case of ultrarelativistic particles there is no
WPS in the parallel direction as well. However, standard position operator is a sum of
noncommuting operators corresponding to well defined physical quantities and, as a
consequence, there are situations when standard position operator defines a quantity
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which cannot be measured in real experiments.

2.12 New position operator and semiclassical
states

As noted in Sec. 2.2, in standard theory states are treated as semiclassical
in greatest possible extent if Ar;Ap; = h/2 for each j and such states are called
coherent. The existence of coherent states in standard theory is a consequence of
commutation relations [p;,ry] = —ihd;;. Since in our approach there are no such
relations, a problem arises how to construct states in which all physical quantities p,
||, m and r; are semiclassical.

One of the ways to prove this is to calculate the mean values and uncer-
tainties of the operator R and all the components of the operator R, in the state
defined by Eq. (2.17). The calculation is not simple since it involves three-dimensional
integrals with Gaussian functions divided by p?. The result is that these operators
are semiclassical in the state (2.17) if pg > h/b, po > h/a and ry, has the same order
of magnitude as rg, and ro,.

However, a more natural approach is as follows. Since R, = hF/p, the
operator F acts only over the angular variable n and R acts only over the variable
p, it is convenient to work in the representation where the Hilbert space is the space
of functions x(p, [, i) such that the scalar product is

(X2 Xx1) = Y /OOO x2(p. L, 1) xa(p, L, p)dp (2.60)

and [ and p are the orbital and magnetic quantum numbers, respectively, i.e.

L°Xx(p, L) =1L+ 1)x(p, L), Laox(p, 1, 1) = px(p L, p) (2.61)

The operator L in this space does not act over the variable p and the
action of the remaining components is given by

Lix(lp) = () (1= X p=1), Lox(l,p) = [(I=p) (140X (1 pt 1)
62

where the & components of vectors are defined such that L, = Ly + L_, L, =
—i(Ly — L_).
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A direct calculation shows that, as a consequence of Eq. (2.53)

i+ p)(+p—1)
Fix(op) = =5 (2l =1)(20 +1)
i (U4 2= ) (41— p)
S arnaray ) G DAL= 1)
P (l=p)(l—p—1)
Foxtbm =G y@
i (24 p)(+ 1+ p)
5[ (21 +1)(21 + 3)
Fx(l,p) = [(;ll iéé;;ui)]l/?zx(l—l,u)
(1= +1+p)
(20 +1)(20 +3)

Pl =1,p—=1)

]1/2l (l - ]_,,LL + 1)

M2+ D)x(I+1, p+ 1)

—i Y214 1)x(L+ 1, 1) (2.63)

The operator G acts on such states as follows

Gl ) = [%;@%gﬁ4?
S B L
G x(l, ) = —%[(l(;l ’i)%(;f[j)
*%[(l +(22z:/f35l2:3+) Wiy 41,0+ 1)
Gax(l, ) = —[(éll:lfiglﬂi)

]1/2X(l - 17M - ]')

M2 (=1, p+1)

1'2x( =1, )

and now the operator R has a familiar form R = ¢hd/0p.

Therefore by analogy with Secs. 2.2 and 2.3 one can construct states which
are coherent with respect to (r),p), i.e. such that AryAp = h/2. Indeed (see Eq.
(2.4)), the wave function

b1/2 (p _ p0)2b2 i
x(p) = Wexp[—T — 3 (P = po)ro] (2.65)
describes a state where the mean values of p and r|| are py and rg, respectively and
their uncertainties are 2/(by/2) and b/+/2, respectively. Strictly speaking, the analogy
between the given case and that discussed in Secs. 2.2 and 2.3 is not full since in the
given case the quantity p can be in the range [0.00), not in (—o0,c0) as momentum
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variables used in those sections. However, if pob/h > 1 then the formal expression
for x(p) at p < 0 is extremely small and so the normalization integral for x(p) can be
formally taken from —oo to oo.

In such an approximation one can define wave functions ¢ (r) in the 7
representation. By analogy with the consideration in Secs. 2.2 and 2.3 we define

) dp
Y(r) = /exp(ﬁpr)x(p) (k)i (2.66)
where the integral is formally taken from —oo to co. Then
1 (r—mro)? i
b(r) = T1/Ap1/2 cap|— 2h2 + ﬁp(ﬂ“] (2.67)

Note that here the quantities r and ry have the meaning of coordinates in the direction
parallel to the particle momentum, i.e. they can be positive or negative.

Consider now states where the quantities F and G are semiclassical. One
might expect that in semiclassical states the quantities [ and p are very large. In this
approximation, as follows from Eqs. (2.63) and (2.64), the action of the operators F
and G can be written as

- %(l —m)x(l+1,p—1)

i i
Fox(lp) = 2= mx(U =1 p+ 1)+ 20+ p)x(+ 1 p 4+ 1)

Fox(ly 1) = —==(1 = 1i2) (1 + 1, 1) — x(I = 1, )]

Fox(l,p) = —%(l +p)x(l=1,p—-1)

2
I+ I —
Gix(lp) = 4—lﬂx(l -Lp—1)- 4—l“><(l +1,p—1)
I — I+
G_x(l, ) = —4—lux(l —Lp+1)+ 4—lux(l +1,u+1)
1
Gax(lp) = =5 (1 = ) P2 Pel+ 1) o+ x(1 = 1, )] (2.68)

In view of the remark in Sec. 2.2 about semiclassical vector quantities,
consider a state (I, ) such that x(I,u) # 0 only if I € [l1,l5], p € [u1, po] where
liypr > 0,00 =+ 1 =1, 00 = o+ 1 —pg, 07 K Iy, 09 € py po < l; and
p1 > (I3 — p1). This is the state where the quantity p is close to its maximum value
. As follows from Eqgs. (2.61) and (2.62), in this state the quantity L, is much
greater than L, and L, and, as follows from Eq. (2.68), the quantities F, and G,
are small. So on classical level this state describes a motion of the particle in the
xy plane. The quantity L, in this state is obviously semiclassical since (I, u) is the
eigenvector of the operator L, with the eigenvalue p. As follows from Eq. (2.68),
the action of the operators (Fy, F_,G.,G_) on this state can be described by the

73



following approximate formulas:

il ol

—_

1
Gix(tp) =5xU =1 p=1), Gx(p) =gx(+1u+1) (2.69)

where [y is a value from the interval [I1, l5].
Consider a simple model when x(I, 1) = expli(la — uB)]/(6102)"/? when
I €[ly,l5) and p € [p1, o). Then a simple direct calculation using Eq. (2.69) gives

—siny, F, = —lpsiny, F,= —lycosy

1 1
. AF, = AF, =ly(= + =)"? 2.70
(51 52 Yy 0(51 + (52) ( )
where v = a — 8. Hence the vector quantities F and G are semiclassical since either
|cosy| or |siny| or both are much greater than (d; + d2)/(6192).

2.13 New position operator and WPS

If the space of states is implemented according to the scalar product (2.60) then the
dependence of the wave function on t is

X(p, k, p,t) = 6xp[—%(m262 +p°) Pet]x(p, k. p,t = 0) (2.71)
As noted in Secs. 2.3 and 2.5, there is no WPS in momentum space and this is natural
in view of momentum conservation. Then, as already noted, the distribution of the
quantity r; does not depend on time and this is natural from the considerations
described in Sec. 2.11.

At the same time, the dependence of the r|| distribution on time can be
calculated in full analogy with Sec. 2.3. Indeed, consider, for example a function
X(p, L, i1, t = 0) having the form

X, L st = 0) = x(p, t = 0)x(l, ) (2.72)
Then, as follows from Egs. (2.66) and (2.71),

_ Lo 99 2\1/2 i _ dp
Y(rt) = /exp[—ﬁ(m ¢ +p7) et + ﬁpT]X(p,t = O)W (2.73)
Suppose that the function x(p,t = 0) is given by Eq. (2.65). Then in full
analogy with the calculations in Sec. 2.3 we get that in the nonrelativistic case the
7| distribution is defined by the wave function

1 iht (r —ro — vgt)? iht | i ipgt
= 1 V2exp[— 1— —por — —2—] (2.74
Vit = S (U ) el 262(1 4 152 (= ) TP = ) (274
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where vy = pg/m is the classical speed of the particle in the direction of the particle
momentum. Hence the WPS effect in this direction is similar to that given by Eq.
(2.8) in standard theory.

In the opposite case when the particle is ultrarelativistic, Eq. (2.73) can
be written as

i dp
virt) = [ enpliptr — it = 0) s .75
Hence, as follows from Eq. (2.67):
1 (r—ro—ct)> i

In particular, for an ultrarelativistic particle there is no WPS in the direction of
particle momentum and this is in agreement with the results of Sec. 2.5.

We conclude that in our approach an ultrarelativistic particle (e.g. the
photon) experiences WPS neither in the direction of its momentum nor in transverse
directions, i.e. the WPS effect for an ultrarelativistic particle is absent at all.

Let us note that the absence of WPS in transverse directions is simply
a consequence of the fact that a consistently defined operator R, commutes with
the Hamiltonian, i.e. r; is a conserving physical quantity. On the other hand, the
longitudinal coordinate cannot be conserving since a particle is moving along the
direction of its momentum. However, in a special case of ultrarelativistic particle the
absence of WPS is simply a consequence of the fact that the wave function given by
Eq. (2.75) depends on r and ¢ only via a combination of r — ct.

Consider now the spherically symmetric model discussed in Sec. 2.9 when
the momentum wave function is described by Eq. (2.42). As noted in Sec. 2.9,
this state is not semiclassical and hence a choice of the position operator adequately
describing this state is problematic. As noted in Sec. 2.9, the standard choice leads
to the result given by Eq. (2.51) which is counterintuitive. We now consider what
happens when the state (2.42) is described by the position operator proposed in Sec.
2.11.

Since the angular momentum of the state (2.42) is zero, it follows from
Eq. (2.53) that ||Rox|| < Al|x||- Therefore when we consider large distances, the
contribution of R can be neglected. Then, as follows from Eq. (2.55), the position
operator in this situation is R = G'R;. In this approximation different components
of the position operator commute with each other. Therefore one can define the
coordinate wave function which in the given case again has the form (2.46).

Since p = Gp, G acts only on angular variables and R acts only on the
variable p we conclude that in the given case the angular parts of the position and
momentum operators are the same in contrast to the situation in standard theory
where those parts are related to each other by the Fourier transform.

As noted in Sec. 2.9, in standard theory the angular resolution correspond-
ing to Eq. (2.51) is a quantity of the order of A/d while from obvious geometrical
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considerations one might think that this quantity should be of the order of R/L.
However, now the value of the angular resolution is exactly what it should be from
the geomentical considerations.

Indeed, as noted in Sec. 2.9, for calculating the angular resolution one
should project the coordinate wave function on the state having the support inside
the volume V' where the photon will be measured. Suppose that the coordinate wave
function is spherically symmetric with respect to the origin characterized by ry = 0
and one of the conditions characterizing the volume is such that the angular variables
are in the range within the element do of the solid angle. Then in view of the fact
that angular variables in the coordinate and momentum wave functions are the same,
any measurement of the photon momentum inside V' can give only the results where
the photon momentum is inside do. Therefore, as noted in Sec. 2.9, for a pointlike
source of light the angular resolution is of the order of d/L and for a star with the
radius R the resolution is of the order of R/L. Hence, in contrast to the situation
discussed in Sec. 2.9, there is no blurring of astronomical images because the angular
resolution is always ideal and does not depend on d. However, details of astronomical
objects will be distinguishable only if d is rather large because, as follows from Eq.
(2.49), the norm of the function P (r,t) is of the order of d/L.

2.14 Summary

In this chapter we consider a problem of constructing position operator in quantum
theory. As noted in Sec. 2.1, this operator is needed in situations where semiclassical
approximation works with a high accuracy and the example with the spherically sym-
metric case discussed at the end of the preceding section indicates that this operator
can be useful in other problems.

A standard choice of the position operator in momentum space is ihd/0p.
A motivation for this choice is discussed in Sec. 2.2. We note that the standard defini-
tion is not consistent since th0d/dp; cannot be a physical position operator in directions
where the momentum is small. Physicists did not pay attention to the inconsistency
probably for the following reason: as explained in standard textbooks on quantum
mechanics, the transition from quantum to classical theory can be performed such
that if the coordinate wave function contains a rapidly oscillating exponent exp(iS/h)
where S is the classical action then in the formal limit 7 — 0 the Schrédinger equation
becomes the Hamilton-Jacobi equation.

However, an inevitable consequence of standard quantum theory is the
effect of wave packet spreading (WPS). This fact has not been considered as a draw-
back of the theory. Probably the reasons are that for macroscopic bodies this effect
is extremely small while in experiments on the Earth with atoms and elementary
particles spreading probably does not have enough time to manifest itself. However,
for photons travelling to the Earth from distant objects this effect is considerable,
and it seems that this fact has been overlooked by physicists.
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As shown in Sec. 2.9, if the WPS effect for photons travelling to Earth
from distant objects is as given by standard theory then we have several fundamental
paradoxes: a) if the major part of photons emitted by stars are in wave packet states
(what is the most probable scenario) then we should see not stars but only an almost
continuous background from all stars; b) no anisotropy of the relic radiation could be
observable; ¢) the effect of WPS is incompatible with the data on gamma-ray bursts;
d) communication with distant space probes could not be possible; e) the Shapiro
delay could not be explained only in the framework of classical theory; f) the fact
that we can observe pulsars could not be explained. In addition, the consideration in
Secs. 2.9 and 2.13 poses the following questions: g) how is it possible to verify that the
angular resolution of a star in the part of the spectrum corresponding to transitions
between atomic levels is of the order of A/d rather than R/L?; h) are predictions
of standard theory on the WPS effect for protons in the LHC ring compatible with
experimental data? We have also noted that in the scenario when the quantities /N
are not very large, even images of planets will be blurred.

In Sec. 2.7 it is shown that, from the point of view of standard quantum
theory, there exists the WPW paradox that after some period of time the transversal
widths of the coordinate wave functions for photons comprising a classical wave packet
will be typically much greater than the transversal width of the classical packet as a
whole. This situation seems to be fully unphysical since, as noted in Sec. 2.7, different
photons in a classical wave packet do not interfere with each other. The calculations in
Sec. 2.5 show that the reason of the WPW paradox is that in directions perpendicular
to the particle momentum the standard position operator is defined inconsistently. At
the same time, as shown in Sec. 2.8, fow coherent states the WPS effect is pronounced
in a much less extent than for individual photons.

We propose a new definition of the position operator which we treat as
consistent for the following reasons. Our position operator is defined by two compo-
nents - in the direction along the momentum and in perpendicular directions. The
first part has a familiar form ih0/dp and is treated as the operator of the longitudinal
coordinate if the magnitude of p is rather large. At the same condition the position
operator in the perpendicular directions is defined as a quantum generalization of the
relation r | x p = L. So in contrast to the standard definition of the position operator,
the new operator is expected to be physical only if the magnitude of the momentum
is rather large.

As a consequence of our construction, WPS in directions perpendicular to
the particle momentum is absent regardless of whether the particle is nonrelativistic
or relativistic. Moreover, for an ultrarelativistic particle the effect of WPS is absent
at all.

As noted in Sec. 2.7, in standard quantum theory photons comprising
a classical electromagnetic wave packet cannot be (approximately) treated as point-
like particles in view of the WPW paradox. However, in our approach, in view of
the absence of WPS for massless particles, the usual intuition is restored and photons
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comprising a divergent classical wave packet can be (approximately) treated as point-
like particles. Moreover, the phenomenon of divergence of a classical wave packet can
now be naturally explained simply as a consequence of the fact that different photons
in the packet have different momenta.

Our result resolves the above paradoxes and, in view of the above discus-
sion, also poses a problem whether the results of classical electrodynamics can be
applied for wave packets moving for a long period of time. For example, as noted in
Sec. 2.9, even classical theory predicts that when a wave packet emitted in gamma-
ray bursts or by a pulsar reaches the Earth, the width of the packet is extremely large
(while the value predicted by standard quantum theory is even much greater) and this
poses a problem whether such a packet can be detected. We believe that a natural
explanation of why classical theory does not apply in this case is as follows. As noted
in Sec. 2.4, classical electromagnetic fields should be understood as a result of tak-
ing mean characteristics for many photons. Then the fields will be (approximately)
continuous if the density of the photons is high. However, for a divergent beam of
photons their density decreases with time. Hence after a long period of time the
mean characteristics of the photons in the beam cannot represent continuous fields.
In other words, in this situation the set of photons cannot be effectively described by
classical electromagnetic fields.

A picture that a classical wave packet can be treated as a collection of (al-
most) pointlike photons also sheds new light on the explanation of known phenomena.
Suppose that a wide beam of visible light falls on a screen which is perpendicular to
the direction of light. Suppose that the total area of the screen is S but the surface
contains slits with the total area S;. We are interested in the question of what part
of the light will pass the screen. The answer that the part equals S;/S follows from
the picture that the light consists of many almost pointlike photons moving along
geometrical trajectories and hence only the S;/S part of the photons will pass the
surface. Numerous experiments show that deviations from the above answer begin to
manifest in interference experiments where dimensions of slits and distances between
them have the order of tens or hundreds of microns or even less. In classical theory
interference is explained as a phenomenon arising when the wave length of the clas-
sical electromagnetic wave becomes comparable to dimensions of slits and distances
between them. However, as noted in Sec. 2.4, the notion of wave length does not have
the usual meaning on quantum level. From the point of view of particle theory, the
phenomenon of interference has a natural explanation that it occurs when dimensions
of slits and distances between them become comparable to the typical width of the
photon wave function.

Our results on the position operator also pose a problem how the inter-
ference phenomenon should be explained on the level of single photons. The usual
qualitative explanation is as follows. Suppose that the mean momentum of a photon
is directed along the z axis perpendicular to a screen. If the (x,y) dependence of
the photon wave function is highly homogeneous then the quantities Ap, and Ap,
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are very small. When the photon passes the screen with holes, its wave function
is not homogeneous in the xy plane anymore. As a result, the quantities Ap, and
Ap, become much greater and the photon can be detected in points belonging to the
geometrical shadow. However, such an explanation is problematic for the following
reason. Since the mean values of the x and y components of the photon momentum
are zero, as noted in Secs. 2.2 and 2.4, the (z,y) dependence of the wave function
cannot be semiclassical and, as it has been noted throughout the paper, in that case
standard position operator in the zy plane is not consistently defined.

Different components of the new position operator do not commute with
each other and, as a consequence, there is no wave function in coordinate representa-
tion. In particular, there is no quantum analog of the coordinate Coulomb potential
(see the discussion in Sec. 2.1). A possibility that coordinates can be noncommuta-
tive has been first discussed by Snyder [78] and it is implemented in several modern
theories. In those theories the measure of noncommutativity is defined by a param-
eter [ called the fundamental length (the role of which can be played e.g. by the
Planck length or the Schwarzschild radius). In the formal limit [ — 0 the coordinates
become standard ones related to momenta by a Fourier transform. As shown in Sec.
2.9, this is unacceptable in view of the WPS paradoxes. One of ideas of those the-
ories is that with a nonzero [ it might be possible to resolve difficulties of standard
theory where [ = 0 (see e.g. Ref. [79] and references therein). At the same time, in
our approach there can be no notion of fundamental length since commutativity of
coordinates takes place only in the formal limit 7 — 0.

The position operator proposed in this chapter might be also important in
view of the following. There exists a wide literature discussing the Einstein-Podolsky-
Rosen paradox, locality in quantum theory, quantum entanglement, Bell’s theorem
and similar problems (see e.g. Ref. [58] and references therein). Consider, for ex-
ample, the following problem in standard theory. Let at ¢t = 0 particles 1 and 2 be
localized inside finite volumes V; and V5, respectively, such that the volumes are very
far from each other. Hence the particles don’t interact with each other. However, as
follows from Eq. (2.14), their wave functions will overlap at any ¢ > 0 and hence the
interaction can be transmitted even with an infinite speed. This is often characterized
as quantum nonlocality, entanglement and/or action at a distance.

Consider now this problem in the framework of our approach. Since in this
approach there is no wave function in coordinate representation, there is no notion of
a particle localized inside a finite volume. In addition, as noted in Sec. 1.2, standard
treatment of time might be problematic. Hence a problem arises whether on quantum
level the notions of locality or nonlocality have a physical meaning. In our approach
spreading does not take place in directions perpendicular to the particle momenta
and for ultrarelativistic particles spreading does not occur at all. Hence, at least
in the case of ultrarelativistic particles, this kind of interaction does not occur in
agreement with classical intuition that no interaction can be transmitted with the
speed greater than c. This example poses a problem whether the position operator
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should be modified not only in directions perpendicular to particle momenta but also
in longitudinal directions such that the effect of WPS should be excluded at all.

The above discussion shows that the problem of transition from quantum
theory to classical one should be reformulated. This is not an academic but extremely
important problem of modern physics. Indeed, if we believe that quantum theory is
fundamental then it should describe not only atoms and elementary particles but
even the motion of bodies in the Solar System and in the World. So we need to know
how the evolution of macroscopic bodies should be described in quantum theory and
what is the correct choice of position operator.

As noted above, in directions perpendicular to the particle momentum the
choice of the position operation is based only on the requirement that semiclassical
approximation should reproduce the standard relation r, x p = L. This requirement
seems to be beyond any doubts since on classical level this relation is confirmed
in numerous experiments. At the same time, the choice ihd/dp of the coordinate
operator in the longitudinal direction is analogous to that in standard theory and
hence one might expect that this operator is physical if the magnitude of p is rather
large.

As shown in Chap. 4, the construction of the position operator described
in this chapter for the case of Poincare invariant theory can be generalized to the
case of de Sitter (dS) invariant theory. In this case the interpretation of the position
operator is even more important than in Poincare invariant theory. The reason is
that even the free two-body mass operator in the dS theory depends not only on the
relative two-body momentum but also on the distance between the particles.

As argued in Chap. 5, in dS theory over a Galois field the assumption that
the dS analog of the operator ihd/dp is the operator of the longitudinal coordinate
is not valid for macroscopic bodies (even if p is large) since in that case semiclassical
approximation is not valid. We have proposed a modification of the position operator
such that quantum theory reproduces for the two-body mass operator the mean value
compatible with the Newton law of gravity and precession of Mercury’s perihelion.
Then a problem arises how quantum theory can reproduce classical evolution for
macroscopic bodies.

Our result for ultrarelativistic particles can be treated as ideal: quan-
tum theory reproduces the motion along a classical trajectory without any spreading.
However, this is only a special case of one free elementary particle. If quantum the-
ory is treated as more general than the classical one then it should describe not only
elementary particles and atoms but even the motion of macroscopic bodies in the
Solar System and in the World. We believe that the assumption that the evolu-
tion of macroscopic bodies can be described by the Schrodinger equation is unphys-
ical. For example, if the motion of the Earth is described by the evolution operator
exp|—iH (ty — t1)/h] where H is the Hamiltonian of the Earth then the quantity
H(ty — t1)/h becomes of the order of unity when ¢ty — ¢; is a quantity of the order of
10~%s if the Hamiltonian is written in nonrelativistic form and 10~75s if it is written

80



in relativistic form. Such time intervals seem to be unphysical and so in the given case
the approximation when ¢ is a continuous parameter seems to be unphysical too. In
modern theories (e.g. in the Big Bang hypothesis) it is often stated that the Planck
time tp ~ 10™%3s is a physical minimum time interval. However, at present there are
no experiments confirming that time intervals of the order of 10~*3s can be measured.

The time dependent Schrodinger equation has not been experimentally
verified and the major theoretical arguments in favor of this equation are as follows:
a) the Hamiltonian is the generator of the time translation in the Minkowski space; b)
this equation becomes the Hamilton-Jacobi one in the formal limit 2 — 0. However, as
argued in Chap. 1, quantum theory should not be based on the space-time background
and the conclusion b) is made without taking into account the WPS effect. Hence
the problem of describing evolution in quantum theory remains open.

The above examples show that at macroscopic level a consistent definition
of the transition from quantum to classical theory is the fundamental open problem.
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Chapter 3

Basic properties of dS quantum
theories

3.1 dS invariance vs. AdS and Poincare invariance

As already mentioned, one of the motivations for this work is to investigate whether
standard gravity can be obtained in the framework of a free theory. In standard
nonrelativistic approximation, gravity is characterized by the term —Gmymy/r in
the mean value of the mass operator. Here G is the gravitational constant, m; and
msy are the particle masses and r is the distance between the particles. Since the
kinetic energy is always positive, the free nonrelativistic mass operator is positive
definite and therefore there is no way to obtain gravity in the framework of the free
theory. Analogously, in Poincare invariant theory the spectrum of the free two-body
mass operator belongs to the interval [m; 4+ msg, 00) while the existence of gravity
necessarily requires that the spectrum should contain values less than my + ms.

In theories where the symmetry algebra is the AdS algebra so(2,3), the
structure of IRs is well-known (see e.g. Ref. [80] and Chap. 8). In particular, for
positive energy IRs the AdS Hamiltonian has the spectrum in the interval [m, co) and
m has the meaning of the mass. Therefore the situation is pretty much analogous to
that in Poincare invariant theories. In particular, the free two-body mass operator
again has the spectrum in the interval [m; + ma, 00) and therefore there is no way to
reproduce gravitational effects in the free AdS invariant theory.

As noted in Sec. 1.4, the existing experimental data practically exclude
the possibility that A < 0 and this is a strong argument in favor of dS symmetry vs.
Poincare and AdS ones. As argued in Sect. 1.3, quantum theory should start not
from space-time but from a symmetry algebra. Therefore the choice of dS symmetry
is natural and the cosmological constant problem does not exist. However, as noted
in Secs. 1.4 and 1.5, the majority of physicists prefer to start from a flat space-time
and treat Poincare symmetry as fundamental while dS one as emergent.

In contrast to the situation in Poincare and AdS invariant theories, the
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free mass operator in dS theory is not bounded below by the value of m; + msy. The
discussion in Sect. 3.6 shows that this property by no means implies that the theory is
unphysical. Therefore if one has a choice between Poincare, AdS and dS symmetries
then the only chance to describe gravity in a free theory is to choose dS symmetry.

3.2 1IRs of the dS algebra

In view of the definition of elementary particle discussed in Sec. 2.4, we accept that,
by definition, elementary particles in dS invariant theory are described by IRs of the
dS algebra by Hermitian operators. For different reasons, there exists a vast literature
not on such IRs but on UIRs of the dS group. References to this literature can be
found e.g., in our papers [36, 35, 37] where we used the results on UIRs of the dS group
for constructing IRs of the dS algebra by Hermitian operators. In this section we will
describe the construction proceeding from an excellent description of UIRs of the dS
group in a book by Mensky [46]. The final result is given by explicit expressions for
the operators M in Eqs. (3.16) and (3.17). The readers who are not interested in
technical details can skip the derivation.
The elements of the SO(1,4) group will be described in the block form

% a' 4
g=| b r ¢ (3.1)
9 d" g;
where
al
a = CL2 s bT: H bl b2 b3 s TGSO(B) (32)
3
a

and the subscript 7 means a transposed vector.

UIRs of the SO(1,4) group belonging to the principle series of UIRs are
induced from UIRs of the subgroup H (sometimes called “little group”) defined as
follows [46]. Each element of H can be uniquely represented as a product of elements
of the subgroups SO(3), A and T: h = rraar where

cosh(t) 0 sinh(7) 1+a?/2 —al  a?/2
Ty = 0 1 0 ar = —a 1 —a (3.3)
sinh(t) 0 cosh(T) —a?/2 al 1-a%/2

The subgroup A is one-dimensional and the three-dimensional group T is the dS
analog of the conventional translation group (see e.g., Ref. [46, 81]). We believe it
should not cause misunderstandings when 1 is used in its usual meaning and when to
denote the unit element of the SO(3) group. It should also be clear when r is a true
element of the SO(3) group or belongs to the SO(3) subgroup of the SO(1,4) group.
Note that standard UIRs of the Poincare group are induced from the little group,
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which is a semidirect product of SO(3) and four-dimensional translations and so the
analogy between UIRs of the Poincare and dS groups is clear.

Let 7 — A(r;s) be an UIR of the group SO(3) with the spin s and 74 —
exp(imgsT) be a one-dimensional UIR of the group A, where myg is a real parameter.
Then UIRs of the group H used for inducing to the SO(1,4) group, have the form

A(rTaar; mgs,s) = exp(imgsT)A(r; s) (3.4)

We will see below that mgs has the meaning of the dS mass and therefore UIRs of the
SO(1,4) group are defined by the mass and spin, by analogy with UIRs in Poincare
invariant theory.

Let G=SO(1,4) and X = G/H be the factor space (or coset space) of G
over H. The notion of the factor space is known (see e.g., Refs. [82, 46]). Each
element x € X is a class containing the elements xgh where h € H, and z¢ € G is a
representative of the class . The choice of representatives is not unique since if x4
is a representative of the class x € G/H then zghg, where hq is an arbitrary element
from H, also is a representative of the same class. It is known that X can be treated
as a left G space. This means that if x € X then the action of the group G on X can
be defined as follows: if g € G then gz is a class containing gz (it is easy to verify
that such an action is correctly defined). Suppose that the choice of representatives
is somehow fixed. Then gxrg = (9x)c(g, z)y where (g, )y is an element of H. This
element is called a factor.

The explicit form of the operators M depends on the choice of represen-
tatives in the space G/H. As explained in works on UIRs of the SO(1,4) group (see
e.g., Ref. [46]), to obtain the possible closest analogy between UIRs of the SO(1,4)
and Poincare groups, one should proceed as follows. Let v, be a representative of
the Lorentz group in the factor space SO(1,3)/SO(3) (strictly speaking, we should
consider SL(2,C)/SU(2)). This space can be represented as the velocity hyperboloid
with the Lorentz invariant measure

dp(v) = d*v /vy (3.5)

where vy = (1 + v?)/2. Let I € SO(1,4) be a matrix which formally has the same
form as the metric tensor 1. One can show (see e.g., Refs. [46] for details) that
X = G/H can be represented as a union of three spaces, X, X_ and X, such that
X, contains classes vph, X_ contains classes vy Ih and X, has measure zero relative
to the spaces Xy and X_ (see also Sec. 3.4).

As a consequence, the space of UIR of the SO(1,4) group can be imple-
mented as follows. If s is the spin of the particle under consideration, then we use
||...]| to denote the norm in the space of UIR of the group SU(2) with the spin s. Then
the space of UIR is the space of functions { f1(v), fa(v)} on two Lorentz hyperboloids
with the range in the space of UIR of the group SU(2) with the spin s and such that

/[Hfl(V)W +[L(v)[Pldp(v) < o0 (3.6)
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It is known that positive energy UIRs of the Poincare and AdS groups
(associated with elementary particles) are implemented on an analog of X, while
negative energy UIRs (associated with antiparticles) are implemented on an analog
of X . Since the Poincare and AdS groups do not contain elements transforming these
spaces to one another, the positive and negative energy UIRs are fully independent.
At the same time, the dS group contains such elements (e.g. I [46, 81]) and for this
reason its UIRs can be implemented only on the union of X, and X _. Even this fact
is a strong indication that UIRs of the dS group cannot be interpreted in the same
way as UIRs of the Poincare and AdS groups.

A general construction of the operators M follows. We first define right
invariant measures on G = SO(1,4) and H. It is known (see e.g. Ref. [82]) that for
semisimple Lie groups (which is the case for the dS group), the right invariant measure
is simultaneously the left invariant one. At the same time, the right invariant measure
dr(h) on H is not the left invariant one, but has the property dgr(hoh) = A(ho)dgr(h),
where the number function h — A(h) on H is called the module of the group H. It
is easy to show [46] that

A(rTaar) = exp(—37) (3.7)

Let dp(x) be a measure on X = G/H compatible with the measures on G and H.
This implies that the measure on G can be represented as dp(z)dg(h). Then one can
show [46] that if X is a union of X, and X _ then the measure dp(x) on each Lorentz
hyperboloid coincides with that given by Eq. (3.5). Let the representation space be
implemented as the space of functions ¢(z) on X with the range in the space of UIR
of the SU(2) group such that

[ le@Pante) < oo (39
Then the action of the representation operator U(g) corresponding to g € G is

Ulg)e() = [A((g " 2)m)]*Allg™" )iy mas. s) (g ') (3.9)

One can directly verify that this expression defines a unitary representation. Its
irreducibility can be proved in several ways (see e.g. Ref. [46]).

As noted above, if X is the union of X and X_| then the representation
space can be implemented as in Eq. (3.4). Since we are interested in calculating only
the explicit form of the operators M¢, it suffices to consider only elements of g € G
in an infinitely small vicinity of the unit element of the dS group. In that case one
can calculate the action of representation operators on functions having the carrier
in X, and X_ separately. Namely, as follows from Eq. (3.7), for such g € G, one has
to find the decompositions

g v =vir' (7)) a(@)r (3.10)

and
g vl =V Ir (77)a(@”) (3.11)
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where 7/, 1”7 € SO(3). In this expressions it suffices to consider only elements of H
belonging to an infinitely small vicinity of the unit element.

The problem of choosing representatives in the spaces SO(1,3)/SO(3) or
SL(2.C)/SU(2) is well-known in standard theory. The most usual choice is such that
v, as an element of SL(2,C) is given by

_U0+1—|—VJ

2(1 + vp) (3.12)

A\

Then by using a known relation between elements of SL(2,C) and SO(1,3) we obtain
that v, € SO(1,4) is represented by the matrix

Vo vl 0
vi=|l v 1+vwl/(vg+1) 0 (3.13)
0 0 1

As follows from Egs. (3.4) and (3.9), there is no need to know the ex-
pressions for (a’)r and (a”)r in Egs. (3.10) and (3.11). We can use the fact [46]
that if e is the five-dimensional vector with the components (e° = 1,0,0,0,e* = —1)
and h = r7aar, then he = exp(—7)e regardless of the elements r € SO(3) and ar.
This makes it possible to easily calculate (v}, v”r,(7)4, (77)4) in Egs. (3.10) and
(3.11). Then one can calculate (r’,7”) in these expressions by using the fact that the
SO(3) parts of the matrices (v;) 'g~'vy and (v’1) 'g vy are equal to v’ and r”,
respectively.

The relation between the operators U(g) and M follows. Let Ly, be the
basis elements of the Lie algebra of the dS group. These are the matrices with the
elements

(Lab)g = 04Mbd — OyNad (3.14)

They satisfy the commutation relations

[Lab7 Lcd] - nacLbd - nbcLad - nadLbc + ndeac (315>

Comparing Egs. (1.4) and (3.15) it is easy to conclude that the M should be the
representation operators of —iL®. Therefore if g = 1 4 wq L%, where a sum over
repeated indices is assumed and the wgy, are such infinitely small parameters that
Wap = —Wha then U(g) =1+ iwabMab.

We are now in position to write down the final expressions for the operators
M. Their action on functions with the carrier in X, has the form

0 S XV
M) = N — _jon—
(v) +s, ZU08V+UO+1
0 0 3 SXV
B — f ~y 4 =
mdgv+z[av +v(vav) + 2v] + o
. o 3
EM) = mygvy + wo(va—v + 5) (3.16)
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where J = {M?, M3 M2}, N = {M°, M2 M9}, B = {M*, M*2, M*}, s is the
spin operator, 1(v) = —iv x 9/dv and € = M. At the same time, the action on
functions with the carrier in X_ is given by

0 S XV
(=) — (=) —

J I(v)+s, N woav+v0+1
0 0 3 SXV

B = — — = V4 2y =
Mmasv Z[8V +V(V8V) * 2V] vy + 1

5(_) = —MysVy — Z'U()(Vg + §) (317)
ov 2

Note that the expressions for the action of the Lorentz algebra operators
on X, and X_ are the same and they coincide with the corresponding expressions
for IRs of the Poincare algebra. At the same time, the expressions for the action of
the operators M* on X, and X_ differ by sign.

In deriving Egs. (3.16) and (3.17) we have used only the commutation
relations (1.4), no approximations have been made and the results are exact. In
particular, the dS space, the cosmological constant and the Riemannian geometry
have not been involved at all. Nevertheless, the expressions for the representation
operators is all we need to have the maximum possible information in quantum theory.
As shown in the literature (see e.g. Ref. [46]), the above construction of IRs applies
to IRs of the principle series where mgyg is a nonzero real parameter. Therefore such
IRs are called massive.

A problem arises how myg is related to the standard particle mass m in
Poincare invariant theory. In view of the contraction procedure described in Sec. 1.3,
one can assume that mgs > 0 and define m = mys/R, P = B/R and F = £/R.
The set of operators (E, P) is the Lorentz vector since its components can be written
as M¥/R (v = 0,1,2,3). Then, as follows from Egs. (1.4), in the limit when
R — o0, mgs — oo but mys/R is finite, one obtains from Eq. (3.16) a standard
positive energy representation of the Poincare algebra for a particle with the mass m
such that P = mv is the particle momentum and E = muy is the particle energy.
Analogously one obtains a negative energy representation from Eq. (3.17). Therefore
m is the standard mass in Poincare invariant theory and the operators of the Lorentz
algebra (N, J) have the same form for the Poincare and dS algebras.

In Sect. 1.4 we have argued that fundamental physical theory should not
contain dimensionful parameters at all. In this connection it is interesting to note that
the de Sitter mass myg is a ratio of the radius of the World R to the Compton wave
length of the particle under consideration. Therefore even for elementary particles
the de Sitter masses are very large. For example, if R is of the order of 10*m then
the de Sitter masses of the electron, the Earth and the Sun are of the order of 103,
10% and 10%, respectively. The fact that even the dS mass of the electron is so large
might be an indication that the electron is not a true elementary particle. Moreover,
the present upper level for the photon mass is 10~ '8ev which seems to be an extremely
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tiny quantity. However, the corresponding dS mass is of the order of 10'® and so even
the mass which is treated as extremely small in Poincare invariant theory might be
very large in dS invariant theory.

The operator N contains ¢0/0v which is proportional to the standard
coordinate operator i0/dp. The factor vy in N is needed for Hermiticity since the
volume element is given by Eq. (3.5). Such a construction can be treated as a
relativistic generalization of standard coordinate operator and then the orbital part
of N is proportional to the Newton-Wigner position operator [20]. However, as shown
in Chap. 2, this operator does not satisfy all the requirements for the coordinate
operator.

In Poincare invariant theory the operator I,p = E? — P? is the Casimir
operator, i.e., it commutes with all the representation operators. According to the
known Schur lemma in representation theory, all elements in the space of IR are
eigenvectors of the Casimir operators with the same eigenvalue. In particular, they
are the eigenvectors of the operator I,p with the eigenvalue m?. As follows from Eq.
(1.4), in the dS case the Casimir operator of the second order is

1
Iy= =3 ) MayM® =€+ N —B* - J’ (3.18)

ab

and a direct calculation shows that for the operators (3.16) and (3.17) the numerical
value of I, is m3g — s(s+ 1) +9/4. In Poincare invariant theory the value of the spin
is related to the Casimir operator of the fourth order which can be constructed from
the Pauli-Lubanski vector. An analogous construction exists in dS invariant theory
but we will not dwell on this.

3.3 Absence of Weyl particles in dS invariant the-
ory

According to Standard Model, only massless Weyl particles can be fundamental ele-
mentary particles in Poincare invariant theory. Therefore a problem arises whether
there exist analogs of Weyl particles in dS invariant theory. In Poincare invariant
theory, Weyl particles are characterized not only by the condition that their mass is
zero but also by the condition that they have a definite helicity. Several authors in-
vestigated dS and AdS analogs of Weyl particles proceeding from covariant equations
on the dS and AdS spaces, respectively. For example, the authors of Ref. [83] show
that Weyl particles arise only when dS or AdS symmetries are broken to Lorentz
symmetry. At the level of IRs, the existence of analogs of Weyl particles is known
in the AdS case. In Ref. [41] we investigated such analogs by using the results of
Refs. [80] for standard IRs of the AdS algebra (i.e. IRs over the field of complex
numbers) and the results of Ref. [84] for IRs of the AdS algebra over a Galois field
(see also Sec. 8.3 of the present work). In the standard case the minimum value of
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the AdS energy for massless IRs with positive energy is E,,;, = 1 + s. In contrast to
the situation in Poincare invariant theory, where massless particles cannot be in the
rest state, massless particles in the AdS theory do have rest states and the value of
the z projection of the spin in such states can be —s, —s + 1, ..., s as usual. However,
for any value of the energy greater than F,,;,, the spin state is characterized only
by helicity, which can take the values either s or —s, i.e., we have the same result
as in Poincare invariant theory. In contrast to IRs of the Poincare and dS algebra,
IRs describing particles in AdS theory belong to the discrete series of IRs and the
energy spectrum is discrete: E = FEin, Fnin + 1, ..., 00. Therefore, strictly speaking,
rest states do not have measure zero. Nevertheless, the probability that the energy is
exactly F,,;, is extremely small and therefore there exists a correspondence between
Weyl particles in Poincare and AdS theories.

In Poincare invariant theory, IRs describing Weyl particles can be con-
structing by analogy with massive IRs but the little group is now E(2) instead of
SO(3) (see e.g. Sec. 2.5 in the textbook [2]). The matter is that the representation
operators of the SO(3) group transform rest states into themselves but for mass-
less particles there are no rest states. However, there exists another way of getting
massless IRs: one can choose the variables for massive IRs in such a way that the
operators of massless IRs can be directly obtained from the operators of massive IRs
in the limit m — 0. This construction has been described by several authors (see
e.g. Refs. [85, 86, 56] and references therein) and the main stages follow. First,
instead of the (0,1, 2,3) components of vectors, we work with the so called light front
components (4, —, 1,2) where v+ = (v° £ v3)/ v/2 and analogously for other vectors.
We choose (v, v)) as three independent components of the 4-velocity vector, where
v = (vz,vy). In these variables the measure (3.5) on the Lorentz hyperboloid be-
comes dp(vt,v ) = dvtdv,/vT. Instead of Eq. (3.12) we now choose representatives
of the SL(2,C)/SU(2) classes as

1

vy = —"—
L (vo + v,)1/2

Vg + U, 0
wri 1) 319
and by using the relation between the groups SL(2,C) and SO(1,3) we obtain that
the form of this representative in the Lorentz group is

V2ot 0 0 0
vi 1 T
vr = || V2ot Vaer vt ut 3.20
g Vo, 0 1 0 (3:20)
V2v, 0 0 1

where the raws and columns are in the order (+, —, z,y).

By using the scheme described in the preceding section, we can now cal-
culate the explicit form of the representation operators of the Lorentz algebra. In
this scheme the form of these operators in the IRs of the Poincare and dS algebras is
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the same and in the case of the dS algebra the action is the same for states with the
carrier in X, and X_. The results of calculations are:

0 , 19)
MY =it —, MY =dit— M?=I[(v s,
ovt’ ovi’ (Vi) +
, 0 0 il
M7 =—i S LY 3.21
(v o) = Ll (3:21)
where a sum over j,[ = 1,2 is assumed and €j; has the components €19 = —€2; = 1,
€11 = €32 = 0. In Poincare invariant theories one can define the standard four-

momentum p = mv and choose (p*,p.) as independent variables. Then the expres-
sions in Eq. (3.21) can be rewritten as

0 - 0
+- +i — it 12 _
Mt =ip* o = Mt =ip o M*>=1,(p1)+s.
—j ;0 _ 0 €t 1,

In dS invariant theory we can work with the same variables if m is defined as mygs/R.

As seen from Egs. (3.22), only the operators M~/ contain a dependence
on the operators s, and s, but this dependence disappears in the limit m — 0. In
this limit the operator s, can be replaced by its eigenvalue A which now has the
meaning of helicity. In Poincare invariant theory the four-momentum operators P*
are simply the operators of multiplication by p* and therefore massless particles are
characterized only by one constant—helicity.

In dS invariant theory one can calculate the action of the operators M* by
analogy with the calculation in the preceding section. The actions of these operators
on states with the carrier in X, and X_ differ only by sign and the result for the
actions on states with the carrier in X, is

0 J 3 0 1 ,

4— _ -4 BT — eq) 4
MY = masv™ + o™ (0" ovt v ]3113 + 2) 8v+] + v+€]lvjs

: . . 0 , 0 3 0

4j _ - + !
MY = mggv’ +i[v’ (v e + v 8 5+ 2) %] —€j8
M4+ :mdSU++iU (U i—i‘ Ji‘i‘ 3) (323)

ovt ovl

If we define m = mgs/R and p* = mu* then for the operators P* we have

- 0 o, 3 m 0 1

P~ =p + : N ] ol
P +mR(p8 TP ) T Ry TR
0 0 3 m 0 1
+ 7 l_ o
p]—l— (paJr—i- @l+ )—FRap] REis
ipt 0 . 0 3
Pr=pt+ L - o 4y o 3.24
Pt (D o +p]apj+ 5) (3.24)
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Then it is clear that in the formal limit R — oo we obtain the standard Poincare
result. However, when R is finite, the dependence of the operators P* on s, and s,
does not disappear. Moreover, in this case we cannot take the limit m — 0. Therefore
we conclude that in dS theory there are no Weyl particles, at least in the case when
elementary particles are described by IRs of the principle series. Mensky conjectured
[46] that massless particles in dS invariant theory might correspond to IRs of the
discrete series with —imgs = 1/2 but this possibility has not been investigated. In
any case, in contrast to the situation in Poincare invariant theory, the limit of massive
IRs when m — 0 does not give Weyl particles and moreover, this limit does not exist.

3.4 Other implementations of IRs

In this section we briefly describe two more implementations of IRs of the dS algebra.
The first one is based on the fact that since SO(1,4)=SO(4)AT and H=SO(3)AT
[46], there also exists a choice of representatives which is probably even more natural
than those described above. Namely, we can choose as representatives the elements
from the coset space SO(4)/SO(3). Since the universal covering group for SO(4)
is SU(2)xSU(2) and for SO(3) — SU(2), we can choose as representatives the ele-
ments of the first multiplier in the product SU(2)xSU(2). Elements of SU(2) can be
represented by the points u = (u, uy) of the three-dimensional sphere S® in the four-
dimensional space as uy + icu where o are the Pauli matrices and uy = 4(1 — u?)/2
for the upper and lower hemispheres, respectively. Then the calculation of the oper-
ators is similar to that described above and the results follow. The Hilbert space is
now the space of functions p(u) on S* with the range in the space of the IR of the
su(2) algebra with the spin s and such that

/Hw(U)HQdu < 0 (3.25)

where du is the SO(4) invariant volume element on S®. The explicit calculation shows
that in this case the operators have the form

0 : 0
J=1Il(u)+s, B= Wy =S, E = (mas + 3i/2)us + tugug -
.0 9, :
N = —z[a—u — u(ua—u)] + (mgs + 31/2)u — u x s + uys (3.26)

Since Egs. (3.6), (3.16) and (3.17) on one hand and Egs. (3.25) and (3.26) on the other
are the different implementations of one and the same representation, there exists a
unitary operator transforming functions f(v) into ¢(u) and operators (3.16,3.17) into
operators (3.26). For example in the spinless case the operators (3.16) and (3.26) are
related to each other by a unitary transformation

o(u) = exp(—imdglnvo)vg/Qf(v) (3.27)
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where the relation between the points of the upper hemisphere and X, is u = v /v
and uy = (1 —u?)/2. The relation between the points of the lower hemisphere and
X_isu=—v/vy and uy = —(1 — u?)"/2.

The equator of S® where u, = 0 corresponds to X, and has measure zero
with respect to the upper and lower hemispheres. For this reason one might think that
it is of no interest for describing particles in dS theory. Nevertheless, an interesting
observation is that while none of the components of u has the magnitude greater than
unity, the set Xy in terms of velocities is characterized by the condition that |v| is
infinitely large and therefore the standard Poincare momentum p = mv is infinitely
large too. This poses a question whether p always has a physical meaning. From
mathematical point of view Eq. (3.26) might seem more convenient than Egs. (3.16)
and (3.17) since S? is compact and there is no need to break it into the upper and
lower hemispheres. In addition, Eq. (3.26) is an explicit implementation of the idea
that since in dS invariant theory all the variables (z!, 2%, 3, %) are on equal footing
and so(4) is the maximal compact kinematical algebra, the operators M and B do
not depend on mgg. However, those expressions are not convenient for investigating
Poincare approximation since the Lorentz boost operators N depend on myg.

Finally, we describe an implementation of IRs based on the explicit con-
struction of the basis in the representation space. This construction is based on the
method of su(2)xsu(2) shift operators, developed by Hughes [87] for constructing
UIRs of the group SO(5). It will be convenient for us to deal with the set of operators
(', 3", Ry;) (i,j = 1,2) instead of M. Here J' and J” are two independent su(2)
algebras (i.e., [J/;J”] = 0). In each of them one chooses as the basis the operators
(Jy, J_, J3) such that J;, = J,. +J_, Jo = —1(J; — J_) and the commutation relations
have the form

[Js, Jy] =2Jy, [Js,J |=—-2J_, [Jy,J ]=J5 (3.28)
The commutation relations of the operators J' and J” with R;; have the form

[J3, Rl]] lea [J:{b R2j] = _R2j7 [J§/, Ril] = R,

[J:/')/a 12] Ri27 [‘]jra RQ]] = lea [Ji7 RZ?] = Rib

[J >R13] = Ry, [JZ,RH] = R, [J;,Ru] =

[, Ra] = [JL, Ryl = [J”, Ria] = 0 (3.29)

and the commutation relations of the operators R;; with each other have the form

[Ri1, Riol = 2J),  [Ri1, Rn] = 2JY,
[Ri1, Roo] = —(J5+ J3), [Riz, Ran| = J5 — J§
[Ri1, Rao] = —2J", [Ray1, Ras] = —2J" (3.30)
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The relation between the sets (J',J”, R;;) and M? is given by

J=J+3"/2, B=(J —=73")/2, My =i(Ri1 — Rs)/2,

Moy = (Ri1 + Ro2)/2, Moz = —i(Riz + R1)/2,

Moy = (Ri2 — Ro1)/2 (3.31)
Then it is easy to see that Eq. (1.4) follows from Eqgs. (3.29-3.31) and vice versa.

Consider the space of maximal su(2) X su(2) vectors, i.e., such vectors z
that J\.o = J{2 = 0. Then from Eqgs. (3.29) and (3.30) it follows that the operators

AT =Ry, AT =Rp(Jl+1)— J'Ry, AT =Ru(J,+1)—J Ry,

J Ris(J5 4+ 1) — J_J” Ry (3.32)

act invariantly on this space. The notations are related to the property that if z*
(k,1 > 0) is the maximal su(2)xsu(2) vector and simultaneously the eigenvector of
operators J and J3” with the eigenvalues k and [, respectively, then A*Tz* is the
eigenvector of the same operators with the values k 4+ 1 and [ + 1, A*~2* - the
eigenvector with the values k + 1 and [ — 1, A=T2* - the eigenvector with the values
k—1and [+ 1and A=~ 2" - the eigenvector with the values k — 1 and [ — 1.

The basis in the representation space can be explicitly constructed as-
suming that there exists a vector ¢’ which is the maximal su(2)xsu(2) vector such
that

Jheo =0, Jieg=sey, A Teg=ATeg=0, Le"=[mig—s(s+1)+9/4]e"
(3.33)
Then, as shown in Ref. [35], the full basis of the representation space consists of
vectors
el = (JL)(JI) (ATH)M(AT) e (3.34)
where n = 0, 1,2, ...,r can take only the values 0,1, ...,2s and for the given n and s,
1 can take the values 0,1,...,n 4+ r and j can take the values 0,1,...,n + 2s — r.
These results show that IRs of the dS algebra can be constructed purely
algebraically without involving analytical methods of the theory of UIRs of the dS
group. As shown in Ref. [35], this implementation is convenient for generalizing
standard quantum theory to a quantum theory over a Galois field. In Chap. 4 we
consider in detail the algebraic construction of IRs in the spinless case and the results
are applied to gravity.

3.5 Physical interpretation of IRs of the dS alge-
bra

In Secs. 3.2-3.4 we discussed mathematical properties of IRs of the dS algebra. In
particular it has been noted that they are implemented on two Lorentz hyperboloids,
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not one as IRs of the Poincare algebra. Therefore the number of states in IRs of the
dS algebra is twice as big as in IRs of the Poincare algebra. A problem arises whether
this is compatible with a requirement that any dS invariant theory should become
a Poincare invariant one in the formal limit R — oo. Although there exists a wide
literature on IRs of the dS group and algebra, their physical interpretation has not
been widely discussed. Probably one of the reasons is that physicists working on dS
QFT treat fields as more fundamental objects than particles (although the latter are
observables while the former are not).

In his book [46] Mensky notes that, in contrast to IRs of the Poincare
and AdS groups, IRs of the dS group characterized by mgs and —mgg are unitarily
equivalent and therefore the energy sign cannot be used for distinguishing particles
and antiparticles. He proposes an interpretation where a particle and its antiparticle
are described by the same IRs but have different space-time descriptions (defined
by operators intertwining IRs with representations induced from the Lorentz group).
Mensky shows that in the general case his two solutions still cannot be interpreted as a
particle and its antiparticle, respectively, since they are nontrivial linear combinations
of functions with different energy signs. However, such an interpretation is recovered
in Poincare approximation.

In view of the above discussion, it is desirable to give an interpretation of
IRs which does not involve space-time. In Ref. [37] we have proposed an interpreta-
tion such that one IR describes a particle and its antiparticle simultaneously. In this
section this analysis is extended.

3.5.1 Problems with physical interpretation of IRs

Consider first the case when the quantity mgyg is very large. Then, as follows from
Egs. (3.16) and (3.17), the action of the operators M*" on states localized on X
or X_ can be approximately written as +mggv*, respectively. Therefore a question
arises whether the standard Poincare energy E can be defined as E = M,/ R. Indeed,
with such a definition, states localized on X, will have a positive energy while states
localized on X_ will have a negative energy. Then a question arises whether this is
compatible with the standard interpretation of IRs, according to which the following
requirements should be satisfied:

Standard-Interpretation Requirements: Each element of the full represen-
tation space represents a possible physical state for the given elementary particle.
The representation describing a system of N free elementary particles is the tensor
product of the corresponding single-particle representations.

Recall that the operators of the tensor product are given by sums of the
corresponding single-particle operators. For example, if €1 is the operator £ for
particle 1 and £® is the operator £ for particle 2 then the operator £ for the free
system {12} is given by £02 = €W 4+ £ Here it is assumed that the action of
the operator £9) (j = 1,2) in the two-particle space is defined as follows. It acts
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according to Eq. (3.16) or (3.17) over its respective variables while over the variables
of the other particle it acts as the identity operator.

One could try to satisfy the standard interpretation as follows.

A) Assume that in Poincare approximation the standard energy should be
defined as F = +&/R where the plus sign should be taken for the states with the
carrier in X, and as the minus sign—for the states with the carrier in X_. Then the
energy will always be positive definite.

B) One might say that the choice of the energy sign is only a matter
of convention. Indeed, to measure the energy of a particle with the mass m one
has to measure its momentum p and then the energy can be defined not only as
(m? + p*)/2 but also as —(m? + p?)'/2. In that case the standard energy in the
Poincare approximation could be defined as F = £/R regardless of whether the
carrier of the given state is in X, or X_.

It is easy to see that either of the above possibilities is incompatible with
Standard-Interpretation Requirements. Consider, for example, a system of two free
particles in the case when mygg is very large. Then with a high accuracy the operators
E/R and B/R can be chosen diagonal simultaneously.

Let us first assume that the energy should be treated according to B).
Then a system of two free particles with the equal masses can have the same quantum
numbers as the vacuum (for example, if the first particle has the energy Fy = (m?* +
p?)/? and momentum p while the second one has the energy —Ej and the momentum
—p) what obviously contradicts experiment. For this and other reasons it is known
that in Poincare invariant theory the particles should have the same energy sign.
Analogously, if the single-particle energy is treated according to A) then the result
for the two-body energy of a particle-antiparticle system will contradict experiment.

We conclude that IRs of the dS algebra cannot be interpreted in the stan-
dard way since such an interpretation is physically meaningless even in Poincare
approximation. The above discussion indicates that the problem we have is similar
to that with the interpretation of the fact that the Dirac equation has solutions with
both, positive and negative energies.

As already noted, in Poincare and AdS theories there exist positive energy
IRs implemented on the upper hyperboloid and negative energy IRs implemented on
the lower hyperboloid. In the latter case Standard-Interpretation Requirements are
not satisfied for the reasons discussed above. However, we cannot declare such IRs
unphysical and throw them away. In QFT quantum fields necessarily contain both
types of IRs such that positive energy IRs are associated with particles while negative
energy IRs are associated with antiparticles. Then the energy of antiparticles can be
made positive after proper second quantization. In view of this observation, we will
investigate whether IRs of the dS algebra can be interpreted in such a way that one
IR describes a particle and its antiparticle simultaneously such that states localized
on X, are associated with a particle while states localized on X_ are associated with
its antiparticle.
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By using Eq. (3.6), one can directly verify that the operators (3.16) and
(3.17) are Hermitian if the scalar product in the space of IR is defined as follows.
Since the functions fi(v) and f>(v) in Eq. (3.6) have the range in the space of IR of
the su(2) algebra with the spin s, we can replace them by the sets of functions fi(v, j)
and fo(v, j), respectively, where j = —s, —s+1, ..., s. Moreover, we can combine these
functions into one function f(v,j,€) where the variable € can take only two values,
say +1 or -1, for the components having the carrier in X, or X _, respectively. If now
o(v,j,€) and ¥(v, j, €) are two elements of our Hilbert space, their scalar product is
defined as
(0.0) =Y [ elv.i. (v, dptv) (335)
J1,€
where the subscript * applied to scalar functions means the usual complex conjugation.
At the same time, we use * to denote the operator adjoint to a given one.
Namely, if A is the operator in our Hilbert space then A* means the operator such
that

(¢, A) = (A%p,9) (3.36)

for all such elements ¢ and v that the left hand side of this expression is defined.

Even in the case of the operators (3.16) and (3.17) we can formally treat
them as integral operators with some kernels. Namely, if Ap = 1), we can treat this
relation as

5™ [ At 6V el ) = v, (337)
j/ 6’

where in the general case the kernel A(v,j, ¢ v, j’, €') of the operator A is a distribu-

tion.
As follows from Eqs. (3.35-3.37), if B = A* then the relation between the
kernels of these operators is

B(v,j, &V, j€) =AWV, j ;v j e (3.38)
In particular, if the operator A is Hermitian then

A(v,j eV g €)= AV, ' €5 v, . €) (3.39)
and if, in addition, its kernel is real then the kernel is symmetric, i.e.,

Av,jev' 5 €)= AN, 5, €;v, ] ¢€) (3.40)

In particular, this property is satisfied for the operators mgsvg and mgsv in Egs.
(3.16) and (3.17). At the same time, the operators

(v) - ivo% - z[g + V(Vﬁ) + 3v] — “’O(Va% + g) (3.41)



which are present in Egs. (3.16) and (3.17), are Hermitian but have imaginary kernels.
Therefore, as follows from Eq. (3.39), their kernels are antisymmetric:

A(V7j7 6; Vl?j/7€/) - _A(v/7j,7 €l;v7j7 6) (3'42)

In standard approach to quantum theory, the operators of physical quan-
tities act in the Fock space of the given system. Suppose that the system consists of
free particles and their antiparticles. Strictly speaking, in our approach it is not clear
yet what should be treated as a particle or antiparticle. The considered IRs of the dS
algebra describe objects such that (v, 7, €) is the full set of their quantum numbers.
Therefore we can define the annihilation and creation operators (a(v, j, €), a(v, j, €)*)
for these objects. If the operators satisfy the anticommutation relations then we

require that
{a(v,j,€),a(v', 5, )} = 5jj/5€6/v05(3) (v—v') (3.43)

while in the case of commutation relations
la(v,j,€),a(v, 5, )] = (5]-3-/(566/110(5(3) (v —v') (3.44)

In the first case, any two a-operators or any two a* operators anticommute with each
other while in the second case they commute with each other.

The problem of second quantization can now be formulated such that IRs
should be implemented as Fock spaces, i.e. states and operators should be expressed
in terms of the (a,a*) operators. A possible implementation follows. We define the
vacuum state Py such that it has a unit norm and satisfies the requirement

a(v,j,€)Po =0 Vv, je (3.45)

The image of the state ¢(v, j,€) in the Fock space is defined as
pr =Y [t gl o) .46
7€

and the image of the operator with the kernel A(v,j, ¢ v’ 5, €) in the Fock space is
defined as

A=Y / A(v,j eV, i Nalv, g aV, . )dp(v)dp(v')  (347)

T
]767] 76

One can directly verify that this is an implementation of IR in the Fock space. In
particular, the commutation relations in the Fock space will be preserved regardless of
whether the (a, a*) operators satisfy commutation or anticommutation relations and,
if any two operators are adjoint in the implementation of IR described above, they
will be adjoint in the Fock space as well. In other words, we have a * homomorphism
of Lie algebras of operators acting in the space of IR and in the Fock space.
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We now require that in Poincare approximation the energy should be pos-
itive definite. Recall that the operators (3.16) and (3.17) act on their respective
subspaces or in other words, they are diagonal in the quantum number e.

Suppose that mgs > 0 and consider the quantized operator corresponding
to the dS energy € in Eq. (3.16). In Poincare approximation, £F) = mggvy is fully
analogous to the standard free energy and therefore, as follows from Eq. (3.47), its
quantized form is

(5(+))F = myg Z / voa(v, 7, 1)*a(v, j,1)dp(v) (3.48)

This expression is fully analogous to the quantized Hamiltonian in standard theory
and it is known that the operator defined in such a way is positive definite.

Consider now the operator Mé4_). In Poincare approximation its quantized
form is

(5(_))1: == —Mygg Z /voa(v,j, —1)*a(v, j,—1)dp(v) (3.49)

and this operator is negative definite, what is unacceptable.

One might say that the operators a(v,j,—1) and a(v,j, —1)* are “non-
physical”: a(v, j, —1) is the operator of object’s annihilation with the negative energy,
and a(v, j, —1)* is the operator of object’s creation with the negative energy.

We will interpret the operator (€ (_)) r as that related to antiparticles. In
QFT the annihilation and creation operators for antiparticles are present in quantized
fields with the coefficients describing negative energy solutions of the corresponding
covariant equation. This is an implicit implementation of the idea that the creation
or annihilation of an antiparticle can be treated, respectively as the annihilation or
creation of the corresponding particle with the negative energy. In our case this idea
can be implemented explicitly.

Instead of the operators a(v,j,—1) and a(v,j, —1)*, we define new op-
erators b(v,j) and b(v,j)*. If b(v,j) is treated as the “physical” operator of an-
tiparticle annihilation then, according to the above idea, it should be proportional
to a(v,—j,—1)*. Analogously, if b(v,j)* is the “physical” operator of antiparticle
creation, it should be proportional to a(v, —j, —1). Therefore

b(v,7) = n()alv, =7, =1)" b(v,7)" =n(j) alv,—j, =1) (3.50)
where 7(j) is a phase factor such that
n(7)n()" =1 (3.51)

As follows from this relations, if a particle is characterized by additive quantum
numbers (e.g., electric, baryon or lepton charges) then its antiparticle is characterized
by the same quantum numbers but with the minus sign. The transformation described

*
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by Egs. (3.50) and (3.51) can also be treated as a special case of the Bogolubov
transformation discussed in a wide literature on many-body theory (see, e.g., Chap.
10 in Ref. [88] and references therein).

Since we treat b(v, j) as the annihilation operator and b(v, j)* as the cre-
ation one, instead of Eq. (3.45) we should define a new vacuum state @, such that

a(v,j, 1) Py =b(v, )P =0 Vv,j, (3.52)

and the images of states localized in X_ should be defined as
A7 =3 [ etvdi bt ) dp) (3.53
7,€

In that case the (b,0*) operators should be such that in the case of anticommutation
relations

{b(v,5),b(v',§')*} = 6;;000® (v — V'), (3.54)

and in the case of commutation relations
b(v,),b(v', 5')] = 6;5066® (v — V') (3.55)

We have to verify whether the new definition of the vacuum and one-particle states
is a correct implementation of IR in the Fock space. A necessary condition is that
the new operators should satisfy the commutation relations of the dS algebra. Since
we replaced the (a,a*) operators by the (b, b*) operators only if € = —1, it is obvious
from Eq. (3.47) that the images of the operators (3.16) in the Fock space satisfy Eq.
(1.4). Therefore we have to verify that the images of the operators (3.17) in the Fock
space also satisfy Eq. (1.4).

Consider first the case when the operators a(v, j, €) satisfy the anticom-
mutation relations. By using Eq. (3.50) one can express the operators a(v, j, —1)
in terms of the operators b(v, j). Then it follows from the condition (3.50) that the
operators b(v, j) indeed satisfy Eq. (3.55). If the operator A is defined by Eq. (3.47)
and is expressed only in terms of the (a, a*) operators at e = —1, then in terms of the
(b, b*)-operators it acts on states localized in X _ as

Ap = Z//A(V,j,—1;V’,j/,—1)77(j’)77(j)*b(v> —b(V', =j")"dp(v)dp(v') (3.56)
53’
As follows from Eq. (3.55), this operator can be written as

Ar=0C- Z / / AW =j, =1v, =4, =D)n(G)n(5') b(v, 5)*b(v', §")dp(v)dp(v')
" (3.57)
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where C' is the trace of the operator Ag
€= [ Aty Vi) (359)
J

and in general it is some an indefinite constant. The existence of infinities in the
standard approach is the well-known problem. Usually the infinite constant is elimi-
nated by requiring that all quantized operators should be written in the normal form
or by using another prescriptions. However, in dS theory this constant cannot be
eliminated since IRs are defined on the space which is a direct some of X, and X_,
and the constant inevitably arise when one wishes to have an interpretation of IRs in
terms of particles and antiparticles. In Sec. 8.8 we consider an example when a con-
stant, which is infinite in standard theory, becomes zero in GFQT but this result can
be obtained only if the IR is implemented by using a basis characterized by discrete
numbers.

In this chapter we assume that neglecting the constant C' can be somehow
justified. In that case if the operator Ap is defined by Eq. (3.47) then in the case
of anticommutation relations its action on states localized in X_ can be written as
in Eq. (3.57) with C' = 0. Then, taking into account the properties of the kernels
discussed above, we conclude that in terms of the (b, b*)-operators the kernels of the
operators (mgsv)r change their sign while the kernels of the operators in Eq. (3.41)
remain the same. In particular, the operator (—mggvg)F acting on states localized on
X_ has the same kernel as the operator (mysvp) r acting on states localized in X has
in terms of the a-operators. This implies that in Poincare approximation the energy
of the states localized in X_ is positive definite, as well as the energy of the states
localized in X.

Consider now how the spin operator changes when the a-operators are
replaced by the b-operators. Since the spin operator is diagonal in the variable v, it
follows from Eq. (3.57) that the transformed spin operator will have the same kernel
if

si(4,5') = —n()m(")"si(=5", =) (3.59)
where s;(j, ') is the kernel of the operator s;. For the z component of the spin operator
this relation is obvious since s, is diagonal in (7, ') and its kernel is s,(j, j') = jd,;.If
we choose 7(j) = (—1)®9) then the validity of Eq. (3.59) for s = 1/2 can be verified
directly while in the general case it can be verified by using properties of 37 symbols.

The above results for the case of anticommutation relations can be sum-
marized as follows. If we replace mgs by —mgs in Eq. (3.17) then the new set of
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operators

0 S XV
/: N/:—' -
J =1(v)+s, Zvoav+vo+1’
0 19) 3 SXV

B = — = — —v] —

MgV Z[av +V(V@V) + 2V] w1
&= —1 (v—a +§) (3.60)

= MgsVo A% v B .

obviously satisfies the commutation relations (1.4). The kernels of these operators
define quantized operators in terms of the (b, b*)-operators in the same way as the
kernels of the operators (3.16) define quantized operators in terms of the (a,a*)-
operators. In particular, in Poincare approximation the energy operator acting on
states localized in X _ can be defined as £ = £'/R and in this approximation it is
positive definite.

At the same time, in the case of commutation relation the replacement
of the (a,a*)-operators by the (b, b*)-operators is unacceptable for several reasons.
First of all, if the operators a(v, j, €) satisfy the commutation relations (3.44), the
operators defined by Eq. (3.50) will not satisfy Eq. (3.55). Also, the r.h.s. of
Eq. (3.57) will now have the opposite sign. As a result, the transformed operator
& will remain negative definite in Poincare approximation and the operators (3.41)
will change their sign. In particular, the angular momentum operators will no longer
satisfy correct commutation relations.

We have shown that if the definitions (3.45) and (3.46) are replaced by
(3.52) and (3.53), respectively, then the images of both sets of operators in Eq. (3.16)
and Eq. (3.17) satisfy the correct commutation relations in the case of anticom-
mutators. A question arises whether the new implementation in the Fock space is
equivalent to the IR described in Sec. 3.2. For understanding the essence of the
problem, the following very simple pedagogical example might be useful.

Consider a representation of the SO(2) group in the space of functions
f(¢) on the circumference ¢ € [0,27] where ¢ is the polar angle and the points
¢ = 0 and ¢ = 27 are identified. The generator of counterclockwise rotations is
A = —id/dyp while the generator of clockwise rotations is B = id/dyp. The equator
of the circumference contains two points, ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 7 and has measure zero.
Therefore we can represent each f(p) as a superposition of functions with the carriers
in the upper and lower semi circumferences, S, and S_. The operators A and B are
defined only on differentiable functions. The Hilbert space H contains not only such
functions but a set of differentiable functions is dense in H. If a function f(y) is
differentiable and has the carrier in S, then Af(yp) and Bf(y) also have the carrier
in S, and analogously for functions with the carrier in S_. However, we cannot define
a representation of the SO(2) group such that its generator is A on functions with
the carrier in S; and B on functions with the carrier in S_ because a counterclock-
wise rotation on S should be counterclockwise on S_ and analogously for clockwise
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rotations. In other words, the actions of the generator on functions with the carriers
in S; and S_ cannot be independent.

In the case of finite dimensional representations, any IR of a Lie algebra
by Hermitian operators can be always extended to an UIR of the corresponding Lie
group. In that case the UIR has a property that any state is its cyclic vector i.e. the
whole representation space can be obtained by acting by representation operators on
this vector and taking all possible linear combinations. For infinite dimensional IRs
this is not always the case and there should exist conditions for IRs of Lie algebras by
Hermitian operators to be extended to corresponding UIRs. This problem has been
extensively discussed in the mathematical literature (see e.g. Ref. [82]). By analogy
with finite dimensional IRs, one might think that in the case of infinite dimensional
IRs there should exist an analog of the cyclic vector. In Sec. 3.4 we have shown that
for infinite dimensional IRs of the dS algebra this idea can be explicitly implemented
by choosing a cyclic vector and acting on this vector by operators of the enveloping
algebra of the dS algebra. This construction shows that the action of representation
operators on states with the carrier in X, should define its action on states with the
carrier in X_, i.e. the action of representation operators on states with the carriers
in X, and X_ are not independent.

3.5.2 Example of transformation mixing particles and an-
tiparticles

We treated states localized in X, as particles and states localized in X_ as cor-
responding antiparticles. However, the space of IR contains not only such states.
There is no rule prohibiting states with the carrier having a nonempty intersection
with both, X, and X _. Suppose that there exists a unitary transformation belonging
to the UIR of the dS group such that it transforms a state with the carrier in X, to
a state with the carrier in X_. If the Fock space is implemented according to Egs.
(3.45) and (3.46) then the transformed state will have the form

A7 =3 [ etvdatv. g1 dpv), (3.01

while with the implementation in terms of the (b, b*) operators it should have the
form (3.53). Since the both states are obtained from the same state with the carrier
in X, they should be the same. However, they cannot be the same. This is clear
even from the fact that in Poincare approximation the former has a negative energy
while the latter has a positive energy.

Our construction shows that the interpretation of states as particles and
antiparticles is not always consistent. It can be only approximately consistent when
we consider only states localized either in X, or in X_ and only transformations
which do not mix such states. In quantum theory there is a superselection rule (SSR)
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prohibiting states which are superpositions of states with different electric, baryon or
lepton charges. In general, if states 1, and i, are such that there are no physical
operators A such that (19, A1) # 0 then the SSR says that the state ¢ = ¢y + 1 is
prohibited. The meaning of the SSR is now widely discussed (see e.g., Ref. [89] and
references therein). Since the SSR implies that the superposition principle, which is
a key principle of quantum theory, is not universal, several authors argue that the
SSR should not be present in quantum theory. Other authors argue that the SSR is
only a dynamical principle since, as a result of decoherence, the state v will quickly
disappear and so it cannot be observable.

We now give an example of a transformation, which transforms states
localized in Xy to ones localized in X_ and wvice versa. Let I € SO(1,4) be a matrix
which formally coincides with the metric tensor n. If this matrix is treated as a
transformation of the dS space, it transforms the North pole (0,0,0,0,z* = R) to the
South pole (0,0,0,0,z* = —R) and vice versa. As already explained, in our approach
the dS space is not involved and in Secs. 3.2-3.4 the results for UIRs of the dS
group have been used only for constructing IRs of the dS algebra. This means that
the unitary operator U([/) corresponding to I is well defined and we can consider its
action without relating I to a transformation of the dS space.

If vy, is a representative defined by Eq. (3.13) then it is easy to verify that
Iv, = (—v)rI and, as follows from Eq. (3.9), if ¢, is localized in X then ¢y =
U(I)yy will be localized in X _. Therefore U(I) transforms particles into antiparticles
and vice versa. In Secs. 1.2 and 1.3 we argued that the notion of empty space-time
background is unphysical and that unitary transformations generated by self-adjoint
operators may not have a usual interpretation. The example with U(I) gives a good
illustration of this point. Indeed, if we work with dS space, we might expect that all
unitary transformations corresponding to the elements of the group SO(1,4) act in the
space of IR only kinematically, in particular they transform particles to particles and
antiparticles to antiparticles. However, in QFT in curved space-time this is not the
case. Nevertheless, this is not treated as an indication that standard notion of the dS
space is not physical. Although fields are not observable, in QFT in curved space-time
they are treated as fundamental and single-particle interpretations of field equations
are not tenable (moreover, some QFT theorists state that particles do not exist). For
example, as shown in Ref. [90], solutions of fields equations are superpositions of
states which usually are interpreted as a particle and its antiparticle, and in dS space
neither coefficient in the superposition can be zero. This result is compatible with
the Mensky’s one [46] described in the beginning of this section. One might say that
our result is in agreement with those in dS QFT since UIRs of the dS group describe
not a particle or antiparticle but an object such that a particle and its antiparticle
are different states of this object (at least in Poincare approximation). However, as
noted above, in dS QFT this is not treated as the fact that dS space is unphysical.

The matrix I belongs to the component of unity of the group SO(1,4).
For example, the transformation I can be obtained as a product of rotations by 180
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degrees in planes (1,2) and (3,4). Therefore, U(I) can be obtained as a result of
continuous transformations expli(Miap1 + Mssp2)] when the values of ¢ and 9
change from zero to m. Any continuous transformation transforming a state with the
carrier in X to the state with the carrier in X_ is such that the carrier should cross X
at some values of the transformation parameters. As noted in the preceding section,
the set X is characterized by the condition that the standard Poincare momentum is
infinite and therefore, from the point of view of intuition based on Poincare invariant
theory, one might think that no transformation when the carrier crosses Xy is possible.
However, as we have seen in the preceding section, in variables (uy,us,us,uy) the
condition u, = 0 defines the equator of S? corresponding to X, and this condition is
not singular. So from the point of view of dS theory, nothing special happens when
the carrier crosses Xy. We observe only either particles or antiparticles but not their
linear combinations because Poincare approximation works with a very high accuracy
and it is very difficult to perform transformations mixing states localized in X, and
X_.

3.5.3 Summary

As follows from the above discussion, objects belonging to IRs of the dS algebra can be
treated as particles or antiparticles only if Poincare approximation works with a high
accuracy. As a consequence, the conservation of electric, baryon and lepton charges
can be only approrimate.

At the same time, our discussion shows that the approximation when one
IR of the dS algebra splits into independent IRs for a particle and its antiparticle
can be valid only in the case of anticommutation relations. Since it is a reasonable
requirement that dS theory should become the Poincare one at certain conditions,
the above results show that in dS invariant theory only fermions can be elementary.

Let us now consider whether there exist neutral particles in dS invariant
theory. In AdS and Poincare invariant theories, neutral particles are described as
follows. One first constructs a covariant field containing both IRs, with positive
and negative energies. Therefore the number of states is doubled in comparison
with the IR. However, to satisfy the requirement that neutral particles should be
described by real (not complex) fields, one has to impose a relation between the
creation and annihilation operators for states with positive and negative energies.
Then the number of states describing a neutral field again becomes equal to the
number of states in the IR. In contrast to those theories, IRs of the dS algebra are
implemented on both, upper and lower Lorentz hyperboloids and therefore the number
of states in IRs is twice as big as for IRs of the Poincare and AdS algebras. Even
this fact shows that in dS invariant theory there can be no neutral particles since it
is not possible to reduce the number of states in an IR. Another argument is that, as
follows from the above construction, dS invariant theory is not C' invariant. Indeed,
C' invariance in standard theory means that representation operators are invariant
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under the interchange of a-operators and b-operators. However, in our case when
a-operators are replaced by b-operators, the operators (3.16) become the operators
(3.60). Those sets of operators coincide only in Poincare approximation while in
general the operators M* in Eqs. (3.16) and (3.60) are different. Therefore a particle
and its antiparticle are described by different sets of operators. We conclude that in
dS invariant theory neutral particles cannot be elementary.

3.6 dS quantum mechanics and cosmological re-
pulsion

The results on IRs can be applied not only to elementary particles but even to macro-
scopic bodies when it suffices to consider their motion as a whole. This is the case
when the distances between the bodies are much greater that their sizes. In this sec-
tion we consider the operators M** not only in Poincare approximation but taking
into account dS corrections. If those corrections are small, one can neglect transfor-
mations mixing states on the upper and lower Lorentz hyperboloids (see the discussion
in the preceding section) and describe the representation operators for a particle and
its antiparticle by Eqgs. (3.16) and (3.60), respectively.

We define £ = /R, P = B/R and m = mys/R. Consider the non-
relativistic approximation when |v| < 1. If we wish to work with units where the
dimension of velocity is m/s, we should replace v by v/c. If p = mv then it is
clear from the expressions for B in Egs. (3.16) and (3.60) that p becomes the real
momentum P only in the limit R — oo. At this stage we do not have any coordinate
space yet. However, if we assume that semiclassical approximation is valid, then,
by analogy with standard quantum mechanics, we can define the position operator
r as i0/0p. As discussed in Chap. 2, such a definition encounters problems in
view of the WPS effect. However, as noted in this chapter, this effect is a pure
quantum phenomenon and for macroscopic bodies it is negligible. The problem of
the cosmological acceleration is meaningful only for macroscopic bodies when classical
approximation applies.

Since the commutators of R and R with different components of p are
proportional to & and the operator r is a sum of the parallel and perpendicular com-
ponents (see Eq. (9.6)), in classical approximation we can neglect those commutators
and treat p and r as usual vectors. Then as follows from Eq. (3.16)

P=p+mer/R, H=p’/2m+cpr/R, N=—mr (3.62)

where H = E — mc? is the classical nonrelativistic Hamiltonian and, as follows from
Egs. (3.60)

P=p—mer/R, H=p?/2m—cpr/R, N=—mr (3.63)
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As follows from these expressions, in both cases

P2 mc*r?
HP.r) =5~ R

(3.64)

The last term in Eq. (3.64) is the dS correction to the non-relativistic
Hamiltonian. It is interesting to note that the non-relativistic Hamiltonian depends
on ¢ although it is usually believed that ¢ can be present only in relativistic theory.
This illustrates the fact mentioned in Sec. 1.4 that the transition to nonrelativistic
theory understood as |v| < 1 is more physical than that understood as ¢ — oo.
The presence of ¢ in Eq. (3.64) is a consequence of the fact that this expression is
written in standard units. In nonrelativistic theory c is usually treated as a very large
quantity. Nevertheless, the last term in Eq. (3.64) is not large since we assume that
R is very large.

The result given by Eq. (1.7) is now a consequence of the Hamilton equa-
tions for the Hamiltonian given by Eq. (3.64). In our approach this result has been
obtained without using dS space and Riemannian geometry while the fact that A # 0
should be treated not such that the space-time background has a curvature (since
the notion of the space-time background is meaningless) but as an indication that
the symmetry algebra is the dS algebra rather than the Poincare one. Therefore for
explaining the fact that A # 0 there is no need to involve dark energy or any other
quantum fields.

Another way to show that our results are compatible with GR is as follows.
The well-known result of GR is that if the metric is stationary and differs slightly from
the Minkowskian one then in the nonrelativistic approximation the curved space-time
can be effectively described by a gravitational potential ¢(r) = (goo(r) — 1)/2¢*. We
now express 7o in Eq. (1.5) in terms of a new variable ¢t as vy = t +¢3/6 R* — tx* /2 R%.
Then the expression for the interval becomes

ds®> = dt*(1 — r*/R?) — dr* — (rdr/R)? (3.65)

Therefore, the metric becomes stationary and ¢(r) = —r?/2R? in agreement with Eq.
(3.64).

Consider now a system of two free particles described by the variables P;
and r; (j = 1,2). Define the standard nonrelativistic variables

Py, =P, +Py,  qiz = (moPy —miPy)/(my + my)
ng = (m1r1 + mgrg)/(ml + mg), Tio=TrI] —TI9 (366)

Then, as follows from Egs. (3.62) and (3.63), in the nonrelativistic approximation
the two-particle quantities P, EE and N are given by
P2, MdAR3,

P=Py E=M+ 2= N=-MRy (3.67)

106



where

o Myp T2

M = M(quiz,r12) = my +mg + Hpp(r12,q12), Hpp(r,q) = ome  OR2 (3.68)
12

and mys is the reduced two-particle mass.

It now follows from Egs. (3.18) and (3.67) that M has the meaning of the
two-body mass since in the nonrelativistic approximation M? = I,/R? where now
I is the Casimir operator of the second order for the two-body system. Therefore
M (qi2,r12) is the internal two-body Hamiltonian. Then, as a consequence of the
Hamilton equations, in semiclassical approximation the relative acceleration is given
by the same expression (1.7) but now a is the relative acceleration and r is the
relative radius vector. As noted in Sec. 1.2, equations of motions for systems of free
particles can be obtained even without the Hamilton equations but assuming that
the coordinates and momenta are related to each other by Eq. (1.2). This question
is discussed in Sec. 5.7.

The fact that two free particles have a relative acceleration is known for
cosmologists who consider dS symmetry on classical level. This effect is called the
dS antigravity. The term antigravity in this context means that the particles repulse
rather than attract each other. In the case of the dS antigravity the relative accelera-
tion of two free particles is proportional (not inversely proportional!) to the distance
between them. This classical result (which in our approach has been obtained with-
out involving dS space and Riemannian geometry) is a special case of dS symmetry
on quantum level when semiclassical approximation works with a good accuracy.

As follows from Eq. (3.68), the dS antigravity is not important for local
physics when r < R. At the same time, at cosmological distances the dS antigravity
is much stronger than any other interaction (gravitational, electromagnetic etc.).
One can consider the quantum two-body problem with the Hamiltonian given by Eq.
(3.68). Then it is obvious that the spectrum of the operator H,, is purely continuous
and belongs to the interval (—oo,00) (see also Refs. [36, 37| for details). This does
not mean that the theory is unphysical since stationary bound states in standard
theory become quasistationary with a very large lifetime if R is large.

Our final remark follows. The consideration in this chapter involves only
standard quantum-mechanical notions and in semiclassical approximation the results
on the cosmological acceleration are compatible with GR. As argued in Sect. 2.2,
the standard coordinate operator has some properties which do not correspond to
what is expected from physical intuition; however, at least from mathematical point
of view, at cosmological distances semiclassical approximation is valid with a very
high accuracy. At the same time, as discussed in the next chapter, when distances
are much less than cosmological ones, this operator should be modified. Then, as a
consequence of the fact that in dS invariant theory the spectum of the mass operator
for a free two-body system is not bounded below by (m; 4+msy) it is possible to obtain
gravity as a pure kinematical consequence of dS symmetry on quantum level.
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Chapter 4

Algebraic description of irreducible
representations

4.1 Construction of IRs in discrete basis

In Sec. 3.4 we have mentioned a possibility that IRs of the so(1,4) algebra can
be constructed in a pure algebraic approach such that the basis is characterized
only by discrete quantum numbers. In this chapter a detailed consideration of this
approach is given for the spinless case and in the next chapter the results are applied
to gravity. First of all, to make relations between standard theory and GFQT more
straightforward, we will modify the commutation relations (1.4) by writing them in

the form
[]\4(11)7 Mcd] — _2Z~(nachd + nbdMac . ,r]adec . nbcMad) (41)

One might say that these relations are written in units 7/2 = ¢ = 1. However, as
noted in Sect. 1.4, fundamental quantum theory should not involve quantities h and ¢
at all, and Eq. (4.1) indeed does not contain these quantities. The reason for writing
the commutation relations in the form (4.1) rather than (1.4) is that in this case the
minimum nonzero value of the angular momentum is 1 instead of 1/2. Therefore the
spin of fermions is odd and the spin of bosons is even. This will be convenient in
GFQT where 1/2 is a very large number (see Chap. 6).

As already noted, the results on IRs can be applied not only to elementary
particles but even to macroscopic bodies when it suffices to consider their motion as
a whole. This is the case when the distances between the bodies are much greater
that their sizes. In Poincare invariant theory, IRs describing massless Weyl particles
can be obtained as a limit of massive IRs when m — 0 with a special choice of
representatives in the factor space SL(2,C)/SU(2). However, as shown in Sec. 3.3,
in dS theory such a limit does not exist and therefore there are no Weyl particles in
dS theory. In standard theory it is believed that the photon is a true massless particle
but, as noted in Sec. 3.3, if, for example, R is of the order of 10*®m then the upper
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limit for the photon dS mass is of the order of 10, In the present work we assume
that the photon can be described by IRs of the principle series discussed above.

In all macroscopic experiments the orbital angular momenta of macro-
scopic bodies and even photons are very large. As an example, consider a photon
moving in approximately radial direction away from the Earth surface. Suppose that
the photon energy equals the bound energy of the ground state of the hydrogen atom
27.2ev. Then in units ¢ =l = 1 this energy is of the order of 10”/em. Hence even if
the level arm of the photon trajectory is of the order of 1em, the value of the orbital
angular momentum is of the order of 107. In other experiments with photons and
macroscopic bodies this value is greater by many orders of magnitude. Therefore the
spin terms in J can be neglected. Since vy > |v|, the orbital part of the operator N is
also much greater than its spin part. The orbital part of the operator B is typically
much greater than its spin part; this is clear even from the fact that in Poincare
limit this part is proportional to R while the spin does not depend on R. In view
of these remarks, we will not consider spin effects. Hence our goal is to construct
massive spinless IRs in a discrete basis. By analogy with the method of little group
in standard theory, one can first choose states which can be treated as rest ones and
then obtain the whole representation space by acting on such states by certain linear
combinations of representation operators.

Since B is a possible choice of the dS analog of the momentum operator,
one might think that rest states ey can be defined by the condition Bey = 0. However,
in the general case this is not consistent since, as follows from Eq. (4.1), different
components of B do not commute with each other: as follows from Eq. (4.1) and the
definitions of the operators J and B in Sect. 3.2,

[J7,J¥) = [B?, B¥ = 2ie;iJ',  [J7, BY] = 2ieju B’ (4.2)

where a sum over repeated indices is assumed. Therefore a subspace of elements e
such that Bieg =0 (7 = 1,2, 3) is not closed under the action of the operators B’.

Let us define the operators J' = (J+B)/2 and J” = (J —B)/2. As follows
from Eq. (4.1), they satisfy the commutation relations

[J3, TR =0, [J7,J% =2e,J", [J7,TF = 2iejp " (4.3)

Since in Poincare limit B is much greater than J, as an analog of the momentum
operator one can treat J’ instead of B. Then one can define rest states ey by the
condition that J'ey = 0. In this case the subspace of rest states is defined consistently
since it is invariant under the action of the operators J’. Since the operators J' and
J”7 commute with each other, one can define the internal angular momentum of the
system as a reduction of J” on the subspace of rest states. In particular, in Ref. [35]
we used such a construction for constructing IRs of the dS algebra in the method of
SU(2) x SU(2) shift operators proposed by Hughes for constructing IRs of the SO(5)
group [87]. In the spinless case the situation is simpler since for constructing IRs it
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suffices to choose only one vector ey such that
J/eo = J”@O = 0, 1260 = (’LU + 9)60 (44)

The last requirement reflects the fact that all elements from the representation space
are eigenvectors of the Casimir operator I, with the same eigenvalue. When the
representation operators satisfy Eq. (4.1), the numerical value of the operator I is
not as indicated at the end of Sec. (3.2) but

L=w—-s(s+2)+9 (4.5)

where w = m?g. Therefore for spinless particles the numerical value equals w + 9.
As follows from Eq. (4.1) and the definitions of the operators (J, N, B, )
in Secs. 3.2 and (3.4), in addition to Egs. 4.2, the following relations are satisfied:

[£,N] =2iB, [£,B] = 2N, [J,£] =0, [B/, N*] = 2i0;4&, [J/, N*] = 2iej, N' (4.6)
We define e; = 2€¢y and
ens1 = 28e, — [w+ (2n 4+ 1)%e, (4.7)

These definitions make it possible to find e, for any n = 0, 1, 2.... As follows from Eqs.
(4.2), (4.6) and (4.7), Je,, = 0 and B?¢,, = 4n(n+2)e,. We use the notation J, = J!,
J, = J?, J, = J? and analogously for the operators N and B. Instead of the (zy)
components of the vectors it may be sometimes convenient to use the + components
such that J, = J. + J_, J, = —i(J+ — J_) and analogously for the operators N and
B. We now define the elements e,,;; as

(2k + 1)!!

Enkl = W(J—)Z(Bﬁken (4.8)

Then a direct calculation using Eqs. (4.2-4.8) gives
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n+1—k n+1+k
o(n+1) " T o0 1)
ik +1-02k+2—1)
8(n + 1)(2k + 1)(2k + 3) N
[w+ 20+ 1)%)en—1p410} —

genkl = [w + (2n + 1)2]671_1,“

N+€nkl =

1
m{(n + 1-— ]C)(n + 2 — k’)@nJrLk,l,l,Q —

(n+k)(n+1+k)w+ 2n+1))en_14-1,1-2}
—i(l+ 1)l +2)

8(n + 1)(2k + 1)(2k + 3) {ensipsioe =

[w+ (20 + 1)%)en—1pr1 412} +

N_enp =

1
- 1— 9 _ =
2(77/ + 1) {(n + k)(n + k)6n+17k 1,l

(n+k)(n+1+k)[w+2n+1)2e, 1414}
—i(l+1)2k+1-1)

4(n + 1)(2k + 1)(2k + 3) {entirnin =

[w + 2n + D?en1pr1am1} —

N.epp =

{1 R) (02— B)en g -
(n+k)n+1+k)w+2n+1)2e, 15111} (4.9)
(2k+1—-10)2k+2-1)

202k + 1)(2k +3) AL
2+ 1—-k)(n+1+k)ep 112

(I+1)(1+2)
22k + 1)(2k + 3) AL
2n+1—k)(n+1+k)e,p—14
I+ 1)2k+1-1)
2(2k + 1)(2k 4 3) AHLHLT
dn+1—k)(n+14+k)epr—1,-1
J—l—enkl = (2]{3 -+ 1 — l)enk,l_l J_enkl = (l + 1)enk,l+1
ek = 2(k — Deng (4.10)

Bienw =

B_enn =

Bz Enkl =

where at a fixed value of n, K =0,1,..n, 1l = 0,1,...2k and if [ and k£ are not in this
range then e, = 0. Therefore, the elements e, form a basis of the spinless IR with
a given w.

The next step is to define a scalar product compatible with the Hermiticity
of the operators (£,B,N,J). Since B? + J? is the Casimir operator for the so(4)
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subalgebra and
(B2 + JZ)enkl = 477,(77/ + 2)enkl (411)

the vectors e, with different values of n should be orthogonal. Since J? is the
Casimir operator of the so(3) subalgebra and J%e,x; = 4k(k + 1)enu, the vectors e,
with different values of k also should be orthogonal. Finally, as follows from the
last expression in Eq. (4.10), the vectors e, with the same values of n and k£ and
different values of [ should be orthogonal since they are eigenvectors of the operator
J. with different eigenvalues. Therefore, the scalar product can be defined assuming
that (eg, e0) = 1 and a direct calculation using Eqs. (4.4-4.8) gives

(€nkts €nrt) = (2k + 1)ICHCACE o [ [[w + (27 + 1)) (4.12)

Jj=1

where C* = n!/[(n — k)!k!] is the binomial coefficient. At this point we do not
normalize basis vectors to one since, as will be discussed below, the normalization
(4.12) has its own advantages.

Instead of | we define a new quantum number p = k& — [ which can take
values —k, —k + 1, ...k. Each element of the representation space can be written as
T =3 ¢k, p)enr, where the set of the coefficients c(n, k, ) can be called the
wave function in the (nkpu) representation. As follows from Eqgs. (4.9) and (4.10), the
action of the representation operators on the wave function can be written as
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n—=k n+2+k
1k
o = Lk + 5o

Ec(n,k,p) = [w+ (2n + 3)?]

cn+1,k, p)

ik +p)(k+p—1) 1
Nic(n, k,p) = 8(2k — 1)(2k + 1) t

Ec(n—l,k—l,u—l)_
%H[w+(2n+3)2]c(n+1,k—1”u_1)}_
Z(n—1—2:)(n—]€)c(n—1,k+1,u_1)+
in+k+2)(n+k+3)
2(n +2)
N_e(n, k) = —E =k —p=1) 1

Cen—1k—1,u+1)—
ST D@kt D) Ly bE-Let D)

[w+ (2n +3)%e(n+ 1,k +1,u—1)

1
n+2[w+(2n+3)2]c(n+1,k—1,,u—i—1)}+

z‘(n—l—wf)(n—k)c(n—1,k+1,u+1)_

i(n+k+2)(n+k+3)
2(n+2)

—i(k —p)(k+p) 1

42k — 1)(2k + 1){50(7%— Lk—1,p)—

[w+ (20 +3)%e(n+ 1,k +1,u+1)

N,e(n, k,p) =

%H[w +©2n+3)?le(n+ 1,k —1,u)} —

n—1—k)(n—Fk

ifn )n )c(n—l,k+1,u)+
n

iln+k+2)(n+k+3)
n+ 2

(k+p)k+p—1)
2(2k — 1)(2k + 1)
2(n —k)(n+ 2+ k)e(n,k+ 1, — 1)
(k= —p-1)
Beeln ko) = =S ar Dok + 1
2(n—k)(n+2+k)c(n, k+1,u+1)
(k= pw(k+p)
B.c(n,k,p) = TR Dk 1)c(n,k —1,u)—
din—k)(n+2+k)e(n,k+1, 1)
Jie(n k,p) = (k+ pen, kypw—1) J_c(n, k,p) = (k= p)e(n, k,wu+ 1)
J.c(n, k, 1) = 2uc(n, k, ) (4.14)

[w+ (2n +3)?|e(n + 1,k + 1, ) (4.13)

Bic(n,k,p) = cnyk—1,p—1)—

cnyk—1pn+1)+
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It is seen from the last expression that the meaning of the quantum number g is such
that c¢(n, k, pt) is the eigenfunction of the operator J, with the eigenvalue 2y, i.e. u is
the standard magnetic quantum number.

We use €,;, to denote basis vectors normalized to one and ¢é(n, k, u1) to
denote the wave function in the normalized basis. As follows from Eq. (4.12), the
vectors €,x, can be defined as

Buts = {2k + DICECECE o [Tl + 2+ 10 e (4.15)

j=1

A direct calculation using Eqs. (4.12-4.15) shows that the action of the representation
operators on the wave function in the normalized basis is given by
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[m+2—jfg”**%w+@n+a%W%m+Lk—Lu—n}—
1[(k+2—u)(/€+1—u)]1/2
42k +1)(2k + 3)(n+ 1)

=B R 4 (n 4 2] e -1k 4 L 1) -
|

(n+k+2)(n+k+3)
n+2
~ ot (k= —p=1) p
Nt ko) =il e D )
DR EEED 4, 4 an 1) e -1k 1) -

2 DO LD oy (ot 82 e 1,k 1k 1))
3[ (k424 u)(k+ 1+ p) 12

42k + 1)(2k + 3)(n+ 1)

{[(n— k)(n—k—1)

- (w+ 2n+ D))V%e(n -1, k+1,u+1) —
[

(n+k+2)(n+k+3)
n+ 2
) T Gt Ol Gl D BV
N=eln, k) = _5[(% —1)(2k+1)(n+ 1)] /
(n+k)(n+k+1)

(w4 2n+3))]Y2e(n+1,k+1, 0 — 1))}

(w+ 2n+3)))V2%en +1,k+1,u+1)]}

1 - (w+ 2n+ D)% — 1,k — 1, ) —

2RO R) (o4 ) e+ 1k~ 1, ) -

3'[(k+1—,u)(/€+1+ﬂ)]1/2
22k +1)(2k + 3)(n+ 1)

{[(n — k)(?:b— k — 1) (w + (2’/L+ 1)2)]1/25(71 _ 17]{; + 1,/1) —

(n+k+2)(n+k+3)
[ n+2

(w+ (2n+ 3)))V%e(n + 1,k + 1, n)]} (4.16)
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(k+w)(k+p—1Mn+1—-k)(n+1+k)
(2k —1)(2k + 1)
(k+2—p)(k+1—p)(n—Fk)(n+k+2)
(2k + 1)(2k + 3)
(k—wu)(k—p—1)Mn+1-k)(n+1+k)
(2k —1)(2k + 1)
(k+2+p)(k+1+p)(n—k)(n+k+2)
(2k 4+ 1)(2k + 3)

(k=) (k+p)n+1—k)(n+1+k)

(2k —1)(2k+ 1)
(k+1—-p)(k+14+pu)(n—Fk)(n+k+2)
(2k + 1)(2k + 3)

Jye(n, k) = [(k+ p)(k+1 = p)]'?e(n, k,p— 1)
T &(n, k) = [(k = p)(k + 1+ p)]V%e(n, ky o+ 1)
J.e(n, k, 1) = 2ué(n, k, 1) (4.17)

Bié(n,k,p) = 1Y2e(n, k — 1,0 — 1)

]1/26(n7 k+ 17:“ - 1)

-

B_&(n, k,p) = —| ['2E(n,k — 1, + 1)

JV2e(n,k+ 1, p+ 1)

+

B.¢(n,k,pn) = =2 1Y2é(n, k — 1, p)

—2[ JY2E(n, k+1, )

4.2 Semiclassical approximation

Consider now the semiclassical approximation in the €, basis. As noted in Secs.
3.2 and 3.6, the operator B is the dS analog of the usual momentum P such that
in Poincare limit B = 2RP. The operator J has the same meaning as in Poincare
invariant theory. Then it is clear from Eqgs. (4.13) and (4.14) that a necessary
condition for the semiclassical approximation is that the quantum numbers (nku) are
much greater than 1 (in agreement with the remarks in the preceding section). By
analogy with the discussion of the semiclassical approximation in Secs. 2.2 and 3.6,
we assume that a state is semiclassical if its wave function has the form

én, k, 1) = a(n, k, pexpli(—ne + ka — pp)] (4.18)

where a(n, k, 1) is an amplitude, which is not small only in some vicinities of n = ng,
k = ko and p = pg. We also assume that when the quantum numbers (nku) change
by one, the main contribution comes from the rapidly oscillating exponent. Then, as
follows from the first expression in Eq. (4.16), the action of the dS energy operator
can be written as

Ee(n, k,p) ~ nio[(no — ko) (no + ko) (w + 4n2)]V?cos(@)é(n, k, 1) (4.19)

Therefore the semiclassical wave function is approximately the eigenfunction of the
dS energy operator with the eigenvalue
1

n—o[(no — ko) (no + ko) (w + 471(2))]1/2003@.
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We will use the following notations. When we consider not the action of
an operator on the wave function but its approximate eigenvalue in the semiclassical
state, we will use for the eigenvalue the same notation as for the operator and this
should not lead to misunderstanding. Analogously, in eigenvalues we will write n,
k and p instead of ng, ko and pg, respectively. By analogy with Eq. (4.19) we can
consider eigenvalues of the other operators and the results can be represented as

£ = %[(n k) (n + k) (w + 40%)] Pcos

N, = (w+ 4n2)1/2{—¥[ucosacosﬁ + ksinasinf] +

CcoS

[psinacosf — keosasinf]}

N, = (w+ 4n2)1/2{—¥[ucosasm6 — ksinacosf] +

o5y [psinasinf + kcosacosf]}

1 1
N, =[(k—p)(k + p)(w+ 4n2)]1/2(zsin<pcosa - Ecosgpsz’na)

B, = %[(n — k) (n + k)]Y?[ucosacosB + ksinasinf]

B, = %[(n — k)(n + k)2 [ucosasin — ksinacos[]

B = —[(k = w) (k) — B + )] cosa

Ty = 2[(k — ) (k + )] Y2cosB  J, = 2[(k — p)(k + )]/ sinf

J. =24 (4.20)

Since B is the dS analog of p and in classical theory J = r x p, one might expect that
BJ = 0 and, as follows from the above expressions, this is the case. It also follows
that B? = 4(n? — k?) and J? = 4k? in agreement with Eq. (4.11).

In Sec. 3.6 we described semiclassical wave functions by six parameters
(r,p) while in the basis é,; the six parameters are (n,k, u,p,«,3). Since in the
dS theory the ten representation operators are on equal footing, it is also possible to
describe a semiclassical state by semiclasscal eigenvalues of these operators. However,
we should have four constraints for them. As follows from Eqgs. (3.18) and (3.23), the
constraints can be written as

E+N*-B’-J?=w NxB=-£J (4.21)

As noted in Sec. 3.6, in Poincare limit &€ = 2RFE, B = 2Rp (since we have replaced
Eq. (1.4) by Eq. (4.1)) and the values of N and J are much less than £ and B.
Therefore the first relation in Eq. (4.21) is the Poincare analog of the well-known
relation E? — p? = m?.
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The quantities (nkupaf) can be expressed in terms of semiclassical eigen-
values (€,N, B, J) as follows. The quantities (nku) can be found from the relations

B*+J=4n® J* =4k J,=2u (4.22)
and then the angles (pa3) can be found from the relations

2En , BN
B(w + 4n?)1/2 e =  B(w + 4n2)1/?
cosa = —JB,/(BJ.) sina=(BxJ),/(BJ.)
cosf=Jy/J. sinf=J,/J, (4.23)

cosp =

where B = |B|, J = |[J| and J, = (J? 4+ J2)"/?. In semiclassical approximation,
uncertainties of the quantities (nku) should be such that An < n, Ak < k and Ap <
(. On the other hand, those uncertainties cannot be very small since the distribution
in (nku) should be such that all the ten approximate eigenvalues (£, N, B, J) should
be much greater than their corresponding uncertainties. The assumption is that for
macroscopic bodies all these conditions can be satisfied.

In Sec. 3.6 we discussed operators in Poincare limit and corrections to
them, which lead to the dS antigravity. A problem arises how the Poincare limit
should be defined in the basis defined in the present chapter. In contrast to Sec. 3.6,
we can now work not with the unphysical quantities v or p = mv defined on the
Lorentz hyperboloid but directly with semiclassical eigenvalues of the representation
operators. In contrast to Sec. 3.6, we now define p = B/(2R), m = w'/?/(2R)
and E = (m? 4+ p?)/2. Then Poincare limit can be defined by the requirement that
when R is large, the quantities £ and B are proportional to R while N and J do not
depend on R. In this case, as follows from Eq. (4.21), in Poincare limit £ = 2RE
and B = 2Rp.

4.3 Position operator in dS theory

By analogy with constructing a physical position operator in Sec. 2.11, the position
operator in dS theory can be found from the following considerations. Since the
operators B and J are consistently defined as representation operators of the dS
algebra and we have defined p as B/2R, one might seek the position operator such
that on classical level the relation r x p = J/2 will take place (the factor 1/2 is a
consequence of the fact that we work with units where 7/2 = 1). On classical level
one can define parallel and perpendicular components of r as r = rB/|B| +r, and
analogously N = N;B/|B| 4+ N . Then the relation r x p = J/2 defines uniquely
only r; and it follows from the second relation in Eq. (4.21) that N, = —2Fr,.
However, it is not clear yet how 7| should be defined and whether the last relation is
also valid for the parallel components of N and r. As follows from the second relation
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in Eq. (4.23), it will be valid if |sing| = 7/R, i.e. ¢ is the angular coordinate.
As noted in Sec. 2.2, semiclassical approximation for a physical quantity can be
valid only in states where this quantity is rather large. Therefore if R is very large
then ¢ is very small if the distances are not cosmological (i.e. they are much less
than R). Hence the problem arises whether this approximation is valid. This is a
very important problem since in standard approach it is assumed that nevertheless
@ can be considered semiclassically. Suppose first that this is the case and consider
corrections to Poincare limit in classical limit.

Since B = 2Rp and J/2 = r; x p then it follows from Eq. (4.22) that
in first order in 1/R* we have k*/n? = r? /R?. Therefore as follows from the first
expression in Eq. (4.20), in first order in 1/R? the results on £ and N can be

represented as

I‘2

€ =2ER(1~ 5), N=-2Br (4.24)

Hence the result for the energy is in agreement with Eq. (3.64) while the result for
N is in agreement with Eq. (3.16).

Consider now constructing the position operator on quantum level. In

view of the remarks in Sec. 4.1, we assume the approximation n, k, |u| > 1. Let us

define Hermitian operators A and B which act as
Ae(n, k, p) = S[e(n + 1k, 1) = & — 1k, )
1
Be(n, k, ) = gle(n + 1.k, p) +é(n — 1.k, p)] (4.25)

and the operators F and G which act as (compare with Egs. (2.63) and (2.64))

Fié(n k,p) = 4[(k+u) c(n k=1, u—1)+ (k= pe(n,k+1,p—1)]

Fé(n, b, p) = i[(k e,k — 1+ 1) + (k + p)é(n, k + 1, p+ 1)]
FLé(n, k, p) = %\/k;? —2lE(nk— 1, p0) — &y k 4+ 1, )] (4.26)

Gt ) = (k4 e, k= 1= 1) = (k — ),k + 1, 1)]

G_¢(n,k,p) =——[(k—pén,k—1,u+1)— (k+ p)c(n,k+ 1, p+ 1)]

1
4k
G.c(n, k,p) = —7"k2k_u[ (n,k—1,p1) +é(n, k+1, 1) (4.27)

Then, as follows from Eqs. (4.16) and (4.17), the representation operators can be
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written as

2 2

(96(77,, k”u) = u(w + 4712)1/QB, N — _(w + 4n2)1/2(AG + lBF)
n n

B =2vn? _k2G7 J:I:E(nvkmu) -V k2_u2é(nakau:f:]‘)
J.e(n, k, 1) = 2uc(n, k, ) (4.28)

and, as follows from Eqs. (4.26,7.15,4.28)
[Jj, Fk] = 2i6jklﬂ, [Jj, Gk] = 2i€jl€lGl7 G2 = 1, F2 = kQ

1
G;,Gi] =0, [F}, Fy] = —iejkh]z, ei{ Fre, Gi} = J;
JG—GJ—JF—FJ—0, FG——-GF—i (4.29)

The first two relations show that F and G are the vector operators as expected. The

third relation shows that G can be treated as an operator of the unit vector along

the direction of the momentum. The result for the anticommutator shows that on

classical level F x G = J/2 and the last two relations show that on classical level

the operators in the triplet (F, G,J) are mutually orthogonal. Hence we have a full

analogy with the corresponding results in Poincare invariant theory (see Sec. 2.11).
Let us define the operators || and R as

R
Rj=RA Ry =_F (4.30)

Then taking into account that (w+4n?)'/? = 2RE, the expression for N in Eq. (4.28)
can be written as

N = —2ER,G — 2EBR, (4.31)

If the function ¢é(n, k, 1) depends on ¢ as in Eq. (4.18) and ¢ is of the order of /R
then, as follows from Eq. (4.25), in the approximation when the terms of the order of
(r/R)* in N can be neglected, B ~ 1. In the approximation when n can be replaced
by a continuous variable Rp

0 h
Ry=ith—, R, =-F 4.32
1=y, Ri=2 (4.32)
where the dependence on 7 is restored. Hence in this approximation
N = -2ER)G —2ER, (4.33)

and this result can be treated as an implementation of the decomposition N =
N B/|B| + N on the operator level. The semiclassical result N = —2FEr will take
place if in semiclassical approximation R can be replaced by r| and R, can be
replaced by r .
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In the approximation when n can be replaced by the continuous variable
Rp, the commutation relations between R, different components of R, and different
components of p = pG are the same as in Sec. 2.11. Hence the operators R and
R can be treated as the parallel and transverse components of the position operator
in dS theory. In particular, by analogy with the consideration in Chap. 2 we can
conclude that in dS theory there is no WPS in directions transverse to B and there
is no wave function in coordinate representation.

We now investigate the properties of the operators A and B since, as shown
in the next chapter, these operators are present in the two-body mass and distance
operators. The relations between the operators A, B and n are

[A,n]=iB [B,n]=—iA [AB =0 A*+B =1 (4.34)

As noted in Sec. 2.2, in standard quantum theory the semiclassical wave
function in momentum space contains a factor exp(—ipx). Since n is now the dS
analog of pR, we assume that é(n, k, i) contains a factor exp(—iny), i.e. the angle ¢
is the dS analof of 7|/ R. It is reasonable to expect that since all the ten representation
operators of the dS algebra are angular momenta, in dS theory one should deal only
with angular coordinates which are dimensionless. If we assume that in semiclassical
approximation the main contributions in A¢é(n, k, 1) and Bé(n, k, i) come from the
rapidly oscillating exponent then

Aé(n, k, i) = sinpc(n, k, p)  Bé(n, k, p) =~ cospc(n, k, p1) (4.35)

in agreement with the first two expressions in Eq. (4.23). Therefore ¢ is indeed the
dS analog of r|/R and if 7| < R we recover the result that N ~ —2Er). Eq. (4.35)
can be treated in such a way that A is the operator of the quantity sing and B is
the operator of the quantity cosy. However, the following question arises. As noted
in Sect. 2.2, semiclassical approximation for a quantity can be correct only if this
quantity is rather large. At the same time, we assume that A is the operator of the
quantity which is very small if R is large.

If © is small, we have sing & ¢ and in this approximation A can be treated
as the operator of the angular variable ¢. This seems natural since, as shown in Sec.
2.11, in Poincare invariant theory the operator of the longitudinal coordinate is id/dp
and A is the finite difference analog of derivative over n. When ¢ is not small, the
argument that A is the operator of the quantity sz’ngp follows. Since

0 2l+1
CL’I“CSZ’TLQO Z 4l 2[ n 1)

(o)
2l 20+1
*= 3 poEary
44220+ 1)
can be treated as the operator of the quantlty ©. Indeed, as follows from this expres-

sion and Eq. (4.34), [®,n] = ¢ what is the dS analog of the relation [Ry, p|] = ih (see
Sec. 2.11).
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Chapter 5

Two-body systems in discrete basis

5.1 Two-body mass operator and the cosmological
acceleration in discrete basis

Consider now a system of two free particles in dS theory. As follows from Eq. (3.18),
in this case the Casimir operator of the second order is

1
Iy= =5 Y (My) + Mgy (MO 4 M) (5.1)

ab

As explained in the preceding chapter, for our purposes spins of the particles can be
neglected. Then, as follows from Eq. (4.5)

IQ = wi + wy + 25152 + 2N1N2 - 2B1B2 — 2.]1.]2 + 18 (52)

where the subscripts 1 and 2 are used to denote operators for particle 1 and 2,
respectively. By analogy with Eq. (4.5), one can define the two-body operator W,
which is an analog of the quantity w:

Li=W-S8*+9 (5.3)

where S is the two-body spin operator which is the total angular momentum in the
rest frame of the two-body system. Then, as follows from Eqs. (5.2) and (5.3),

W = wy + wy + 2(wy + 4022 (wy + 4n2)V? — 2F —2B1By — 23,5 + S +9 (5.4)
where in this chapter we use F' to denote the operator
F = (w1 + 477,%)1/2(’LU2 -+ 47713)1/2 — (91(92 + 2N1N2 (55)

Let I,p be the Casimir operator of the second order in Poincare invariant
theory. If E is the two-body energy operator in Poincare invariant theory and P is
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the two-body Poincare momentum then I,p = E? — P2, This operator is sometimes
called the mass operator squared although in general Iop is not positive definite (e.g.
for tachyons). However, for macroscopic bodies it is positive definite, i.e. can be
represented as M2, the classical value of which is Mg = m? + m3 + 2F,Ey — 2pipa.
As follows from Eq. (5.4)

W =W, —2F —2J,J,+S*+9 (5.6)
where
Wo = wy + wy + 2(wy + 4n?)Y?(wy + 4n2)Y/? — 2B, By = 4R? M7 (5.7)

Consider first the case when semiclassical approximation is valid. In Sec.
3.6 we discussed operators in Poincare limit and corrections to them, which lead to
the dS antigravity. A problem arises how the dS antigravity can be recovered in the
discrete basis defined in the preceding chapter. Let us assume that the longitudinal
part of the position operator is such that Eq. (4.24) is valid. Then as follows from
Eq. (4.24), F = 2E, E>r® where r = 11 —r15. Let M? = W/4R? be the mass squared in
Poincare invariant theory with dS corrections. In the nonrelativistic approximation
the last three terms in the r.h.s. of Eq. (5.6) can be neglected. Then if M =
my + mo + H,, where H,, is the nonrelativistic Hamiltonian in the c.m. frame, it
follows from Eq. (5.6) and the expression for F' that in first order in 1/R?

2 2
q miol

H(I‘,q) = 21y - 2R? (58)

i.e. the same result as that given by Eq. (3.68). As a consequence, the result for the
cosmological acceleration obtained in the discrete basis is the same as in the basis
discussed in Chap. 3. Note that the correction to the Hamiltonian is always negative
and proportional to mqo in the nonrelativistic approximation.

In deriving the result given by Eq. (5.8), as well as in deriving the result
given by Eq. (3.68), the notions of dS space, metric and connection have not been
used. This is an independent argument that the cosmological acceleration is simply
a kinematical effect in dS theory and can be explained without dark energy, empty
space-time and other artificial notions.

Consider now a general case, i.e. we will not assume that Eq. (4.24) is
necessarily valid. Then, as follows from Eq. (4.28)

F = (wy + 4n2)2(wy + 4n2)V2G

1
G =1 {——[\/(n} — k3)(n} — k) + FFo] BBy + A AyGiG +
VARLD)
1 1
—FngBlAQ + _GlFQAlBQ} (59)
ny Mo

where the single-particle operators (A;, B;, F;, G;) (7 = 1,2) are defined in Sec. 4.3.
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5.2 Two-body relative distance operator

In Sec. 4.3 we discussed semiclassical approximation for the single-particle position
operator in dS theory. In this section we investigate how the relative distance operator
can be defined in this theory. As already noted, among the operators of the dS algebra
there are no operators which can be identified with the distance operator but there are
reasons to think that in semiclassical approximation the values of ' and N are given
by Eq. (4.24). From the point of view of our experience in Poincare invariant theory,
the dependence of E on r might seem to be unphysical since the energy depends on
the choice of the origin. However, only invariant quantities have a physical meaning;
in particular the two-body mass can depend only on relative distances which do not
depend on the choice of the origin.

In view of Eq. (4.24) one might think that the operator D = &N, — &N,
might be a good operator which in semiclassical approximation is proportional to
E1 For at least in main order in 1/R% However, the operator D defining the relative
distance should satisfy the following conditions. First of all, it should not depend on
the motion of the two-body system as a whole; in particular it should commute with
the operator which is treated as a total momentum in dS theory. As noted in Sec. 4.1,
the single-particle operator J’ is a better candidate for the total momentum operator
than B. Now we use J’ to denote the total two-particle operator J| +J5. Analogously,
we use J” to denote the total two-particle operator J;” + J5”. As noted in Sec. 4.1,
J” can be treated as the internal angular momentum operator. Therefore, since D
should be a vector operator with respect to internal rotations, it should properly
commute with J”. In summary, the operator D should satisfy the relations

[J7,DF] =0 [J7, D¥| = 2ie;, D' (5.10)
By using Eqgs. (4.2) and (4.6) one can explicitly verify that the operator
D= 52N1 — 51N2 — Nl X N2 (511)

indeed satisfies Eq. (5.10). If Poincare approximation is satisfied with a high accuracy
then obviously D ~ D.

In contrast to the situation in standard quantum mechanics, different com-
ponents of D do not commute with each other and therefore are not simultaneously
measurable. As shown in Chap. 2, if in Poincare invariant theory the position opera-
tor is defined in a consistent way, its different components also do not commute with
each other (see Sec. 2.11). However, since [D? J”] = 0, by analogy with quantum
mechanics one can choose (D2, J°2,J)) as a set of diagonal operators. The result of
explicit calculations is

D? = (£ 4+ N?)(E2 + N2) — (£:& + N1Ny)? — 4(1, By + JoBy) — 43,3, (5.12)

It is obvious that in typical situations the last two terms in this expression are much
less than the first two terms and for this reason we accept an approximation

D? ~ (£} + N2)(&3 + N3) — (£1& + NNy)? (5.13)
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Then, as follows from Eqs. (4.28, (5.5) and (5.9), in the approximation when ny, ny >
1
D? =~ (w; + 4n)(wq + 4n3)(2 — G)G (5.14)

Hence the knowledge of the operator GG is needed for calculating both, the two-body
mass and distance operators.

At this point no assumption that semiclassical approximation is valid has
been made. If Eq. (4.24) is valid then, as follows from Eq. (5.13), in first order in 1/ R?
D? = 16 E? E3R*r? where r = [r|. In particular, in the nonrelativistic approximation
D? = 16mim3R%*r?, i.e. D? is proportional to r* what justifies treating D as a dS
analog of the relative distance operator.

By analogy with standard theory, we can consider the two-body system in
its c.m. frame. Since we choose B+ J as the dS analog of momentum, the c.m. frame
can be defined by the condition B; +J5+ By +Jy = 0. Therefore, as follows from Eq.
(4.22), n; = ny. This is an analog of the condition that the magnitudes of particle
momenta in the c.m. frame are the same. Another simplification can be achieved if
the position of particle 2 is chosen as the origin. Then J, =0, J; = (r; x B;)/2R,
By = 2n5. In quantum theory these relations can be only approximate if semiclassical
approximation is valid. Then, as follows from Eqgs. (4.29) and (4.30), the expression
for G in Eq. (5.9) has a much simpler form:

/o2 1.2
G=1- M(&BQ — A1 As) (5.15)

ni

In the approximation when B; can be replaced by cosp; and A; - by sing; (i =
1,2), we can again recover the above result D? = 16E?ESR*r? if |p1 + @a| = 1|/R
since |¢;| = |ril/R, ki/ni = r1/R? and the particle momenta are approximately
antiparallel.

We conclude that if standard semiclassical approximation is valid then dS
corrections to the two-body mass operator are of the order of (r/R)?. This result is
in agreement with standard intuition that dS corrections can be important only at
cosmological distances while in the Solar System these corrections are negligible. On
the other hand, as it has been already noted, those conclusions are based on belief that
the angular distance ¢, which is of the order of /R, can be considered semiclassically
in spite of the fact that it is very small. In the next section we investigate whether this
is the case. Since from now on we are interested only in distances which are much less
than cosmological ones, we will investigate what happens if all corrections of the order
of r/R and greater are neglected. In particular, we accept the approximation that
|B1| = 2n1, |Ba| = 2ny and the c.m. frame is defined by the condition By + By = 0.

By analogy with standard theory, it is convenient to consider the two-body
mass operator if individual particle momenta n; and ns are expressed in terms of the
total and relative momenta N and n. In the c.m. frame we can assume that By is
directed along the positive direction of the z axis and then Bs is directed along the
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negative direction of the z axis. Therefore the quantum number N characterizing the
total dS momentum can be defined as N = n; — ny. In nonrelativistic theory the
relative momentum is defined as q = (maop; — my1p2)/(m1 + m2) and in relativistic
theory as q = (Eap1 — E1p2)/(F1 + Es). Therefore, taking into account the fact that
in the c.m. frame the particle momenta are directed in opposite directions, one might
define n as n = (many + ming)/(my + msg) or n = (Eqny + E1ng)/(Ey + Es). These
definitions involve Poincare masses and energies. Another possibility is n = (n; +
n2)/2. In all these cases we have that n — (n+1) when ny — (n;+1), ng — (n2+1)
and n — (n — 1) when ny — (ny — 1), ng — (ng — 1). In what follows, only this
feature is important.

Although so far we are working in standard dS quantum theory over com-
plex numbers, we will argue in the next chapters that fundamental quantum theory
should be finite. We will consider a version of quantum theory where complex num-
bers are replaced by a Galois field. Let 1;(n;) and 19(ns) be the functions describing
the dependence of single-particle wave functions on n. Then in our approach only
those functions 1y (n;) and 19(nsy) are physical which have a finite carrier in n; and
ng, respectively. Therefore we assume that ¢ (n;) can be different from zero only
if 1 € [Pimin, Pimaz] and analogously for io(ns). If Nymer = Nimin + 61 — 1 then
a necessary condition that n; is semiclassical is 0; < n;. At the same time, since
01 is the dS analog of Ap;R and R is very large, we expect that 6; > 1. We use
11 to denote my — Nymi,. Then if ¢y (1) = ai(v1)exp(—ipi1y), we can expect by
analogy with the consideration in Sect. 2.2 that the state v (v1) will be semiclassi-
cal if |¢161| > 1 since in this case the exponent makes many oscillations on [0, ;].
Even this condition indicates that ¢; cannot be extremely small. Analogously we can
consider the wave function of particle 2, define d, as the width of its dS momentum
distribution and 5 = ny — Nomin. The range of possible values of N and n is shown

1 3

|
Figure 5.1: Range of possible values of N and n.

in Fig. 5.1 where it is assumed that ; > d,. The minimum and maximum values of
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N are Nyin = Nimin — N2maz a0d Nypae = Nimaz — Nomin, respectively. Therefore N
can take d; 4+ &9 values. Each incident dashed line represents a set of states with the
same value of N and different values of n. We now use n,,;,, and n,,,, to define the
minimum and maximum values of the relative dS momentum n. For each fixed value
of N those values are different, i.e. they are functions of N. Let 6(N) = Nnae — Nmin
for a given value of N. It is easy to see that 6(N) = 0 when N = N,,;;,, and N = Npaz
while for other values of N, 6(N) is a natural number in the range (0, d,q.] Where
Omaz = min(dy, d3). The total number of values of (N, n) is obviously §;ds, i.e.

Nmaz

D 6(N) =616 (5.16)

N=Nmin

As follows from Eq. (4.25)

(518 — A o) (1) (12) = 5[0 (3 + 1) +1)+ (s = D2 = 1) (517)

Therefore in terms of the variables N and n
1

Hence the operator (BB — .A;1.A5) does not act on the variable N while its action on
the variable n is described by the same expressions as the actions of the operators B;
(1 = 1,2) on the corresponding wave functions. Therefore, considering the two-body
system, we will use the notation B = BBy — A1 Ay and formally the action of this
operator on the internal wave function is the same as in the second expression in Eq.
(4.25). With this notation and with neglecting terms of the order of /R and higher,
Egs. (5.6) and (5.15) can be written as

G=1-B, W =W,—2(w +4n>)"*(w, + 4n2)"*G (5.19)

Since both, the operator D? and the dS correction to the operator W
are defined by the same operator G, physical quantities corresponding to D? and W
will be semiclassical or not depending on whether the quantity corresponding to G
is semiclassical or not. As follows from Eq. (4.34), the spectrum of the operator B
can be only in the range [0,1] and therefore, as follows from Eq. (5.19), the same is
true for the spectrum of the operator G. Hence, as follows from Eq. (5.19), any dS
correction to the operator W is negative and in the nonrelativistic approximation is
proportional to particle masses.

5.3 Validity of semiclassical approximation

Since classical mechanics works with a very high accuracy at macroscopic level, one
might think that the validity of semiclassical approximation at this level is beyond any
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doubts. However, to the best of our knowledge, this question has not been investigated
quantitavely. As discussed in Sect. 2.2, such quantities as coordinates and momenta
are semiclassicall if their uncertainties are much less than the corresponding mean
values. Consider wave functions describing the motion of macroscopic bodies as a
whole (say the wave functions of the Sun, the Earth, the Moon etc.). It is obvious
that uncertainties of coordinates in these wave functions are much less than the
corresponding macroscopic dimensions. What are those uncertainties for the Sun, the
Earth, the Moon, etc.? What are the uncertainties of their momenta? In standard
quantum mechanics, the validity of semiclassical approximation is defined by the
product ArAp while each uncertainty by itself can be rather large. On the other
hand, as shown in Chap. 2, the standard position operator should be reconsidered.
Do we know what scenario for the distribution of momenta and coordinates takes
place for macroscopic bodies?

In this section we consider several models of the function (n) where it
is be possible to explicitly calculate G and AG and check whether the condition
AG < |G| (showing that the quantity G in the state 1 is semiclassical) is satisfied.
As follows from Eq. (4.34), [G,n] = iA where formally the action of this operator
on the internal wave function is the same as in the first expression in Eq. (4.25).
Therefore, as follows from Eq. (2.2), AGAn > A/2.

As noted in Sect. 2.2, one might think that a necessary condition for
the validity of semiclassical approximation is that the exponent in the semiclassical
wave function makes many oscillations in the region where the wave function is not
small. We will consider wave functions ¢(n) containing exp(—ipn) such that 1(n)
can be different from zero only if n € [npin, Nmae]. Then, if 6 = nyae — Nnin + 1, the
exponent makes |p|d /27 oscillations on [y, Nmae] and ¢ should satisfy the condition
|| > 1/6. The problem arises whether this condition is sufficient.

Our first example is such that 1(n) = exp(—ipn) /52 if 1 € [Nmin, Nmaz)-
Then a simple calculation gives

_ —1)Y/2 -
G=1-cosp+ %coscp, AG = 0 1)5 COSSO, A=(1- %)singp
1-1/62

= (Nmin + Nmaz) /2,  An = 0( )12 (5.20)

12
Since ¢ is of the order of /R, we will always assume that ¢ < 1. Therefore for the
validity of the condition AG < G, || should be not only much greater than 1/§ but
even much greater than 1/5'/%. Note also that AGAn is of the order of §'/2, i.e. much
greater than A. This result shows that the state ¢(v) is strongly non-semiclassical.
The calculation shows that for ensuring the validity of semiclassical approximation,
one should consider functions ¢ (r) which are small when n is close to npin OF Tay.

The second example is ¢(v) = const C{exp(—ipr) where v = n — Ny,
and const can be defined from the normalization condition. Since C§ = 0 when v < 0
or v > ¢, this function is not zero only when v € [0, d]. The result of calculations is
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that const? = 1/C%; and

. 2 .
=~ cosp _.sin cp 1/2 - 0sing
—1_ O AG = il —
G cosp 5 AG=15 52+O(5 W A=50
1 4]
n — — . A = - 21
= 5 (Min + Nonas ), An 220 — 1)1 (5.21)

Now for the validity of the condition AG < G, || should be much greater than 1/§%/2
and AGAn is of the order of |A| which shows that the function is semiclassical. The
matter is that ¢ (v) has a sharp peak at v = §/2 and by using Stirling’s formula
it is easy to see that the width of the peak is of the order of §'/2. It is also clear
from the expression for G that this quantity equals the semiclassical value 1 — cosg
with a high accuracy only when |p| > 1/6/2. This example might be considered as
an indication that a semiclassical wave function such that the condition |p| > 1/6
is sufficient, should satisfy the following properties. On one hand the width of the
maximum should be of the order of 4 and on the other the function should be small
when n is close to N OF Nnaz-

In view of this remark, the third example is ¢(v) = const exp(—ipv)v(§ —
v) if n € [Mmin, Nmaz)- Then the normalization condition is const® = [(6* — 1)/30]~*
and the result of calculations is

_ 5cos 1 - . 5 _
G=1-cosp+ 52(’0 +O(§), A = sing (1—§) = (Npin + Nmaz) /2
— 10 15cos
G? = (1 — cosp)® + 52 — (cosp — cos2p) + T@ + O(ﬁ)
1 , 15003@ 4]
AG = ~[10sin? V2 Ap = 22
G 5[037,77, P+ — 0(52)] ; n Vi (5.22)

Now G =~ 1 — cosy if |¢] > 1/6 but AG < |G| only if |p| > 1/§%/* and AGAn is of
the order of |A| only if |¢| > 1/§'/2. The reason why the condition || > 1/§ is not
sufficient is that G2 approximately equals its classical value (1 — cosp)? only when
|| > 1/6%*. The term with 1/6% in G2 arises because when v is close to 0, ¥(v) is
proportional only to the first degree of v and when v is close to ¢, it is proportional
to d —v.

Our last example is ¥ (v) = const exp(—ipv)[v(6 — V)2 if n € [Momins Mmaz)-
It will suffice to estimate sums Y )_, v* by 6*7'/(k + 1) + O(6%). In particular, the
normalization condition is const®* = 35-18/6° and the result of calculations is

~ 6cos 1 . . 6 _
G=1 —cos<,0+5—2go+0(ﬁ) Azsmgo(l—ﬁ) = (Nmin + Nimaz) /2
12
G? = (1 —cosp)” + = — (cosp — cos2p) + 0(54)
1 )
A 12 120 Ap=—= 2
G = (5[ sin <,0+O(52)] ; n Rl (5.23)



In this example the condition |p| > 1/4 is sufficient to ensure that AG < |G| and
AGAn is of the order of |Al.

At the same time, the following question arises. If we wish to perform
mathematical operations with a physical quantity in classical theory, we should guar-
antee that not only this quantity is semiclassical but a sufficient number of its powers
is semiclassical too. Since the classical value of G is proportional to ©? and ¢ is small,
there is no guaranty that for the quantity G this is the case. Consider, for example,
whether G? is semiclassical. It is clear from Eq. (5.23) that G2 is close to its classical
value (1 — cosp)? if |p| > 1/6. However, A(G?) will be semiclassical only if G* is
close to its classical value (1 — cosp)*. A calculation with the wave function from the
last example gives

— 24

GT = (1 — cosp)* + 5 “—(1 — cosp)®(3 + 4cosp) +

84 35-9

5 (1 — cosp)?(64cos*p + 11cosp — 6) + 555 T 0(56) (5.24)

Therefore G4 will be close to its classical value (1 — cosp)* only if |p| > 1/§%5.
Analogously, if ¥(v) = const[v(§ — v)]? then G? will be semiclassical but G* will not.
This consideration shows that a sufficient number of powers of GG will be semiclassical
only if ¥(n) is sufficiently small in vicinities of 7,,;, and n,.,. On the other hand, in
the example described by Eq. (5.21), the width of maximum is much less than ¢ and
therefore the condition |p| > 1/§ is still insufficient.

The problem arises whether it is possible to find a wave function such that
the contributions of the values of v close to 0 or J is negligible while the effective
width of the maximum is or order §. For example, it is known that for any segment
la,b] and any € < (b — a)/2 it is possible to find an infinitely differentiable function
f(z) on [a, b] such that f(z) =0if z ¢ [a,b] and f(x) = 1if z € [a+¢€, b—¢]. However,
we cannot use such functions for several reasons. First of all, the values of v can be
only integers: v = 0,1,2,...6. Another reason is that for correspondence with GFQT
we can use only rational functions and even exp(—ivy) should be expressed in terms
of rational functions (see Sec. 6.1).

In view of this discussion, we accept that the functions similar to that
described in the second example give the best approximation for semiclassical ap-
proximation since in that case it is possible to prove that the condition |p| > 1/6/2
guarantees that sufficiently many quantities G* (k = 1,2,...) will be semiclassical.
The first step of the proof is to show by induction that

k%

GEy( Z CL(=D(v+k—1) (5.25)

Then the calculation of the explicit expression for G* involves hypergeometric func-
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tions

- (=8 + k),
F(—0,—6+k; k+1;1)

(=6, =0+ ky ke + ;: “k+1

where (k); is the Pochhammer symbol. Such sums are finite and can be calculated
by using the Saalschutz theorem [91]: F(—6, =0+ k; k+1;1) = k!(26 + k)1 /516 + k)!.
As a result,

Gk = (_2126(57_‘)]{;;??(__:’)0?) F(—2k,—0 — k;0 — k+ 1; expli(p + 7)]) (5.26)

The hypergeometric function in this expression can be rewritten by using the formula
[91]

a a+1 4z
F(a,b;1 —bz)=(1 “Fl=,—;1 — b —
(@51 +a—biz) = (1+2)"Flg, =il +a=b g7l
As a consequence
Vol 28(9!)? : )l P\2(k—1)
o P\ o(k—
¢ (6+k: '; l'5+1— k), (smz) (5:27)

This result shows that G* is given by a series in powers of 1/[dsin?(¢/2)]. Hence if
@ < 1 but |p| > 1/62 we get that the classical expression for G¥ is (GF)qaes =
2%sin?* (p/2) and the semiclassical approximation for G* is valid since if k < § then

A(GR)  (2k* — k)2 ( 1 )
GF 6Y2sin(p/2) dsin?(p/2)

(5.28)

Since ¢ is of the order of r/R, the condition |¢| > 1/6'/2 is definitely
satisfied at cosmological distances while the problem arises whether it is satisfied in
the Solar System. Since ¢ can be treated as 2RAq where Aq is the width of the
relative momentum distribution in the internal two-body wave function, ¢4 is of the
order of rAq. For understanding what the order of magnitude of this quantity is,
one should have estimations of Aq for macroscopic wave functions. However, to the
best of our knowledge, the existing theory does not make it possible to give reliable
estimations of this quantity.

Below we argue that Aq is of the order of 1/r, where 7, is the gravitational
(Schwarzschild) radius of the component of the two-body system which has the greater
mass. Then ¢d is of the order of r/r,. This is precisely the parameter defining
when standard Newtonian gravity is a good approximation to GR. For example, the
gravitational radius of the Earth is of the order of 0.01m while the radius of the Earth
is Rp = 6.4 x 10m. Therefore Rg/r, is of the order of 10°. The gravitational radius
of the Sun is of the order of 3000m, the distance from the Sun to the Earth is or
order 150 x 10m and so 7/r, is of the order of 10%. At the same time, the above

131



discussion shows that the condition ¢d > 1 is not sufficient for ensuring semiclassical
approximation while the condition |p| > 1/6'/2 is. Hence we should compare the
quantities 7/R and (r,/R)Y2. Then it is immediately clear that the requirement
|| > 1/6Y2 will not be satisfied if R is very large. For example, if R is of the
order of 10%m then in the example with the Earth r/R is of the order of 107! and
(ry/R)Y? is of the order of 107 while in the example with the Sun 7/R is of the
order of 1075 and (r,/R)/? is of the order of 1071°. Therefore in these examples the
requirement || > 1/6'/2 is not satisfied.

Our concusion is as follows. As shown in Chap. 2, even in standard
Poincare invariant theory the position operator should be defined not by the set
(ih0/0py,ihd/0py,ihd/0p.) but by the operators (R, R.). At the same time, the
distance operator can be still defined in the standard way, i.e. by the operator
—h*(0/0p)?. However, explicit examples discussed in this section show that for
macroscopic bodies semiclassical approximation can be valid only if standard dis-
tance operator is modified too.

5.4 Distance operator for macroscopic bodies

As noted in Chap. 2, standard position operator in quantum theory is defined by
the requirement that the momentum and coordinate representations are related to
each other by a Fourier transform and this requirement is postulated by analogy with
classical electrodynamics. However, as discussed in Chap. 2, the validity of such a
requirement is problematic and there exist situations when standard position operator
does not work. In addition, in Poincare invariant theories there is no parameter R;
in particular rapidly oscillating exponents do not contain this parameter.

In the case of macroscopic bodies a new complication arises. It will be
argued in the next chapters that in GFQT the width ¢ of the n-distribution for a
macroscopic body is inversely proportional to its mass. Therefore for nuclei and
elementary particles the quantity 0 is much greater than for macroscopic bodies and
the requirement |¢| > 1/§'/2 can be satisfied in some situations. On the other hand,
such a treatment of the distance operator for macroscopic bodies is incompatible
with semiclassical approximation since, as discussed in the preceding section, if the
distances are not cosmological then ¢ is typically much less than 1/6'/2. Hence the
interpretation of the distance operator for macroscopic bodies should be modified.

As noted in Secs. 2.2 and 2.3, in standard theory the semiclassical wave
function in momentum space has the form exzp(—irp)a(p) where the amplitude a(p)
has a sharp maximum at the classical value of momentum p = py and r is the
classical radius-vector. This property is based on the fact that in standard theory the
coordinate and momentum representations are related to each other by the Fourier
transform. However, as shown in Chap. 2, the standard position operator should be
modified and hence the problem of the form of the semiclassical wave function should
be reconsidered. In this section we discuss how the semiclassical wave function in the
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n-representation should depend on the classical value (.

As noted in Sec. 2.2, a necessary condition for semiclassical approxima-
tion is that the wave function should make many oscillations in the region where its
amplitude is not negligible. Hence if the rapidly oscillating exponent in the wave
function is exp(—ipn) then the number of oscillations is of the order of ¢d and this
number is large if ¢ > 1/6. As noted in the preceding section, this condition is
typically satisfied but for the validity of semiclassical approximation the value of ¢
should be not only much greater than 1/§ but even much greater than 1/ 512, We
assume that in the general case rapidly oscillating exponent in the wave function is
not exp(—ipn) but exp(—iyn) where x is a function of ¢ such that x(¢) = ¢ when
@ > 1/6'2 (in particular when ¢ is of the order of cosmological distances) while for
macroscopic bodies in the Solar System (when ¢ is very small), x is a function of
¢ = r/R to be determined. Note that when we discussed the operator D? compatible
with the standard interpretation of the distance operator, we did not neglect J in
this operator and treated |p| as r||/R. However, when we neglect all corrections of
the order of 1/R and higher, we neglect J in D? and replace ¢ by x which does not
vanish when R — oo. As shown in Sect. 5.2, the operator D? is rotationally invariant
since the internal two-body momentum operator is a reduction of the operator J~ on
the two-body rest states, D satisfies Eq. (5.10) and therefore [J°,D?] = 0. Hence x
can be only a function of r but not ry,.

Ideally, a physical interpretation of an operator of a physical quantity
should be obtained from the quantum theory of measurements which should describe
the operator in terms of a measurement of the corresponding physical quantity. How-
ever, although quantum theory is known for 80+ years, the quantum theory of mea-
surements has not been developed yet. Our judgment about operators of different
physical quantities can be based only on intuition and comparison of theory and ex-
periment. As noted in Sect. 2.2, in view of our macroscopic experience, it seems
unreasonable that if the uncertainty Ar of r does not depend on r then the relative
accuracy Ar/r in the measurement of r is better when r is greater.

When exp(—ipn) is replaced by exp(—iyn), the results obtained in the
preceding section remain valid but ¢ should be replaced by y. Suppose that when ¢
is of the order of 1/6/2 or less, x = f(C(pd)*) where C is a constant and f(z) is a
function such that f(x) = x + o(x) where the correction o(z) will be discussed later.
Then if x and ¢ are treated not as classical but as quantum physical quantities we
have that Ay ~ Cp*16®Ap. If ¢ is replaced by Y then, as follows from the first
expression in Eq. (5.21), if x > 1/6Y/2 and y < 1, the operator G can be treated as
the operator of the quantity x?/2. Then it follows from the second expression in Eq.
(5.21) that A(x?) is of the order of x/6'/? and therefore Ay is of the order of 1/6'/2.
As a consequence, A ~ const - p(pd)~* /52, Since (¢ > 1/6§), the accuracy of the
measurement of ¢ is better when o < 0. In that case the relative accuracy A/ is
better for lesser values of ¢ and, as noted in Sect. 2.2, this is a desired behavior in
view of our macroscopic experience. Note also that the condition o < 0 is natural
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from the fact that y < 1 is a necessary condition for the wave function in momentum
representation to be approximately continuous since the standard momentum is of
the order of n/R.

If a < 0 then Ay ~ const - p(pd)!* /612, In view of quantum mechanical
experience, one might expect that the accuracy should be better if § is greater. On
the other hand, in our approach ¢ is inversely proportional to the masses of the bodies
under consideration and our macroscopic experience tells us that the accuracy of the
measurement of relative distance does not depend on the mass. Indeed, suppose
that we measure a distance by sending a light signal. Then the accuracy of the
measurement should not depend on whether the signal is reflected by the mass 1kg
or 1000kg. Therefore at macroscopic level the accuracy should not depend on 4.
Hence the optimal choice is & = —1/2. In that case Ay ~ const - p*? and x =
f(C/(6)'/?). Then, if C is of the order of unity, the condition y > 1/§/2, which,
as explained in the preceding section, guarantees that semiclassical approximation is
valid, is automatically satisfied since in the Solar System we always have (R/r)"/? >
1. We will see in the next section that such a dependence of x on ¢ and ¢ gives a
natural explanation of the Newton law of gravity.

5.5 Newton’s law of gravity

As follows from Eqs. (5.21), with ¢ replaced by x, the mean value of the operator
(G is 1 — cosy with a high accuracy. Consider two-body wave functions having the
form (N, n) = [0(N)/(6:85)]"*y(n). As follows from Eq. (5.16), such functions are
normalized to one. Then, as follows from Eq. (5.19), the mean value of the operator
W can be written as

W =4RPMZ + AW, AW = —2[(w; + 4n3)(wy + 4nd)]V2F (61, 89, )

F1,62,9) = 5 3 am- cosl (s (5.29)

Strictly speaking, the semiclassical form of the wave function exp(—ixn)a(n) cannot
be used if §(N) is very small; in particular, it cannot be used when 6(N) = 0. We
assume that in these cases the internal wave function can be modified such that the
main contribution to the sum in Eq. (5.29) is given by those N where 6(N) is not
small.

If ¢ is so large that the argument « of cos in Eq. (5.29) is extremely small,
then the correction to Poincare limit is negligible. The next approximation is that
this argument is small such we can approximate cos(a) by 1 — a?/2. Then, taking
into account that f(a) = a + o(a) and that the number of values of N is §; + J we

get

5y + 6
AW = —C[(ws + 4n2)(wy + 4n2)]/> 222
6102[¢p)|

(5.30)
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Now, by analogy with the derivation of Eq. (5.8), it follows that the classical nonrel-
ativistic Hamiltonian is

q? mimoRC? 1 1

H(r7 q) - 2m12 B 2(m1 + mg)’l“ (5_1 * 5_2)

(5.31)

We see that the correction disappears if the width of the dS momentum distribution
for each body becomes very large. In standard theory (over complex numbers) there is
no limitation on the width of distribution while, as noted in the preceding section, in
semiclassical approximation the only limitation is that the width of the dS momentum
distribution should be much less than the mean value of this momentum. In the next
chapters we argue that in GFQT it is natural that the width of the momentum
distribution for a macroscopic body is inversely proportional to its mass. Then we
recover the Newton gravitational law. Namely, if

R
§; = =1,2), C?*G'=2G 5.32
=g U=12) (5.2)
then )
q mime
H = -G 5.33
(r.q) 2Mm1s r ( )

We conclude that in our approach gravity is simply a dS the correction to the standard
nonrelativistic Hamiltonian. This correction is spherically symmetric since, as noted
in the beginning of this section, when all corrections of the order of 1/R are neglected,
the dependence of D? on J disappears.

5.6 Special case: very large mo

Consider a special case when my > my,|q| and we do not assume that particle
1 is nonrelativistic. As noted above, in the c.m. frame of the two-body system
ny ~ Ny &~ n. Since in this reference frame the vectors B; and By are approximately
antiparallel and |B;| = |Bs| & 2n, it follows from Eq. (5.7) that

Wo = [(wy+4n?) Y2 4 (wo+4n2)V?)? ~ [(w1+4n2)1/2+w;/2]2 ~ w2—|—2w;/2(w1+4n2)1/2
(5.34)
since wy > wy, 4n’.
Consider now the calculation of the quantity F(d,d2,¢) in Eq. (5.29).
If the quantities d; (i = 1,2) are inversely proportional to the corresponding masses
then 0; > d5. Now it is clear from Fig. 5.1 that in the sum for F(dy,09, ) the
number of terms approximately equals §; and in almost all of them §(N) = d,. Hence
F (61,02, 9) ~ 1 — cosy where x = f(C/(¢d5)*/?). Then, as follows from Egs. (5.29)
and (5.34)

W~ wy? 4 (wy + 4n?)2cosy (5.35)
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Equation (5.35) is derived neglecting all the corrections of the order of
1/R and higher; it particular it is assumed that k < n. Hence the last term in Eq.
(5.35) differs from the first term in Eq. (4.20) only such that ¢ is replaced by y.
This is a consequence of the fact that the latter has been derived by considering the
single-particle wave function and assuming that its wave function contains exp(—igpn)
while the former has been derived by considering the wave function in the c.m. frame
and assuming that its dependence on the relative momentum variable n contains
exp(—ixn).

Since W = 4R?M? where M is the standard two-body mass operator, it
follows from Eq. (5.35) that if my is very large then the mass operator of the two-
body problem is fully defined by the energy of free particle 1 in the c.m. frame of the
two-body system. For example, when f(z) ~ = then by analogy with the derivation
of Eq. (5.33) we get that the energy of particle 1 in the c.m. frame is

Gmg

Hya(r,a) = (m3 + @)1 - 22 (5.36)
and the nonrelativistic expression for this energy is
2 G
Hy(r,q) = o — —1212 (5.37)

2my T

Let us stress that for example Eq. (5.37) is the nonrelativistic energy
of free particle 1 in the c.m. frame of the two-body system. In standard theory
this expression is treated as a result of gravitational interaction of particle 1 with
the massive body having the mass mo. Hence in our approach gravity is simply a
kinematical consequence of dS symmetry.

By analogy with the single-body case, the internal two-body wave func-
tion can be written as v (n, k, u) where n is the quantum number characterizing the
magnitude of the relative dS momentum, k is the quantum number characterizing the
magnitude of the relative angular momentum and g is the quantum number charac-
terizing the z projection of the relative angular momentum. If m; < msy then in the
c.am. frame the radius-vector of particle 1 is much greater than the radius-vector of
particle 2. As noted above, in the c.m. frame n; = ny ~ n. Therefore the relative
angular momentum approximately equals the angular momentum of particle 1 in the
two-body c.m. frame. As a consequence, ©)(n, k, i) can be treated as a wave function
of particle 1 in the c.m. frame. The only difference between this wave function and
the single-particle wave function for the free particle 1 is that in the case m; < mo
the width of the n-distribution in the c.m. frame equals d5, not 9; as for the free
particle 1. As a consequence, the energy of particle 1 in the c.m. frame is described
by Egs. (5.36) and (5.37).

In view of the analogy between the description of free particle 1 and par-
ticle 1 in the two-body c.m. frame, for describing semiclassical values of the dS
operators of particle 1 in the c.m. frame one can use the results of Sec. 4.2 and Eq.
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(4.20) where ¢ is replaced by x. The classical motion of particle 1 in the xy plane
such that J, > 0 corresponds to the case a = —7/2 and p = k. Then, taking into
account that k < n, it follows from Eq. (4.20) that

B, = —2nsinf, B, =2ncosf, J,=2k B,=N,=J,=0

k
E = (w+ 4»Y2cosx, N, = (w+ 4n?)?(sinxsinf — —cosxcosf)
n
2N1/2( oz k .
N, = (w + 4n")"/*(—sinxcosf — —cosxsinf) (5.38)
n

For describing vectors in the zy plane we will use the following notation.
If the vector A has the components (A,, A,) then we will write A = (A,,4,). As
in Sec. 4.2, the relation between the momentum q of particle 1 in the c.m. frame
and the vector B is q = B/2R, the standard energy E equals £/2R and the 1 and
|| components of the vector N are defined as in Sec. 4.3. Then, as follows from Eq.
(5.38), N, = —2ERkE(cosf, sin3)/n. Since r, is defined such that N, = —2FEr, and
n = Rq where ¢ = |q| we get that r; = k(cosf, sinf)/q and hence the vector r can
be written as r = 7|/(sinf3, —cosf3) + |r i |(cosf, sin j3).

Since we work in units where /2 = 1 then k£ = |r|¢ and in standard units
J, =L and |r | = L/q. We now define the angles 7, and 7 such that § = 7/2 + 71,
siny, = L/qr and cosy, = [1 — (L/qr)?*]"/? where r = |r|. Then the final result for
the vectors q and r can be writtens as

L? L
q=2q(l— W)I/Q(coscp, sing) + —(—sing, cosp), r =r(cosp,sing) (5.39)
q*r r
where ¢ = 7, — 72 and we assume that siny > 0. The standard energy of particle 1
in the c.m. frame is £ = (m? + q2)"/2cosy where m = m; and Y is a finction of r
discussed in the preceding sections.

5.7 Classical equations of motion

(Classical equations of motion should follow from quantum theory if the evolution
operator is known. By analogy with standard Schrodinger equation one might think
that the internal two-body evolution operator is exp(—iMt) where M is the two-body
mass operator. However, as discussed in Sec. 1.2, the problem of time in quantum
theory has not been solved yet and such an evolution operator is problematic. Never-
theless, if the evolution operator is defined by M then on classical level the two-body
mass and the quantities corresponding to operators commuting with M are conserved.
In particular, if L is the classical value of J3 then L is conserved.

In this section we show that classical equations of motion for all standard
gravitational two-body problems can be obtained according to the following scheme.
We assume that classical values of the free two-body mass M and L are conserved.
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In the case when m; < my we assume that, according to Eq. (1.2), time is defined
such that
dr = —L_gt (5.40)
e(q)
where €(q) = (m? + ¢*)"/2. Then the results are generalized to the case when m;
and my are comparable to each other. Note that the above conditions fully define
the motion; in particular there is no need to involve Lagrange equations, Hamilton
equations, Hamilton-Jacobi equations etc.
Consider first the case when m; <« my. The three classical tests of GR
— precession of Mercury’s perihelion, gravitational red shift of light and deflection
of light by the Sun — can be discussed in this approximation. If £ = sin?x then, as
discussed in the preceding sections, £ can be written as a series in powers of (r,/r)
where r, is the gravitational radius of particle 2: £ = (r,/r) + a(ry/r)* + ...
The consideration of the gravitational red shift of light does not require
Eq. (5.40) and equations of motion. In that case it siffices to note that, according to
Eq. (5.36), if particle 1 is the photon then in the approximation when = r,/r its
energy in standard units is
E = qe(1 = 22) = ge(1
2r
Consider the case when the photon travels in the radial direction from the Earth
surface to the height h. Let Rg be the Earth radius, ¢; be the photon momentum on
the Earth surface when » = Rg and ¢» be the photon momentum when the photon
is on the height h, i.e. when r = Rg 4+ h. The corresponding photon kinetic energies
are B = qic and FEy = @oc, respectively. Since F is the conserved quantity, it easily
follows from Eq. (5.41) that if h < Rp then AFE; = Ey — Ey &~ —FE;gh/c* where g
is the free fall acceleration. Therefore one can formally define the potential energy
of the photon near the Earth surface by U(h) = E1gh/c* and we have a full analogy
with classical mechanics. From the formal point of view, the result is in agreement
with GR and the usual statement is that this effect has been measured in the famous
Pound-Rebka experiment. We discuss this question in Sec. 5.8.
Consider now the derivation of equations of motions in the case when
my < my. As follows from Eq. (5.39)

_ sz

) (5.41)

cr

dr = dr(cosp, sing) + rdy(—sing, cosyp) (5.42)

Therefore, as follows from Egs. (5.39) and (5.40), the equations of motion have the

form
dr 1

L? dy L
ar _ 2_Z 2o T 5.43
dt  €(q) (g r2 > dt  r%e(q) (5.43)
where ¢ as a function of r should be found from the condition that E is a constant
of motion. Since E = €(q)cosy, we have that
E? 5

=———-m 5.44

T—¢0) 40

138

q(r)?



In such problems as deflection of light by the Sun and precession of Mercury’s peri-
helion it suffices to find only the trajectory of particle 1. As follows from Eq. (5.43),
the equation defining the trajectory is

dy L

dr rlriq(r)? — L2]1/2 (5:45)

Consider first deflection of light by the Sun. If p is the minimal distance
between the photon and the Sun then when r = p the radial component of the
momentum is zero and hence, as follows from Eq. (5.41)

L L r
qp)==, E=—(1-2 5.46
(== BE=2(1-3) (5.46)
Suppose that in Eq. (5.44) a good approximation is when only the terms linear in
r,/7 can be taken into account. Then ¢(r)* ~ E*(1+r,/r) and, as follows from Egs.
(5.45) and (5.46), in first order in r,/r

dp p o g Ty 21-1

—==r(1l+=--=) - /2 5.47

i G Ul (5.47)
Suppose that in the initial state the y coordinate of the photon was —oo, at the
closest distance to the Sun its coordinates are (z = p,y = 0) and in the final state
the y coordinate is +00. Then, as follows from Eq. (5.47), the total change of the

photon angle is
P o g Ty 21-1/2
Acsz/ Pre 4o _Toy _ 2112, (5.48)
P roop
The quantities 7,/p and r,/r are very small and in the main approximation those
quantities can be neglected. Then Ay = 7 what corresponds to the non-deflected

motion along a straight line. In the next approximation in r,/p
r
Ap=m+-=2 (5.49)
p

This result is discussed in Sec. 5.8.

Consider now the trajectory of particle 1 if its mass m = m; is arbitrary
but such that m; < my and the terms quadratic in r,/r should be taken into account.
Then E/(1 — &) ~ E(1 + £ + £2) and, as follows from Egs. (5.44) and (5.45)

d L
d—“o — Z[(E® = m?)® + E’rgr + E*2(1 + a) — L]/ (5.50)
roor
If E < m then it is clear from this expression that the quantity » can be only in a
finite range [rq,rs).
For defining the trajectory one can use the fact that

dx i .
/ a1 b g A b))
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where

2 5 12 _i(bx — 2c)
Ax) = ;(—ax +bxr—c)’*, B(zx)= s
Since Inz = In|z| 4+ iarg(z), the result of integration of Eq. (5.50) is
L
@(r) = const + arcsin[F(r)] (5.51)

(12— E*2(1 + a)]'/2

where the explicit form of the function F'(r) is not important for our goal. It follows
from this expression that the difference of the angles for consecutive perihelions is

2r L

A p—
P E2(1 + a2

(5.52)

If E?r}(1+4a) < L? and particle 1 is nonrelativistic this expression can be written as

4rm*m3G?(1 + a)
12

and the result of GR is recovered if @ = 1/2. This result is discussed in Sec. 5.8.

Note that in the three classical tests of GR we need only trajectories,
i.e. the knowledge of the functions r(¢) and ¢(t) is not needed. Then it is clear that
although for the derivation of Eq. (5.45) we used Eq. (5.40), the only property of this
equation needed for defining trajectories is that dr is proportional to q. However, for
defining the functions r(t) and @(t) it is important that dr/dt is the velocity defined
as q/€(q).

For example, as follows from Eqs. (5.43) and (5.44) the relation between
t and r is

Ap =2 + (5.53)

dr

) =r 54
" / 1= €I —n?) + B0+ e - e O
Taking into account corrections of the order of r,/r we get
(r+ry/2)dr
tir)y=F '
") / [(E2 — m2)r? + E?rgr + E2(1 + a)r2 — L2)1/? (5.55)

Let T be the period of rotations; for example it can defined as the time
difference between two consecutive perihelions. This quantity can be calculated by
analogy with the above calculation of angular precession of the perihelion and the
result is

7rEm27“g
T = m (5.56)
Suppose that particle 1 is nonrelativistic and define E,,, = m — E. Then
E m3
T="T,1--"2), Typ=——"—s 5.57
( 4m ) (2mE,,)3/? (5:57)
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where T}, is the nonrelativistic expression for the period. It follows from this ex-
pression that the relativistic correction to the period is 2.4 - 10725 for Mercury and
3.9-1072s for Earth. In GR the period can be calculated by using the expression for
t(r) in this theory (see e.g. Ref. [3]). For Earth this gives an additional correction of
0.6s. However, at present the comparison between theory and experiment with such
an accuracy seems to be impossible.

In standard nonrelativistic theory the acceleration d?r/dt? is directed to-
ward the center and is proportional to 1/r%. Let us check whether or not this property
is satisfied in the above formalism. As follows from Eq. (5.39)

Pr  dr dp . drde — dP¢.
e [@ - T(E) [(cosp, sing) + [Q%E + Tﬁ](—sm%c‘)w) (5.58)

Therefore d?r/dt* is directed toward r if [2(dr/dt)(dy/dt) + rd*p/dt?] = 0. A direct
calculation using Eqgs. (5.43) and (5.44) gives

pirde | o LE*(1+26)d¢
atdt | der 2¢(q)3r  dt

(5.59)

In the nonrelativistic approximation this quantity does equal zero but in the general
case it does not.
An analogous calculation gives
d*r dy

dt?

2 = (m? + L*/r?)E*(1 + 2¢) ﬁ
dt’ — 2(q2 — L2/r2)12¢(q)3 dt

(5.60)

If £ = r,y/r then, as follows from Eq. (5.43), in the nonrelativistic approximation this
quantity equals —Gmsy/r?. Hence in this approximation we indeed have the standard
result d*r/dt? = —Gmar/r®.

We now do not assume that m; < ms but consider only the nonrelativistic
approximation. The relative angular momentum J equals the total angular momen-
tum in the c.m. frame. In this reference frame we have r{ X p; +ry X ps = r X q where
q = p; is the relative momentum and r = r; — ry is the relative position. Therefore,
by analogy with the derivation of Eq. (5.39), one can derive the same relations where
q is the relative momentum and r is the relative position.

As follows from Eqgs. (5.8) and (5.33), in the cases of dS antigravity
and standard Newtonian gravity the internal two-body nonrelativistic energy can
be written as
O 1

= - = 5.61
2m12 2m12€ ( )

where £ = (r/R)? for the dS antigravity and & = r,/r with r, = 2G(my + my) for the
Newtonian gravity.

By analogy with the above consideration, for deriving equations of notions
one should define time by analogy with Eq. (5.40). In our approach the effects of dS

E
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antigravity and standard Newtonian gravity are simply kinematical manifestations of
dS symmetry for systems of two free particles. The difference between those cases
is only that the quantity x in the exponent exp(—ixn) defining the behavior of the
internal two-body wave function depends on r differently in the cases when r is of the
order of cosmological distances and much less than those distances. As follows from
Eq. (5.40), in the nonrelativistic approximation

dr = dry —drs = (22— PHygr = L gy

my Mo mi2
Then, by analogy with the derivation of Eq. (5.58), we get

dPr r d’r Gmims
P L R (562)

for dS antigravity and Newtonian gravity, respectively.

As noted in Secs. 3.6 and 5.1, the first expression in Eq. (5.62) is a
consequence of the Hamilton equations for the Hamiltonian (5.8) and it is obvious that
the second expression is a consequence of the Hamilton equations for the Hamiltonian
(5.33). However, as shown above, those expressions can be derived without involving
the Hamilton equations but using only the relation (5.40) for each free particle.

5.8 Discussion of non-Newtonian gravitational ef-
fects

General Relativity is a pure classical theory and a common belief is that in the
future quantum theory of gravity the results of GR will be recovered in semiclassical
approximation. Moreover, any quantum theory of gravity can be tested only on
macroscopic level. Hence, the problem is not only to construct quantum theory
of gravity but also to understand a correct structure of the position operator on
macroscopic level. However, in the literature the latter problem is not discussed
because it is tacitly assumed that the position operator on macroscopic level is the
same as in standard quantum theory. This is a great extrapolation which should be
substantiated.

As argued in Secs. 5.3 and 5.4, standard position operator is not semi-
classical on macroscopic level and therefore on this level it should be modified. In
our approach gravity is simply a manifestation of dS symmetry on quantum level for
systems of free bodies. Then for calculating observable effects one should know how
the quantity x in the exponent exp(—ixn) for the internal two-body wave function
depends on the distance between the bodies. As argued in Sec. 5.4, if & = sin?y
then the dependendence § = (r,/r) + o(r,/r) is reasonable and reproduces standard
Newtonian gravity. In this section we consider what our approach can say about

142



the gravitational red shift of light, deflection of light by the Sun and precession of
Mercury’s perihelion which are treated as three classical tests of GR.

As seen from Earth the precession of Mercury’s orbit is measured to be
5600” per century while the contribution of GR is 43" per century. Hence the lat-
ter is less than 1% of the total contribution. The main contribution to the total
precession arises as a consequence of the fact that Earth is not an inertial reference
frame and when the precession is recalculated with respect to the International Ce-
lestial Reference System the value of the precession becomes (574.10 £ 0.65)” per
century. Celestial mechanics states the gravitational tugs of the other planets con-
tribute (531.63 £ 0.69)” while all other contributions are small. Hence there is a
discrepancy of 43" per century and the result of GR gives almost exactly the same
value. Although there are different opinions on whether, the contribution of GR fully
explains the data or not, in the overwhelming majority of the literature it is accepted
that this is the case.

Our result (5.53) is compatible with GR if & = (r,/r) + (ry/7)*/2 +
o((ry/r)?). The result of GR is by a factor of 3/2 greater than the results of sev-
eral alternative theories of gravity which in our approach can be reproduced if £ =
(ry/7) + 0((ry/7)?). Hence the problem of the future quantum theory of gravity is to
understand the value of the quadratic correction to &.

The result for the gravitational red shift of light given by Eq. (5.41) is
in agreement with GR and is treated such that it has been confirmed in the Pound-
Rebka experiment. However, the conventional interpretation of this effect has been
criticized by L.B. Okun in Ref. [92]. In his opinion, ”a presumed analogy between
a photon and a stone” is wrong. The reason is that "the energy of the photon and
hence its frequency w = E/h do not depend on the distance from the gravitational
body, because in the static case the gravitational potential does not depend on the
time coordinate t. The reader who is not satisfied with this argument may look at
Mazwell’s equations as given e.g. in section 5.2 of ref. [93]. These equations with
time independent metric have solutions with frequencies equal to those of the emitter”.
In Ref. [92] the result of the Pound-Rebka experiment is explained such that not the
photon looses its kinetic energy but the differences between the atom energy levels on
the height h are greater than on the Earth surface and ” As a result of this increase
the energy of a photon emitted in a transition of an atom downstairs is not enough to
excite a reverse transition upstairs. For the observer upstairs this looks like a redshift
of the photon. Therefore for a competent observer the apparent redshift of the photon
15 a result of the blueshift of the clock.” .

As noted in Ref. [92], 7 A naive (but obviously wrong!) way to derive the
formula for the redshift is to ascribe to the photon with energy E a mass m, = E/c?
and to apply to the photon a non-relativistic formula AE = —m,A¢ treating it like a
stone. Then the relative shift of photon energy is AE/E = —Ag¢/c?, which coincides
with the correct result. But this coincidence cannot justify the absolutely thoughtless
application of a nonrelativistic formula to an ultrarelativistic object.”
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However, in our approach no nonrelativistic formulas for the photon have
been used and the result AE,/FE; = —gh/ c? has been obtained in a fully relativistic
approach. As already noted, the only problematic point in deriving this result is
that the function £(r) is not exactly known. In the framework of our approach a
stone and a photon are simply particles with different masses; that is why the stone
is nonrelativistic and the photon is ultrarelativistic. Therefore there is no reason to
think that in contrast to the stone, the photon will not loose its kinetic energy. At
the same time, we believe that Ref. [92] gives strong arguments that energy levels on
the Earth surface and on the height H are different.

We believe that the following point in the arguments of Ref. [92] is not
quite consistent. A stone, a photon and other particles can be characterized by their
energies, momenta and other quantities for which there exist well defined operators.
Those quantities might be measured in collisions of those particles with other parti-
cles. At the same time, as noted in Secs. 1.2 and 2.6 the notions of ”frequency of
a photon” or "frequency of a stone” have no physical meaning. If a particle wave
function (or, as noted in Sec. 1.2, rather a state vector is a better name) contains
expli(pr— Et)/h] then by analogy with the theory of classical waves one might say that
the particle is a wave with the frequency w = E/h and the wave length A\ = 27h/p.
However, the fact that such defined quantities w and A are the real frequencies and
wave lengths measured e.g. in spectroscopic experiments needs to be substantiated.
Let w and A be frequencies and wave lengths measured in experiments with classi-
cal waves. Those quantities necessarily involve classical space and time. Then the
relation ¥ = hw between the energies of particles in classical waves and frequencies
of those waves is only an assumption that those different quantities are related in
such a way. This relation has been first proposed by Planck for the description of
the blackbody radiation and the experimental data indicate that it is valid with a
high accuracy. As noted in Sec. 2.6, this relation takes place in Poincare invariant
electrodynamics. However, there is no guaranty that this relation is always valid with
the absolute accuracy, as the author of Ref. [92] assumes. In spectroscopic experi-
ments not energies and momenta of emitted photons are measured but wave lengths
of the radiation obtained as a result of transitions between different energy levels.
In particular, there is no experiment confirming that the relation £ = hw is always
exact, e.g. on the Earth surface and on the height h. In summary, the Pound-Rebka
experiment cannot be treated as a model-independent confirmation of GR.

Consider now the deflection of light by the Sun. As shown in the preceding
section, in the approximation & = r,/r the deflection is described by Eq. (5.49).
In the literature this result is usually represented such that if 6 = Ap — 7 is the
deflection angle then 6 = (1 4 7)r,/p where v depends on the theory. Hence the
result given by Eq. (5.49) corresponds to v = 0. This result was obtained by Einstein
in 1911. The well-known historical facts are that in 1915 when Einstein created
GR he obtained v = 1 and in 1919 this result was confirmed in observations of the
full Solar eclipse. Originally the accuracy of measurements was not high but now the
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quantity v is measured with a high accuracy in experiments using the Very Long Base
Interferometry (VLBI) technique and the result 4 = 1 has been confirmed with the
accuracy better than 1%. The result v = 1 in GR is a consequence of the fact that the
post-Newtonian correction to the metric tensor in the vicinity of the Sun is not zero
for both, temporal and spatial components of this tensor. A question arises whether
this result can be obtained in the framework of a quantum approach. In the textbook
[94], the deflection is treated as a consequence of one-graviton exchange. The author
defines the vertices responsible for the interaction of a virtual graviton with a scalar
nonrelativistic particle and with a photon and in that case the cross-section of the
process described by the one-graviton exchange corresponds to the result with v = 1.
The problem is that there is no other way of testing the photon-graviton vertex and
we believe that it is highly unrealistic that when the photon travels in the y direction
from —oo to +00, it exchanges only by one virtual graviton with the Sun. Therefore
a problem of how to recover the result with v = 1 in quantum theory remains open.

In GR it is assumed that in the propagation of light in the interstellar
medium the interaction of light with the medium is not significant and the propagation
can be described in the framework of geometrical optics. In other words, this approach
is similar to what is called Theory A for explaining the redshift (see Chap. 2).
However, the density of the Solar atmosphere near the Solar surface is rather high and
the assumption that the photon passes this atmosphere practically without interaction
with the particles of the atmosphere seems to be problematic.

For example, in Sec. 2.10 we discussed possible mechanisms which do not
allow the photon wave function to spread significantly. In particular, a possible mech-
anism can be such that a photon is first absorbed by an atom and then is reemitted.
Suppose that this mechanism plays an important role and photons encounter many
atoms on their way. In the period of time when the atom absorbs the photon but
does not reemit it yet, the atom acquires an additional acceleration as a result of
its effective gravitational interaction with the Sun. Then the absorbed and reemit-
ted photons will have different accelerations and the reemitted photon is expected
to have a greater acceleration towards the Sun than the absorbed photon. This ef-
fect increases the deflection angle and analogously other mechanisms of interaction
of photons with the interstellar matter are expected to increase the deflection angle
since the matter moves with an acceleration towards the Sun.

Three classical effects of GR are treated as phenomena where the grav-
itational field is rather weak. In recent years considerable efforts have been made
for investigating binary pulsars where the gravitational field is treated as strong. In
contrast to planets, conclusions about masses and radii of pulsars can be made only
from models describing their radiation. It is believed that typically pulsars are neu-
tron stars with masses in the range 1.2-1.6 of the solar one and radii of the order of
10km. In the case of binary pulsars, a typical situation is that the second component
of the binary system is not observable (at present the only known case where the
both components are pulsars is the binary pulsar J0737-3039).
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The most famous case is the binary pulsar PSR B1913+16 discovered by
Hulse and Taylor in 1974. A model with eighteen fitted parameters for this binary
system has been described in Refs. [95, 96] and references therein. In this model the
masses of the pulsar and companion are approximately 1.4 solar masses, the period of
rotation around the common center of mass is 7.75 hours, the values of periastron and
apastron are 1.1 and 4.8 solar radii, respectively, and the orbital velocity of stars is 450
km/s and 110 km/s at periastron and apastron, respectively. Then relativistic effects
are much stronger than in Solar System. For example, the precession of periastron is
4.2 degrees per year.

The most striking effect in the above model is that it predicts that the
energy loss due to gravitational radiation can be extracted from the data. As noted
in Ref. [95], comparison of the measured and theoretical values requires a small
correction for relative acceleration between the solar system and binary pulsar system,
projected onto the line of sight. The correction term depends on several rather poorly
known quantities, including the distance and proper motion of the pulsar and the
radius of the Sun’s galactic orbit. However, with best currently available values the
agreement between the data and the Einstein quadrupole formula for the gravitational
radiation is better than 1%. The rate of decrease of orbital period is 76.5 microseconds
per year (i.e. one second per 14000 years).

As noted by the authors of Ref. [95], ” Even with 30 years of observations,
only a small portion of the North-South extent of the emission beam has been observed.
As a consequence, our model is neither unique nor particularly robust. The North-
South symmetry of the model is assumed, not observed, since the line of sight has
fallen on the same side of the beam axis throughout these observations. Nevertheless,
accumulating data continue to support the principal features noted above.”

The size of the invisible component is not known. The arguments that
this component is a compact object are as follows [97]: ”Because the orbit is so close
(1solarradius)) and because there is no evidence of an eclipse of the pulsar signal
or of mass transfer from the companion, it is generally agreed that the companion
is compact. Evolutionary arguments suggest that it is most likely a dead pulsar,
while B1913+16 is a recycled pulsar. Thus the orbital motion is very clean, free from
tidal or other complicating effects. Furthermore, the data acquisition is clean in the
sense that by exploiting the intrinsic stability of the pulsar clock combined with the
ability to maintain and transfer atomic time accurately using GPS, the observers can
keep track of pulse time-of-arrival with an accuracy of 13us , despite extended gaps
between observing sessions (including a several-year gap in the middle 1990s for an
upgrade of the Arecibo radio telescope). The pulsar has shown no evidence of glitches
in its pulse period.” However, it is not clear whether or not there exist other reasons
for substantial energy losses. For example, since the bodies have large velocities and
are moving in the interstellar medium, it is not clear whether their interaction with
the medium can be neglected.

Nevertheless, the above results are usually treated as a strong indirect
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confirmation of the existence of gravitational waves. Those results have given a moti-
vation for building powerful facilities where the gravitational waves are expected to be
detected directly. However, after more than ten years of observations no unambiguous
detections of gravitational waves have been reported.

The discussion in this section shows that the problem of explaining non-
Newtonian gravitational effects is very complicated and at present any conclusion
about them can be based only on model dependent approaches. So the statements
that those effects can be treated as strong confirmations of GR are premature. In
any case until the nature of gravity on classical and quantum level is well understood,
different approaches should be investigated.
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Chapter 6

Why is GFQT more pertinent
physical theory than standard one?

6.1 What mathematics is most pertinent for quan-
tum physics?

As noted in Sec. 1.1, several strong arguments indicate that fundamental quantum
theory should be based on discrete mathematics. In this chapter we consider an
approach when this theory is based on a Galois field. Since the absolute majority of
physicists are not familiar with Galois fields, our first goal in this chapter is to convince
the reader that the notion of Galois fields is not only very simple and elegant, but
also is a natural basis for quantum physics. If a reader wishes to learn Galois fields
on a more fundamental level, he or she might start with standard textbooks (see e.g.
Ref. [98]).

In view of the present situation in modern quantum physics, a natural
question arises why, in spite of big efforts of thousands of highly qualified physicists
for many years, the problem of quantum gravity has not been solved yet. We believe
that a possible answer is that they did not use the most pertinent mathematics.

For example, the problem of infinities remains probably the most chal-
lenging one in standard formulation of quantum theory. As noted by Weinberg [2],
"Disappointingly this problem appeared with even greater severity in the early days of
quantum theory, and although greatly ameliorated by subsequent improvements in the
theory, it remains with us to the present day’. The title of Weinberg’s paper [99] is
”Living with infinities”. A desire to have a theory without divergences is probably the
main motivation for developing modern theories extending QFT, e.g. loop quantum
gravity, noncommutative quantum theory, string theory etc. On the other hand, in
theories over Galois fields, infinities cannot exist in principle since any Galois field is
finite.

The key ingredient of standard mathematics is the notions of infinitely
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small and infinitely large. As already noted in Sec. 1.1, in view of the fact that
matter is discrete, the notions of standard division and infinitely small can have
only a limited applicability. Then we have to acknowledge that fundamental physics
cannot be based on continuity, differentiability, geometry, topology etc. As noted
in Sec. 1.1, the reason why modern quantum physics is based on these notions is
probably a consequence of the fact that discrete mathematics still is not a part of
standard physics education.

The notion of infinitely large is based on our belief that in principle we can
operate with any large numbers. In standard mathematics this belief is formalized
in terms of axioms about infinite sets (e.g. Zorn’s lemma or Zermelo’s axiom of
choice) which are accepted without proof. The belief that these axioms are correct
is based on the fact that sciences using standard mathematics (physics, chemistry
etc.) describe nature with a very high accuracy. It is believed that this is much
more important than the fact that, as follows from Godel’s incompleteness theorems,
standard mathematics is not a self-consistent theory.

Standard mathematics contains statements which seem to be counterintu-
itive. For example, the interval (0, 1) has the same cardinality as (—oo, 00). Another
example is that the function tgx gives a one-to-one relation between the intervals
(—m/2,7/2) and (—o00,00). Therefore one can say that a part has the same number
of elements as a whole. One might think that this contradicts common sense but in
standard mathematics the above facts are not treated as contradicting.

While Godel’s works on the incompleteness theorems are written in highly
technical terms of mathematical logics, the fact that standard mathematics has foun-
dational problems is clear from the philosophy of quantum theory. Indeed in this
philosophy there should be no statements accepted without proof (and based only
on belief that they are correct); only those statements should be treated as physical,
which can be experimentally verified, at least in principle. For example, the first
incompleteness theorem says that not all facts about natural numbers can be proved.
However, from the philosophy of quantum theory this seems to be clear because we
cannot verify that a + b = b+ a for any numbers a and b.

Suppose we wish to verify that 1004+200=200+100. In the spirit of quan-
tum theory it is insufficient to just say that 100+200=300 and 200+100=300. We
should describe an experiment where these relations can be verified. In particular,
we should specify whether we have enough resources to represent the numbers 100,
200 and 300. We believe the following observation is very important: although stan-
dard mathematics is a part of our everyday life, people typically do not realize that
standard mathematics is implicitly based on the assumption that one can have any
desirable amount of resources.

Suppose, however that our world is finite. Then the amount of resources
cannot be infinite. In particular, it is impossible in principle to build a computer
operating with any number of bits. In this scenario it is natural to assume that
there exists a fundamental number p such that all calculations can be performed only
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modulo p. Then it is natural to consider a quantum theory over a Galois field with the
characteristic p. Since any Galois field is finite, the fact that arithmetic in this field
is correct can be verified (at least in principle) by using a finite amount of resources.

Let us look at mathematics from the point of view of the famous Kronecker
expression: ” God made the natural numbers, all else is the work of man”. Indeed, the
natural numbers 0, 1, 2... have a clear physical meaning. However only two operations
are always possible in the set of natural numbers: addition and multiplication. In
order to make addition reversible, we introduce negative integers -1, -2 etc. Then,
instead of the set of natural numbers we can work with the ring of integers where three
operations are always possible: addition, subtraction and multiplication. However,
the negative numbers do not have a direct physical meaning (we cannot say, for
example, "I have minus two apples”). Their only role is to make addition reversible.

The next step is the transition to the field of rational numbers in which
all four operations except division by zero are possible. However, as noted above,
division has only a limited meaning.

In mathematics the notion of linear space is widely used, and such impor-
tant notions as the basis and dimension are meaningful only if the space is considered
over a field or body. Therefore if we start from natural numbers and wish to have a
field, then we have to introduce negative and rational numbers. However, if, instead
of all natural numbers, we consider only p numbers 0, 1, 2, ... p—1 where p is prime,
then we can easily construct a field without adding any new elements. This construc-
tion, called Galois field, contains nothing that could prevent its understanding even
by pupils of elementary schools.

Let us denote the set of numbers 0, 1, 2,...p — 1 as F},. Define addition
and multiplication as usual but take the final result modulo p. For simplicity, let
us consider the case p = 5. Then Fj; is the set 0, 1, 2, 3, 4. Then 1 4+ 2 = 3 and
1+3=4asusual, but 24+3 =0, 3+ 4 =2 etc. Analogously, 1-2=2,2-2 =4,
but 2-3 =1, 3-4 = 2 etc. By definition, the element y € F}, is called opposite
to v € F, and is denoted as —z if x +y = 0 in F,. For example, in F5 we have
-2=3, -4=1 etc. Analogously y € F), is called inverse to x € F}, and is denoted as
1/x if xzy = 1 in F,. For example, in F; we have 1/2=3, 1/4=4 etc. It is easy to
see that addition is reversible for any natural p > 0 but for making multiplication
reversible we should choose p to be a prime. Otherwise the product of two nonzero
elements may be zero modulo p. If p is chosen to be a prime then indeed F,, becomes
a field without introducing any new objects (like negative numbers or fractions). For
example, in this field each element can obviously be treated as positive and negative
simultaneously!

The above example with division might also be an indication that, in the
spirit of Ref. [100], the ultimate quantum theory will be based even not on a Galois
field but on a finite ring (this observation was pointed out to me by Metod Saniga).

One might say: well, this is beautiful but impractical since in physics and
everyday life 243 is always 5 but not 0. Let us suppose, however that fundamental
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physics is described not by ”usual mathematics” but by "mathematics modulo p”
where p is a very large number. Then, operating with numbers which are much less
than p we will not notice this p, at least if we only add and multiply. We will feel
a difference between ”"usual mathematics” and "mathematics modulo p” only while
operating with numbers comparable to p.

We can easily extend the correspondence between F), and the ring of in-
tegers Z in such a way that subtraction will also be included. To make it clearer we
note the following. Since the field F), is cyclic (adding 1 successively, we will obtain
0 eventually), it is convenient to visually depict its elements by the points of a circle
of the radius p/27 on the plane (z,y). In Fig. 6.1 only a part of the circle near the
origin is depicted. Then the distance between neighboring elements of the field is

Figure 6.1: Relation between F,, and the ring of integers

equal to unity, and the elements 0, 1, 2,... are situated on the circle counterclockwise.
At the same time we depict the elements of Z as usual such that each element z € Z
is depicted by a point with the coordinates (z,0). We can denote the elements of F,
not only as 0, 1,... p—1 but also as 0, £1, £2,,...£(p — 1)/2, and such a set is called
the set of minimal residues. Let f be a map from F), to Z, such that the element
f(a) € Z corresponding to the minimal residue a has the same notation as a but is
considered as the element of Z. Denote C(p) = P/ @)% and let Uy be the set of
elements a € F, such that |f(a)] < C(p). Then if a;, as, ...a, € Uy and ny, ny are such
natural numbers that

< (p—1)/20(p), n2 < In((p — 1)/2)/(Inp)*"? (6.1)

then
flay £as +...a,) = f(ar) £ flaz) £ ...f(an)
if n <n; and

flaras...a,) = f(a1)f(az)...f(an)

if n < my. Thus though f is not a homomorphism of rings F}, and Z, but if p is
sufficiently large, then for a sufficiently large number of elements of Uj the addition,
subtraction and multiplication are performed according to the same rules as for ele-
ments z € Z such that |z| < C(p). Therefore f can be treated as a local isomorphism
of rings F, and Z.
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The above discussion has a well-known historical analogy. For many years
people believed that our Earth was flat and infinite, and only after a long period
of time they realized that it was finite and had a curvature. It is difficult to notice
the curvature when we deal only with distances much less than the radius of the
curvature R. Analogously one might think that the set of numbers describing physics
has a curvature defined by a very large number p but we do not notice it when we deal
only with numbers much less than p. This number should be treated as a fundamental
constant describing laws of physics in our World.

One might argue that introducing a new fundamental constant is not justi-
fied. However, the history of physics tells us that new theories arise when a parameter,
which in the old theory was treated as infinitely small or infinitely large, becomes fi-
nite. For example, from the point of view of nonrelativistic physics, the velocity of
light ¢ is infinitely large but in relativistic physics it is finite. Analogously, from the
point of view of classical theory, the Planck constant h is infinitely small but in quan-
tum theory it is finite. Therefore it is natural to think that in the future quantum
physics the quantity p will be not infinitely large but finite.

Let us note that even for elements from U, the result of division in the field
F, differs generally speaking, from the corresponding result in the field of rational
number ). For example the element 1/2 in F), is a very large number (p + 1)/2.
For this reason one might think that physics based on Galois fields has nothing to
do with reality. We will see in the subsequent section that this is not so since the
spaces describing quantum systems are projective. It is also clear that in general the
meaning of square root in £}, is not the same as in (). For example, even if V2 in
F, exists, it is a very large number of the order of at least p*/2. Another obvious
fact is that GFQT cannot involve exponents and trigonometric functions since they
are represented by infinite sums. Therefore a direct correspondence between wave
functions in GFQT and standard theory can exist only for rational functions.

By analogy with the field of complex numbers, we can consider a set [}
of p* elements a + bi where a,b € F, and i is a formal element such that i* = —1.
The question arises whether F)2 is a field, i.e. we can define all the four operations
except division by zero. The definition of addition, subtraction and multiplication in
F,> is obvious and, by analogy with the field of complex numbers, one could define
division as 1/(a+bi) = a/(a*+b*) —ib/(a* + b*). This definition can be meaningful
only if a®> + b* # 0 in F), for any a,b € F, i.e. a*> +? is not divisible by p. Therefore
the definition is meaningful only if p cannot be represented as a sum of two squares
and is meaningless otherwise. We will not consider the case p = 2 and therefore p
is necessarily odd. Then we have two possibilities: the value of p (mod4) is either 1
or 3. The well-known result of number theory (see e.g. the textbooks [98]) is that a
prime number p can be represented as a sum of two squares only in the former case
and cannot in the latter one. Therefore the above construction of the field F): is
correct only if p (mod4) = 3. By analogy with the above correspondence between F,
and Z, we can define a set U in Fj2 such that a +bi € U if a € Uy and b € Uy. Then
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if f(a+ bi) = f(a)+ f(b)i, f is a local homomorphism between F,: and Z + Zi.

In general, it is possible to consider linear spaces over any fields. Therefore
a question arises what Galois field should be used in GFQT. It is known (see e.g. Ref.
[98]) that any Galois field can contain only p" elements where p is prime and n is
natural. Moreover, the numbers p and n define the Galois field up to isomorphism.
It is natural to require that there should exist a correspondence between any new
theory and the old one, i.e. at some conditions the both theories should give close
predictions. In particular, there should exist a large number of quantum states for
which the probabilistic interpretation is valid.

In view of the above discussion, the number p should necessarily be very
large and the problem is to understand whether there exist deep reasons for choosing
a particular value of p, whether this is simply an accident that our world has been
created with some value of p, whether the number p is dynamical, i.e. depends on
the current state of the world etc. For example, as noted above, the number p defines
the existing amount of resources. There are models (see e.g. Ref. [34]) where our
world is only a part of the Universe and the amount of resources in the world is not
constant.

In any case, if we accept that p is a universal parameter defining what
Galois field describes nature (at the present stage of the world or always) then the
problem arises what the value of n is. Since we treat GFQT as a more general theory
than standard one, it is desirable not to postulate that GFQT is based on F2 (with
p =3 (mod4)) because standard theory is based on complex numbers but vice versa,
explain the fact that standard theory is based on complex numbers since GFQT
is based on Fj,2. Therefore we should find a motivation for the choice of F,» with
p =3 (mod4). Arguments in favor of such a choice are discussed in Refs. [40, 42, 43]
and in Secs. 6.3 and 8.9.

6.2 Correspondence between GFQT and standard
theory

For any new theory there should exist a correspondence principle that at some con-
ditions this theory and standard well tested one should give close predictions. Well-
known examples are that classical nonrelativistic theory can be treated as a special
case of relativistic theory in the formal limit ¢ — oo and a special case of quantum
mechanics in the formal limit A~ — 0. Analogously, Poincare invariant theory is a
special case of dS or AdS invariant theories in the formal limit R — oo. We treat
standard quantum theory as a special case of GFQT in the formal limit p — oo.
Therefore a question arises which formulation of standard theory is most suitable for
its generalization to GFQT.

A known historical fact is that quantum mechanics has been originally
proposed by Heisenberg and Schrodinger in two forms which seemed fully incompati-
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ble with each other. While in the Heisenberg operator (matrix) formulation quantum
states are described by infinite columns and operators — by infinite matrices, in the
Schrodinger wave formulations the states are described by functions and operators
— by differential operators. It has been shown later by Born, von Neumann, Dirac
and others that the both formulations are mathematically equivalent. In addition,
the path integral approach has been developed.

In the spirit of the wave or path integral approach one might try to replace
classical space-time by a finite lattice which may even not be a field. In that case
the problem arises what the natural quantum of space-time is and some of physical
quantities should necessarily have the field structure. However, as argued in Sect.
1.2, fundamental physical theory should not be based on space-time.

We treat GFQT as a version of the matrix formulation when complex
numbers are replaced by elements of a Galois field. We will see below that in that
case the columns and matrices are automatically truncated in a certain way, and
therefore the theory becomes finite-dimensional (and even finite since any Galois field
is finite).

In conventional quantum theory the state of a system is described by a
vector T from a separable Hilbert space H. We will use a "tilde” to denote elements
of Hilbert spaces and complex numbers while elements of linear spaces over a Galois
field and elements of the field will be denoted without a "tilde”.

Let (€1, €, ...) be a basis in H. This means that & can be represented as

.% - élél -+ égég + (62)

where (¢4, ¢, ...) are complex numbers. It is assumed that there exists a complete
set of commuting selfadjoint operators (A;, A,,...) in H such that each & is the
eigenvector of all these operators: Ajéi = S\jiéi. Then the elements (€, é,...) are
mutually orthogonal: (é;,€é;) = 0 if ¢ # j where (...,...) is the scalar product in H. In
that case the coefficients can be calculated as

& = o
’ (6i7 ei)

(6.3)
Their meaning is that |¢]|%(é;, €;)/(Z, %) represents the probability to find Z in the
state €;. In particular, when = and the basis elements are normalized to one, the
probability equals |¢;|%.

Let us note that the Hilbert space contains a big redundancy of elements,
and we do not need to know all of them. Indeed, with any desired accuracy we can
approximate each © € H by a finite linear combination

F = G181 + Caby + ...0nEn (6.4)

where (¢, és, ...¢,) are rational complex numbers. This is a consequence of the known
fact that the set of elements given by Eq. (6.4) is dense in H. In turn, this set is
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redundant too. Indeed, we can use the fact that Hilbert spaces in quantum theory
are projective: ¢ and cy represent the same physical state. Then we can multiply
both parts of Eq. (6.4) by a common denominator of the numbers (¢, ¢, ...¢,). As
a result, we can always assume that in Eq. (6.4) ¢; = a; + iBj where a; and l;j are
integers.

The meaning of the fact that Hilbert spaces in quantum theory are pro-
jective is very clear. The matter is that not the probability itself but the relative
probabilities of different measurement outcomes have a physical meaning. We be-
lieve, the notion of probability is a good illustration of the Kronecker expression
about natural numbers (see Sect. 6.1). Indeed, this notion arises as follows. Sup-
pose that conducting experiment N times we have seen the first event n; times, the
second event ny times etc. such that ny + ny + ... = N. We define the quantities
w;(N) = n;/N (these quantities depend on N) and w; = limw;(N) when N — oo.
Then wj; is called the probability of the ith event. We see that all the information
about the experiment is given by a set of natural numbers, and in real life all those
numbers are finite. However, in order to define probabilities, people introduce ad-
ditionally the notion of rational numbers and the notion of limit. Another example
is the notion of mean value. Suppose we measure a physical quantity such that in
the first event its value is ¢, in the second event - ¢ etc. Then the mean value of
this quantity is defined as (q1n; + gang + ...)/N if N is very large. Therefore, even
if all the ¢; are integers, the mean value might be not an integer. We again see that
rational numbers arise only as a consequence of our convention on how the results of
experiments should be interpreted.

The Hilbert space is an example of a linear space over the field of complex
numbers. Roughly speaking this means that one can multiply the elements of the
space by the elements of the field and use the properties a(bz) = (ab)# and a(bi+éj) =
abz + acy where a, 5,6 are complex numbers and 7,y are elements of the space.
The fact that complex numbers form a field is important for such notions as linear
dependence and the dimension of spaces over complex numbers.

By analogy with conventional quantum theory, we require that in GFQT
linear spaces V over [z, used for describing physical states, are supplied by a scalar
product (...,...) such that for any x,y € V and a € F, (x,y) is an element of F:
and the following properties are satisfied:

(z,9) = (y,2), (ax,y) =alv,y), (v,ay) =a(z,y) (6.5)

We will always consider only finite dimensional spaces V over F,.. Let
(e1,€2,...ey) be a basis in such a space. Consider subsets in V' of the form z =
cie1 + caes + ...cpe, where for any 7, j

¢ €U, (ei,ej) eU (66)

On the other hand, as noted above, in conventional quantum theory we can describe
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quantum states by subsets of the form Eq. (6.4). If n is much less than p,
fle)=¢, [f((ei,e5) = (&,€)) (6.7)

then we have the correspondence between the description of physical states in pro-
jective spaces over 2 on one hand and projective Hilbert spaces on the other. This
means that if p is very large then for a large number of elements from V', linear com-
binations with the coefficients belonging to U and scalar products look in the same
way as for the elements from a corresponding subset in the Hilbert space.

In the general case a scalar product in V' does not define any positive
definite metric and thus there is no probabilistic interpretation for all the elements
from V. In particular, (e,e) = 0 does not necessarily imply that e = 0. However,
the probabilistic interpretation exists for such a subset in V' that the conditions (6.7)
are satisfied. Roughly speaking this means that for elements c,e; + ...c,e,, such that
(e;,€:),ci¢; < p, f((es,e;)) > 0 and ¢;¢; > 0 for all @ = 1,...n, the probabilistic
interpretation is valid. It is also possible to explicitly construct a basis (e, ...en)
such that (e;,ex) = 0 for j # k and (e;,e;) # 0 for all j (see the subsequent section
and Chap. 8). Then x = cie; + ...cyen (¢j € Fy2) and the coefficients are uniquely
defined by ¢; = (e;,x)/(€j, €;).

As usual, if A; and A, are linear operators in V' such that

(A1z,y) = (z, Agy) Va,yeV (6.8)

they are said to be conjugated: A; = Aj. It is easy to see that A7* = A; and thus
A = Ay, If A= A* then the operator A is said to be Hermitian.

If (e,e) # 0, Ae = ae, a € Fj2, and A* = A, then it is obvious that a € F),.
In the subsequent section (see also Refs. [40, 42]) we will see that there also exist
situations when a Hermitian operator has eigenvectors e such that (e,e) = 0 and the
corresponding eigenvalue is pure imaginary.

Let now (Aj,...A;) be a set of Hermitian commuting operators in V', and
(€1,...en) be a basis in V' with the properties described above, such that A;e; = Aje;.
Further, let (1211, flk) be a set of Hermitian commuting operators in some Hilbert
space H, and (€j, é, ...) be some basis in H such that fljei = S\jiéi. Consider a subset
cre1 + o€y + ...cpe, in Vosuch that, in addition to the conditions (6.7), the elements
e; are the eigenvectors of the operators A; with Aj; belonging to U and such that
f(N\i) = ;\ji. Then the action of the operators on such elements have the same form
as the action of corresponding operators on the subsets of elements in Hilbert spaces
discussed above.

Summarizing this discussion, we conclude that if p is large then there
exists a correspondence between the description of physical states on the language of
Hilbert spaces and self-adjoint operators in them on one hand, and on the language
of linear spaces over [}» and Hermitian operators in them on the other.

The field of complex numbers is algebraically closed (see standard text-
books on modern algebra, e.g. Ref. [98]). This implies that any equation of the nth
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order in this field always has n solutions. This is not, generally speaking, the case for
the field Fj2. As a consequence, not every linear operator in the finite-dimensional
space over Fp2 has an eigenvector (because the characteristic equation may have no
solution in this field). One can define a field of characteristic p which is algebraically
closed and contains Fj,.. However such a field will necessarily be infinite and we will
not use it. We will see in this chapter and Chap. 8 that uncloseness of the field
F,» does not prevent one from constructing physically meaningful representations
describing elementary particles in GFQT.

In physics one usually considers Lie algebras over R and their represen-
tations by Hermitian operators in Hilbert spaces. It is clear that analogs of such
representations in our case are representations of Lie algebras over F), by Hermitian
operators in spaces over F,.. Representations in spaces over a field of nonzero char-
acteristics are called modular representations. There exists a wide literature devoted
to such representations; detailed references can be found for example in Ref. [101]
(see also Ref. [40]). In particular, it has been shown by Zassenhaus [102] that all
modular IRs are finite-dimensional and many papers have dealt with the maximum
dimension of such representations. At the same time, it is worth noting that usually
mathematicians consider only representations over an algebraically closed field.

From the previous, it is natural to expect that the correspondence between
ordinary and modular representations of two Lie algebras over R and F}, respectively,
can be obtained if the structure constants of the Lie algebra over F,, - c,il, and the
structure constants of the Lie algebra over R - &, are such that f(c},) = &, (the
Chevalley basis [103]), and all the c,il belong to U. In Refs. [40, 35, 104] modular
analogs of IRs of su(2), sp(2), so(2,3), so(1,4) algebras and the osp(1,4) superalgebra
have been considered. Also modular representations describing strings have been
briefly mentioned. In all these cases the quantities 6’,7;1 take only the values 0, +1, +2
and the above correspondence does take place.

It is obvious that since all physical quantities in GFQT are discrete, this
theory cannot involve any dimensionful quantities and any operators having the con-
tinuous spectrum. We have seen in the preceding chapters than the so(1,4) invariant
theory is dimensionless and it is possible to choose a basis such that all the operators
have only discrete spectrum. As shown in Chap. 8, the same is true for the so(2,3)
invariant theories. For this reason one might expect that those theories are natural
candidates for their generalization to GFQT. This means that symmetry is defined
by the commutation relations (4.1) which are now considered not in standard Hilbert
spaces but in spaces over Fj,.. We will see in this chapter that there exists a corre-
spondence in the above sense between modular IRs of the finite field analog of the
so(1,4) algebra and IRs of the standard so(1,4) algebra and in Chap. 8 the same will
be shown for the so(2,3) algebra. At the same time, there is no natural generalization
of the Poincare invariant theory to GFQT.

Since the main problems of QFT originate from the fact that local fields
interact at the same point, the idea of all modern theories aiming to improve QFT is to
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replace the interaction at a point by an interaction in some small space-time region.
From this point of view, one could say that those theories involve a fundamental
length, explicitly or implicitly. Since GFQT is a fully discrete theory, one might
wonder whether it could be treated as a version of quantum theory with a fundamental
length. Although in GFQT all physical quantities are dimensionless and take values
in a Galois field, on a qualitative level GFQT can be thought to be a theory with
the fundamental length in the following sense. The maximum value of the angular
momentum in GFQT cannot exceed the characteristic of the Galois field p. Therefore
the Poincare momentum cannot exceed p/R. This can be interpreted in such a way
that the fundamental length in GFQT is of the order of R/p.

One might wonder how continuous transformations (e.g. time evolution
or rotations) can be described in the framework of GFQT. A general remark is that if
theory B is a generalization of theory A then the relation between them is not always
straightforward. For example, quantum mechanics is a generalization of classical
mechanics, but in quantum mechanics the experiment outcome cannot be predicted
unambiguously, a particle cannot be always localized etc. As noted in Sec. 1.2, even
in the framework of standard quantum theory, time evolution is well-defined only on
macroscopic level. Suppose that this is the case and the Hamiltonian H; in standard
theory is a good approximation for the Hamiltonian H in GFQT. Then one might
think that exp(—iH;t) is a good approximation for exp(—iHt). However, such a
straightforward conclusion is problematic for the following reasons. First, there can
be no continuous parameters in GFQT. Second, even if ¢ is somehow discretized, it
is not clear how the transformation exp(—iHt) should be implemented in practice.
On macroscopic level the quantity Ht is very large and therefore the Taylor series
for exp(—iHt) contains a large number of terms which should be known with a high
accuracy. On the other hand, one can notice that for computing exp(—iHt) it is
sufficient to know Ht only modulo 27 but in this case the question about the accuracy
for m arises. We see that a direct correspondence between the standard quantum
theory and GFQT exists only on the level of Lie algebras but not on the level of Lie
groups.

6.3 Modular IRs of dS algebra and spectrum of dS
Hamiltonian

Consider modular analogs of IRs constructed in Sec. 4.1. We noted that the basis
elements of this IR are e,;; where at a fixed value of n, k =0,1,..nand [ = 0, 1, ...2k.
In standard case, IR is infinite-dimensional since n can be zero or any natural number.
A modular analog of this IR can be only finite-dimensional. The basis of the modular
IR is again e, where at a fixed value of n the numbers k and [ are in the same
range as above. The operators of such IR can be described by the same expressions
as in Egs. (4.9-4.14) but now those expressions should be understood as relations in
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a space over F.. However, the quantity n can now be only in the range 0,1,...INV
where N can be found from the condition that the algebra of operators described by
Egs. (4.9) and (4.10) should be closed. It follows from these expressions, that this is
the case if w+ (2N 4+ 3)? =0 in F, and N + k + 2 < p. Therefore we have to show
that such N does exist.

In the modular case w cannot be written as w = p® with u € F), since the
equality a® + b* = 0 in F}, is not possible if p = 3 (mod4). In terminology of number
theory, this means that w is a quadratic nonresidue. Since —1 also is a quadratic
nonresidue if p = 3 (mod4), w can be written as w = —g? where i € F, and for
i1 obviously two solutions are possible. Then N should satisfy one of the conditions
N + 3 = £/i and one should choose that with the lesser value of N. Let us assume
that both, i and —f are represented by 0, 1,...(p — 1). Then if i is odd, —i=p— [
is even and wvice versa. We choose the odd number as fi. Then the two solutions are
Ny = (1 —3)/2 and Ny = p — (i + 3)/2. Since N; < Na, we choose N = (i1 — 3)/2.
In particular, this quantity satisfies the condition N < (p — 5)/2. Since k < N, the
condition N + k 4+ 2 < p is satisfied and the existence of N is proved. In any realistic
scenario, w is such that w < p even for macroscopic bodies. Therefore the quantity
N should be at least of the order of p'/2. The dimension of IR is

Dim:Zi(%Jrl) = (N+1)(%N2+2N+1) (6.9)

n=0 k=0

and therefore Dim is at least of the order of p*/2.

The relative probabilities are defined by ||c(n, k,1)enn||?. In standard the-
ory the basis states and wave functions can be normalized to one such that the normal-
ization condition is Y~ ., |¢(n, k,1)|* = 1. Since the values ¢(n, k,[) can be arbitrarily
small, wave functions can have an arbitrary carrier belonging to [0, 00). However, in
GFQT the quantities |c¢(n, k,1)|* and ||eqn||* belong to F,. Roughly speaking, this
means that if they are not zero then they are greater or equal than one. Since for
probabilistic interpretation we should have that >, .. ||c(n, k, 1)e,nl]* < p, the prob-
abilistic interpretation may take place only if ¢(n, k,1) = 0 for n > npmaz, Mmee << N.
That is why in Chap. 4 we discussed only wave functions having the carrier in the
range [Mmin, Mmaz)-

As follows from the spectral theorem for selfadjoint operators in Hilbert
spaces, any selfadjoint operator A is fully decomposable, i.e. it is always possible to
find a basis, such that all the basis elements are eigenvectors (or generalized eigen-
vectors) of A. As noted in Sect. 6.2, in GFQT this is not necessarily the case since
the field F)2 is not algebraically closed. However, it can be shown [98] that for any
equation of the Nth order, it is possible to extend the field such that the equation
will have IV solutions. A question arises what is the minimum extension of F}2, which
guarantees that all the operators (£, N, B, J) are fully decomposable.

The operators (B, J) describe a representation of the so(4) = su(2)xsu(2)
subalgebra. It is easy to show (see also Chap. 8) that the representation operators
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of the su(2) algebra are fully decomposable in the field F,2. Therefore it is sufficient
to investigate the operators (£,IN). They represent components of the so(4) vector
operator M (v = 1,2, 3,4) and therefore it is sufficient to investigate the dS energy
operator £, which with our choice of the basis has a rather simpler form (see Egs.
(4.9) and (4.13)). This operator acts nontrivially only over the variable n and its
nonzero matrix elements are given by

n+1—k
2(n+1)

n+1+k

gnfl,n = m

[w+ 2n+1)% Epprn = (6.10)
Therefore, for a fixed value of k it is possible to consider the action of £ in the
subspace with the basis elements e, (n =k, k+1,...N).

Let A(X) be the matrix of the operator € — A such that A(\), = Epik ik —
Adgr- We use A7(A) to denote the determinant of the matrix obtained from A(X) by
taking into account only the rows and columns with the numbers ¢,q + 1, ...r. With
our definition of the matrix A(\), its first row and column have the number equal
to 0 while the last ones have the number K = N — k. Therefore the characteristic
equation can be written as

AFN) =0 (6.11)

In general, since the field Fj. is not algebraically closed, there is no guaranty that
we will succeed in finding even one eigenvalue. However, we will see below that in a
special case of the operator with the matrix elements (6.10), it is possible to find all
K + 1 eigenvalues.

The matrix A(A) is three-diagonal. It is easy to see that

ATF(A) = =AATN) — Ay g Ay AT () (6.12)

Let A, be a solution of Eq. (6.11). We denote e, = €44k . Then the element

x(A) = Z{(—l)%gfl(kz)eq/[ﬁ Assal} (6.13)

is the eigenvector of the operator £ with the eigenvalue )\;. This can be verified
directly by using Egs. (4.13) and (6.10-6.13).

To solve Eq. (6.12) we have to find the expressions for Af(A) when ¢ =
0,1,...K. Tt is obvious that AJ(\) = —\, and as follows from Egs. (6.10) and (6.12),

o w+ (2k+3)°

By(N) = 2(k + 2)

(6.14)

If w = —f? then it can be shown that Af(\) is given by the following expressions. If
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q is odd then

(g+1)/2 l
AN = D Clynyyo [TV + (i — 2k — s + D (—1) et D2
=0 s=1
<qﬁ>/z (2k + 25+ 1)(fi — 2k — 4s + 1) (i — 2k — 4s — 1) 6.15)
20k+ (¢g+1)/2+s) :
s=Il+1
and if ¢ is even then
q/2 l
NI = (=0 3O, T2 + (i — 2k — 4s + 1) (-1) 7>
=0 s=1
(g+1)/2 - N
2k + 2 1 —2k—4s—1 — 2k —4s—-3
11 (2k +2s + 1)(j s —1)(p s —3) (6.16)

el 2(k+q/24+s+1)

Indeed, for ¢ = 0 Eq. (6.16) is compatible with A§(\) = —\, and for ¢ = 1 Eq. (6.15)
is compatible with Eq. (6.14). Then one can directly verify that Eqs. (6.15) and
(6.16) are compatible with Eq. (6.12).

With our definition of fi, the only possibility for K is such that

f=2K+2k+3 (6.17)

Then, as follows from Egs. (6.15) and (6.16), when K is odd or even, only the term
with | = [(K +1)/2] (where [(K + 1)/2] is the integer part of (K 4 1)/2) contributes
to AKX (\) and, as a consequence

AKX = (=\)"E) A2+ (i —2j — 4k +1)?] (6.18)

where 7(K) = 0if K isodd and r(K) = 1if K is even. If p = 3 (mod 4), this equation
has solutions only if F), is extended, and the minimum extension is Fj2. Then the
solutions are given by

A=ti(i— 2k —4s+1) (s=1,2..[(K +1)/2]) (6.19)

and when K is even there also exists an additional solution A = 0. When K is odd,
solutions can be represented as

A= 12i, 161, ... + 21K (6.20)
while when K is even, the solutions can be represented as

A =0, £47, £8¢,... £ 21K (6.21)
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Therefore the spectrum is equidistant and the distance between the neighboring ele-
ments is equal to 4i. As follows from Egs. (6.17), all the roots are simple and then,
as follows from Eq. (6.13), the operator £ is fully decomposable. It can be shown
by a direct calculation [42] that the eigenvectors e corresponding to pure imaginary
eigenvalues are such that (e,e) = 0 in Fj,. Such a possibility has been mentioned in
the preceding section.

Our conclusion is that if p = 3 (mod 4) then all the operators (£, N, B, J)
are fully decomposable if F), is extended to F2 but no further extension is necessary.
This might be an argument explaining why standard theory is based on complex
numbers. On the other hand, our conclusion is obtained by considering states where
n is not necessarily small in comparison with p'/? and standard physical intuition
does not work in this case. One might think that the solutions (6.20) and (6.21)
for the eigenvalues of the dS Hamiltonian indicate that GFQT is unphysical since
the Hamiltonian cannot have imaginary eigenvalues. However, such a conclusion is
premature since in standard quantum theory the Hamiltonian of a free particle does
not have normalized eigenstates (since the spectrum is pure continuous) and therefore
for any realistic state the width of the energy distribution cannot be zero.

If A is an operator of a physical quantity in standard theory then the
distribution of this quantity in some state can be calculated in two ways. First, one
can find eigenvectors of A, decompose the state over those eigenvectors and then the
coefficients of the decomposition describe the distribution. Another possibility is to
calculate all moments of A, i.e. the mean value, the mean square deviation etc. Note
that the moments do not depend on the choice of basis since they are fully defined
by the action of the operator on the given state. A standard result of the probability
theory (see e.g. Ref. [105]) is that the set of moments uniquely defines the moment
distribution function, which in turn uniquely defines the distribution. However in
practice there is no need to know all the moments since the number of experimental
data is finite and knowing only several first moments is typically quite sufficient.

In GFQT the first method does not necessarily defines the distribution.
In particular, the above results for the dS Hamiltonian show that its eigenvectors
Yk €0, kL Deng are such that c(n, k, 1) # 0 for all n = k,...N, where N is at least
of the order of p'/2. Since the c(n,k,l) are elements of F,2, their formal modulus
cannot be less than 1 and therefore the formal norm of such eigenvectors cannot
be much less than p (the equality (e,e) = 0 takes place since the scalar product
is calculated in F),). Therefore eigenvectors of the dS Hamiltonian do not have a
probabilistic interpretation. On the other hand, as already noted, we can consider
states > ., c(n, k,l)eq such that c(n, k1) # 0 only if ng, < n < Ny, where
Nmae << N. Then the probabilistic interpretation for such states might be a good
approximation if at least several first moments give reasonable physical results (see the
discussion of probabilities in Sect. 6.1). In Chaps. 4 and 5 we discussed semiclassical
approximation taking into account only the first two moments: the mean value and
mean square deviation.

162



Chapter 7

Semiclassical states in modular
representations

7.1 Semiclassical states in GFQT

For constructing semiclassical states in GFQT one should use the basis defined by
Eq. (4.8) and the coefficients c(n, k, 1) should be elements of Fj2. Such states should
satisfy several criteria. First, as noted in the preceding chapter, the probabilistic
interpretation can be valid only if the quantities po(n, k, 1t) = (€nky, €nky) defined by
Eq. (4.12) are such that f(po(n, k, 1)) > 0 and f(po(n, k, 1)) < p where f is the map
from F), to Z defined in Sec. 6.1.

By using the fact that spaces in quantum theory are projective one can
replace the basis elements e,x, by Cenr, where C' € Fp2 is any nonzero constant.
Then the matrix elements of the operators in the new basis are the same and the
normalizations are defined by the quantities p(n, k, u) = CCpo(n, k, p). As noted in
the preceding chapter, this reflects the fact that only ratios of probabilities have a
physical meaning. Hence for ensuring probabilistic interpretation one could try to
find C such that the quantities f(p(n, k, 1)) have the least possible values.

As follows from Eq. (4.12),

po(n. k. p) = (2k + DICy "ChC ey [ [[w + (25 + 1)7] (7.1)

J=1

As noted in Chap. 6, a probabilistic interpretation can be possible only if ¢(n, k, u) #
0 for n € [Mumin, Mmaz)s k& € [Kmins kmaz] a0d 18 € [fhmin, hmaz]. Hence our nearest goal
is to find the constant C' such that the quantities p(n, k, 1) have the least possible
values when the quantum numbers (nku) are in the above range.

We denote An = Nppaz — Nomin, Dk = knaz — Kmin and Al = Lmae — Monin-
Since R is very large, we expect that An > Ak, Au but since the exact value of R is
not known, we don’t know whether a typical value of k is much greater than An or
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not. One can directly verify that po(n, k, u) = Cip(n, k, 1) where

(2k + D)2k — DM (Emae — fimin)! (Kmaz + fimaz)!
(2kmin + 1) (2kmin — D! (k — p)!(k + p)!

p(n, k, p) = 4"~k

n“rk*nmin*kminfl nmaszmmfnJrkfl
J=0 j=0
N—Nymin—1 Nomaz—N—1 n
I[I Goin+1+9) I G+2+5) [ w+@i+17 (72

(2Kimin + Db — DI Y

Cy = 4bmin w+ (25 +1)°
! (kmazt - ,U/mm)'(kmaa: + ,Ufmtw)! H [ ( ) ]
kmin—An—1
(nmax + 2 + j)(nmax - kmzn + 1 + .7) (73)
j=0

if £ > An and

Ry — (2k + N2k — DM (Ekmaz — tmin)'(Emaz + maz )

ol ) B+ D — Dk — (e + )
H[(n—|—2+j)(n—k+1+j)]' I w+@i+1?7 (7.4)
Gy — g (2kmin + DN(2kypim — D! ﬁ[w @) (7.5)

(kmax - ,umzn)'(kmax + ,umax)! j=1
if k is of the same order than An or less.

We now have to prove the existence of the constant C' such that CC = C,
where Cy = 1/C;. For this purpose we note the following. It is known [98] that
any Galois field without its zero element is a cyclic multiplicative group. Let r be
a primitive root in F}, i.e., the element such that any nonzero element of F), can be
represented as r° (s = 1,2, ...,p — 1). Hence, if Cy = r* and s is even then C' = /2
obviously satisfies the above requirement.

Suppose now that s is odd. As noted in Chap. 6, —1 is a quadratic residue
in F, if p =1 (mod 4) and a quadratic non-residue in F), if p = 3 (mod 4). Therefore
in the case p = 3 (mod 4) we have —1 = r? where ¢ is odd. Hence Cy = —C3 where
C3 = r*T1 is a quadratic residue in F,. Now the quantity C' satisfying the above
requirement exists if C' = ar®+t92 and « satisfies the equation

aa = —1 (7.6)
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For proving that the solution of this equation exists we again use the
property that any Galois field without its zero element is a cyclic multiplicative group
but now this property is applied in the case of Fj2 with p = 3 (mod 4). Let now r
be a primitive root in Fp2. It is known [98] that the only nontrivial automorphism
of Fz2 is @ — @ = af. Therefore if @ = r* then aa = r®*Y*. On the other hand,
since r@ =1 =1, #(?*~1)/2 = _1_ Therefore a solution of Eq. (7.6) exists at least with
s=(p—1)/2.

The next step is to investigate conditions for the coefficients c(n, k, p)
such that the state anu c(n, k, p)e(n, k, 1) is semiclassical. As noted in Sect. 4.2,
in standard theory the quantities ¢(n, k, 1) contain the factor expli(—ny + ka — )]
and in the region of maximum the quantities |c(n, k, u)|* are of the same order. To
generalize these conditions to the case of GFQT we define a function F' from the set
of complex numbers to Fj2. If a is a real number then we define | = Round(a) as
an integer closest to a. This definition is ambiguous when a = [ + 0.5 but in the
region of maximum the numbers in question are very large and the rounding errors
+1 are not important. Analogously, if z = a+ bi is a complex number then we define
Round(z) = Round(a) + Round(b)i. Finally, we define F(z) € F,2 as f(Round(z)).

As follows from Eqgs. (7.2) and (7.4), the quantity p(n, k, u) has the max-
imum at n = Nynee, K = kmaz, @ = fmin- Consider the state anu c(n, k, p)e(n, k, 1)
such that

p(nmazr ) kma;r s min
p(n, k, p)

e(n,k, 1) = a(n, k. 1) Y| V2eapli(—ng + ka — p@]}  (1.7)

where a(n, k, 1) is a slowly changing function in the region of maximum.
For the validity of semiclassical approximation the condition

p(nma:w kma;m ,Ufmin) Z ‘CL(’/L, k7 :U’)P < p (78)

nku

should be satisfied. As follows from Eqs. (7.2) and (7.4), for a nonrelativistic particle
it will be satisfied if

(4kma$)Ak[(kma$ - Nmin)(kmaa: + ,U/mtw)](Ak+A“)n%ﬁxn—’—Ak)wAnAAnAkA,u < p (79)
or

(4 maz)  [(Emaz — timin) Kmaz + tmaz )] S wA AAnARAp < p (7.10)

respectively, where A is the maximum value of |a(n, k, u)|?. If A is not anomalously
large then in the both cases those conditions can be approximately written as

Anlnw < Inp (7.11)

Therefore not only the number p should be very large, but even (np should be very
large.
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7.2 Many-body systems in GFQT and gravita-
tional constant

In quantum theory, state vectors of a system of N bodies belong to the
Hilbert space which is the tensor product of single-body Hilbert spaces. This means
that state vectors of the N-body systems are all possible linear combinations of func-
tions

¢(N1, kbllu NN, kNa lN) - ¢1(n17 kbll) o ¢N(nN7 kN7lN> (712)

By definition, the bodies do not interact if all representation operators of the sym-
metry algebra for the N-body systems are sums of the corresponding single-body
operators. For example, the energy operator £ for the N-body system is a sum
E1+ &+ ...+ En where the operator &; (i = 1,2,...N) acts nontrivially over its ”own”
variables (n;, k;, [;) while over other variables it acts as the identity operator.

If we have a system of noninteracting bodies in standard quantum theory,
each ¥;(n;, k;, ;) in Eq. (7.12) is fully independent of states of other bodies. How-
ever, in GFQT the situation is different. Here, as shown in the preceding section, a
necessary condition for a wave function to have a probabilistic interpretation is given
by Eq. (7.11). Since we assume that p is very large, this is not a serious restriction.
However, if a system consists of N components, a necessary condition that the wave
function of the system has a probabilistic interpretation is

N
Z dilnw; < Inp (7.13)
i=1

where §; = An; and w; = 4R?m? where m; is the mass of the subsystem i. This
condition shows that in GFQT the greater the number of components is, the stronger
is the restriction on the width of the dS momentum distribution for each component.
This is a crucial difference between standard theory and GFQT. A naive explanation
is that if p is finite, the same set of numbers which was used for describing one body
is now shared between N bodies. In other words, if in standard theory each body
in the free N-body system does not feel the presence of other bodies, in GFQT this
is not the case. This might be treated as an effective interaction in the free N-body
system.

In Chaps. 3 and 5 we discussed a system of two free bodies such their
relative motion can be described in the framework of semiclassical approximation.
We have shown that the mean value of the mass operator for this system differs
from the expression given by standard Poincare theory. The difference describes an
effective interaction which we treat as the dS antigravity at very large distances and
gravity when the distances are much less than cosmological ones. In the latter case
the result depends on the total dS momentum distribution for each body (see Eq.
(5.31)). Since the interaction is proportional to the masses of the bodies, this effect
is important only in situations when at least one body is macroscopic. Indeed, if
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neither of the bodies is macroscopic, their masses are small and their relative motion
is not described in the framework of semiclassical approximation. In particular, in
this approach, gravity between two elementary particles has no physical meaning.

The existing quantum theory does not make it possible to reliably calculate
the width of the total dS momentum distribution for a macroscopic body and at best
only a qualitative estimation of this quantity can be given. The above discussion
shows that the greater is the mass of the macroscopic body, the stronger is the
restriction on the dS momentum distribution for each subsystem of this body. Suppose
that a body with the mass M can be treated as a composite system consisting of
similar subsystems with the mass m. Then the number of subsystems is N = M/m
and, as follows from Eq. (7.13), the width 0 of their dS momentum distributions
should satisfy the condition Ndlnw < Inp where w = 4R?>m?. Since the greater
the value of 0 is, the more accurate is the semiclassical approximation, a reasonable
scenario is that each subsystem tends to have the maximum possible § but the above
restriction allows to have only such value of § that it is of the order of magnitude not
exceeding Inp/(Nlnw).

The next question is how to estimate the width of the total dS momentum
distribution for a macroscopic body. For solving this problem one has to change
variables from individual dS momenta of subsystems to total and relative dS momenta.
Now the total dS momentum and relative dS momenta will have their own momentum
distributions which are subject to a restriction similar to that given by Eq. (7.13).
If we assume that all the variables share this restriction equally then the width of
the total momentum distribution also will be a quantity not exceeding Inp/(Nlnw).
Suppose that m = Nymg where mg is the nucleon mass. The value of N; should be
such that our subsystem still can be described by semiclassical approximation. Then
the estimation of ¢ is

d = Nymglnp/[2MIn(2RNymy)] (7.14)

Suppose that N7 can be taken to be the same for all macroscopic bodies. For example,
it is reasonable to expect that when N; is of the order of 103, the subsystems still
can be described by semiclassical approximation but probably this is the case even
for smaller values of Nj.

In summary, although calculation of the width of the total dS momentum
distribution for a macroscopic body is a very difficult problem, GFQT gives a reason-
able qualitative explanation why this quantity is inversely proportional to the mass of
the body. With the estimation (7.14), the result given by Eq. (5.31) can be written
in the form (5.33) where

_ 2const RIn(2RNymy)

G
Nimglnp

(7.15)
In Chaps. 1 and 6 we argued that in theories based on dS invariance and/or
Galois fields, neither the gravitational nor cosmological constant can be fundamental.

In particular, in units 7/2 = ¢ = 1, the dimension of G is length? and its numerical
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value is [%4 where [p is the Planck length (Ip &~ 107%*m). Equation (7.15) is an
additional indication that this is the case since G depends on R (or the cosmological
constant) and there is no reason to think that it does not change with time. Since
Ggas = GA is dimensionless in units i/2 = ¢ = 1, this quantity should be treated as
the gravitational constant in dS theory. Let 1 = 2Rmg be the dS nucleon mass and
A = 3/R? be the cosmological constant. Then Eq. (7.15) can be written as

12const In(Nyp)
Niplnp

Gis = (7.16)
As noted in Sect. 1.4, standard cosmological constant problem arises when one tries
to explain the value of A from quantum theory of gravity assuming that this theory is
QFT, G is fundamental and dS symmetry is a manifestation of dark energy (or other
fields) on flat Minkowski background. Such a theory contains strong divergences and
the result depends on the value of the cutoff momentum. With a reasonable assump-
tion about this value, the quantity A is of the order of 1/G and this is reasonable
since GG is the only parameter in this theory. Then A is by more than 120 orders of
magnitude greater than its experimental value. However, in our approach we have
an additional fundamental parameter p. Equation (7.16) shows that GA is not of the
order of unity but is very small since not only p but even Inp is very large. For a
rough estimation, we assume that the values of const and N; in this expression are of
the order of unity. Then if, for example, R is of the order of 10?®m, we have that yu is
of the order of 10*? and Inp is of the order of 10%°. Therefore p is a huge number of the
order of exp(10%°). In the preceding chapter we argued that standard theory can be
treated as a special case of GFQT in the formal limit p — oo. The above discussion
shows that restrictions on the width of the total dS momentum arise because p is
not infinitely large. It is seen from Eq. (7.16) that gravity disappears in the above
formal limit. Therefore in our approach gravity is a consequence of the fact that dS
symmetry is considered over a Galois field rather than the field of complex numbers.
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Chapter 8

Basic properties of AdS quantum
theories

As noted in Sec. 3.1, if one considers Poincare, AdS and dS symmetries in standard
theory then only the latter symmetry does not contradict the possibility that gravity
can be described in the framework of a free theory. In addition, as shown in Secs. 3.6
and 5.1, the fact that A > 0 can be treated simply as an indication that among the
three symmetries the dS one is the most pertinent for describing nature.

In standard theory the difference between IRs of the so(2,3) and so(1,4)
algebras is that an IR of the so(2,3) algebra where the operators M** (1 =0,1,2,3)
are Hermitian can be treated as IRs of the so(1,4) algebra where these operators are
anti-Hermitian and vice versa. As noted in Chap. 6, in GFQT a probabilistic inter-
pretation is only approximate and hence Hermiticy can be only a good approximation
in some situations. Therefore one cannot exclude a possibility that elementary parti-
cles can be described by modular analogs of IRs of the so(2,3) algebra while modular
representations describing symmetry of macroscopic bodies are modular analogs of
standard representations of the so(1,4) algebra.

In this chapter standard and modular IRs of the so(2,3) algebra are dis-
cussed in parallel in order to demonstrate common features and differences between
standard and modular cases.

8.1 Modular IRs of the sp(2) and su(2) algebra

The key role in constructing modular IRs of the so(2,3) algebra is played by modular
IRs of the sp(2) subalgebra. They are described by a set of operators (a’,a”,h)
satisfying the commutation relations

[h,d] = =2d', [h,d"]=2a", [d,a”]=h (8.1)
The Casimir operator of the second order for the algebra (8.1) has the form

K =h?>—-2h—4a"d = h*+2h — 4d'a” (8.2)
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We first consider representations with the vector ey such that
aeg =0, hey= qoeo (8.3)

where gy € F,,. We will denote ¢y by the numbers 0,1,...p — 1. In general we consider
the representation in a linear space over F,x where k is a natural number (see Sec.
6.1). Denote e,, = (a”)"ep. Then it follows from Eqs. (8.2) and (8.3), that

hen - (QO + 2”)6717 Ken - QO(QO - 2)677, (84)

da’e, = (n+1)(qo + n)e, (8.5)

One can consider analogous representations in standard theory. Then ¢
is a positive real number, n = 0, 1,2, ... and the elements e, form a basis of the IR.
In this case eq is a vector with a minimum eigenvalue of the operator h (minimum
weight) and there are no vectors with the maximum weight. The operator h is positive
definite and bounded below by the quantity ¢o. For these reasons the above modular
IRs can be treated as modular analogs of such standard IRs that A is positive definite.

Analogously, one can construct modular IRs starting from the element e,
such that

a’en =0, hey = —qoe; (8.6)

and the elements e/, can be defined as e/, = (a’)"ej. Such modular IRs are analogs of
standard IRs where h is negative definite. However, in the modular case Eqs. (8.3)
and (8.6) define the same IRs. This is clear from the following consideration.

The set (eg,e1,...eny) will be a basis of IR if a”e; # 0 for i < N and
a”eny = 0. These conditions must be compatible with a’a”’ey = 0. The case gy = 0 is
of no interest since, as follows from Eqgs. (8.3-8.6), all the representation operators are
null operators, the representation is one-dimensional and eg is the only basis vector
in the representation space. If ¢qo = 1,...p — 1, it follows from Eq. (8.5) that N is
defined by the condition ¢y + N = 0. Hence N = p — ¢y and the dimension of IR
equals

Dim(q) =p—qo+1 (8.7)

This result is formally valid for all the values of ¢qq if we treat ¢g as one of the numbers
1,...p—1,p. It is easy to see that ey satisfies Eq. (8.6) and therefore it can be identified
with ej.

Let us forget for a moment that the eigenvalues of the operator h belong
to F, and will treat them as integers. Then, as follows from Eq. (8.4), the eigenvalues
are

o, 90 + 2, ...,2p — 2 — qo, 2p — qo-
Therefore, if f(qy) > 0 and f(qy) < p, the maximum value of qq is 2p — qq, i.e. it is
of the order of 2p.

In standard theory, IRs are discussed in Hilbert spaces, i.e. the space of
the IR is supplied by a positive definite scalar product. It can be defined such that
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(€0, €0) = 1, the operator h is self-adjoint and the operators o’ and a” are adjoint to
each other: (a')* = a”. Then, as follows from Eq. (8.5),

(em en) = n!(QO)n (88)

where we use the Pocchammer symbol (qo), = qo(qo +1) - - - (go +n — 1). Usually the
basis vectors are normalized to one but this is only a matter of convention but not a
matter of principle since not the probability itself but only ratios of probabilities have
a physical meaning (see the discussion in Chap. 6). In GFQT one can formally define
the scalar product by the same formulas but in that case this scalar product cannot
be positive definite since in Galois fields the notions of positive and negative numbers
can be only approximate. Therefore, as noted in Chap. 6 in GFQT the probabilistic
interpretation cannot be universal. However, if the quantities ¢y and n are such that
the r.h.s. of Eq. (8.8) is much less than p then the probabilistic interpretation is
(approximately) valid if the IR is discussed in a space over Fj: (see Chap. 6 for a
detailed discussion). Therefore if p is very large, then for a large number of elements
there is a correspondence between standard theory and GFQT

Representations of the su(2) algebra are defined by a set of operators
(L4, L_, L3) satisfying the commutations relations

Ly, L] =2L,, [Ls,L_]=2L_, [L, L_]=2Ls (8.9)

In the case of representations over the field of complex numbers, these relations can
be formally obtained from Eq. (8.1) by the replacements h — Ls, ' — iL_ and
a” — 1L . The difference between the representations of the sp(2) and su(2) algebras
in Hilbert spaces is that in the latter case the Hermiticity conditions are L3 = L3 and
L* = L_. The Casimir operator for the algebra (8.9) is

K=12-2L3+4L, L_ = L}+2Ls+4L_L, (8.10)

For constructing IRs, we assume that the representation space contains a
vector ey such that
L3€0 = S€yp L+60 =0 (811)

where s > 0 for standard IRs and s € F}, for modular IRs. In the letter case we will
denote s by the numbers 0,1,..p — 1. If e, = (L_)*¢y (k =0,1,2,...) then it is easy
to see that

Lzey = (s — 2k)ey, Kex=s(s+2)ex, LiL_ep=(k+1)(s—k)es (8.12)

The IR will be finite dimensional if there exists k = k4, such that L, L_e; = 0 for
this value of k. As follows from the above expression, for modular IRs such a value
of k always exists, kmee = s and the dimension of the IR is Dim(s) = s + 1. For
standard IRs the same conclusion is valid if s iz zero or a natural number. In standard
quantum theory, the representation operators of the su(2) algebra are associated
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with the components of the angular momentum operator L = (L,, L,, L) such that
Ly =L, and Ly = (L, £iL,)/2. The commutation relations for the components
of L are usually written in units where h = 1. Then s can be only an integer or a
half-integer and Dim(s) = 2s + 1.

8.2 Modular IRs of the so(2,3) Algebra

Standard IRs of the so(2,3) algebra relevant for describing elementary particles have
been considered by several authors. The description in this section is a combination
of two elegant ones given in Ref. [80] for standard IRs and Ref. [84] for modular
IRs. As already noted, in standard theory, the commutation relations between the
representation operators are given by Eq. (4.1) where n** = +1 for the AdS and dS
cases, respectively. As follows from the contraction procedure described in Sec. 1.3,
the operator M can be treated as the AdS analog of the energy operator.

If a modular IR is considered in a linear space over Fj2 with p = 3 (mod 4)
then Eq. (4.1) is also valid. However, in the general case we consider modular IRs in
linear spaces over I where k is arbitrary. In this case it is convenient to work with
another set of ten operators. Let (a},a;”,h;) (j = 1,2) be two independent sets of
operators satisfying the commutation relations for the sp(2) algebra

[h]’, a;] = —2a;, [h]’, &j”] = 2a]’”, [&;, a]’”] = hj (813)

The sets are independent in the sense that for different j they mutually commute
with each other. We denote additional four operators as o',b”, L, L_. The operators
Ly = hy — hg, Ly, L_ satisfy the commutation relations (8.9) of the su(2) algebra
while the other commutation relations are as follows
[a/lv b/] = [a/Zv b/] = [al”v b”] - [aQ”v b”] = [allv L—] - [al”v L-l—] -
ay L] = [ L = 0, [y, W] = —0, [y, 7] =&
[hy, Li] = £Ls, [he, Li] = FLy, [V,0"] = hy+ hy

WL =2/, [V.L,=2d, 'L ]=-2a" [".L.]=—2a"
Ita/a’b”] — Itb/7 a277] — Lij [&/27677] — Itb/7 a177] — L+
[a/h L+] = [a/Qv L—] =V, [aQ”v L-l—] = [al”v L—] = -0 (814>

At first glance these relations might seem rather chaotic but in fact they are very
natural in the Weyl basis of the so(2,3) algebra.

In spaces over Fy2 with p =3 (mod 4) the relation between the above sets
of ten operators is

. 7 ! 2 ! 7 ! 7 /
My =i(ay” —a) —ag” +ay), My =ay” +ay—a” —a}

Moy = a1 + ag” +aj +aly, Moy =i(a)” + as” — a) — ab)
Mlg = Lg, Mgg = L+ + L_, M31 = —Z(L+ — L_>
M04 == hl + hg, M34 - b, + b”, M30 = —Z.(b” - b,) (815)
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and therefore the sets are equivalent. However, the relations (8.9,8.13,8.14) are more
general since they can be used when the representation space is a space over Fy» with
an arbitrary k. It is also obvious that such a definition of the operators M., is not
unique. For example, any cyclic permutation of the indices (1,2,3) gives a new set
of operators satisfying the same commutation relations.

In standard theory, the Casimir operator of the second order for the rep-
resentation of the so(2,3) algebra is given by

1
I=3 zb: M, M (8.16)

As follows from Egs. (8.9,8.13-8.15), I, can be written as
I = 2(h2 + h2 — 2hy — 4hy — 20°Y + 2L_L, — da,”d), — 4ay”ab) (8.17)

We use the basis in which the operators (h;, K;) (j = 1,2) are diagonal.
Here K is the Casimir operator (8.2) for the algebra (a}, a;”, h;). For constructing
IRs we need operators relating different representations of the sp(2)xsp(2) algebra.
By analogy with Refs. [80, 84], one of the possible choices is as follows

A++ = b”(hl — 1)(h2 — 1) — (11”[1,(}7,2 — 1) — a2”L+(h1 — 1) + &1”&2”6,
AT = L+(h1 — 1) — Cblﬂb/, AT = L_(hg — ].) — CLQ”b/, A7 =V (818)

We consider the action of these operators only on the space of minimal sp(2)xsp(2)
vectors, i.e. such vectors x that a;-ac = 0 for j = 1,2, and x is the eigenvector of
the operators h;. If x is a minimal vector such that hjx = a;z then Atz is the
minimal eigenvector of the operators h; with the eigenvalues a; + 1, AT~z - with the
eigenvalues (a; + 1,3 — 1), A~ Tx - with the eigenvalues (a; — 1,ap + 1), and A"z
- with the eigenvalues o; — 1.

By analogy with Refs. [80, 84], we require the existence of the vector ey
satisfying the conditions

CL;-GO = bleo = L+60 = 0, hjeo = (€0 (] = ]_, 2) (819)

where ¢; € F,. As follows from Eq. (8.17), in the IR characterized by the quantities
(¢1,G2), all the nonzero elements of the representation space are the eigenvectors of
the operator I, with the eigenvalue

I =2(qi + 45 — 201 — 4gp) (8.20)

Since L3 = hy — hsy then, as follows from the results of Sec. 8.1, if ¢; and
q2 are characterized by the numbers 0,1,..p — 1, ¢4 > ¢2 and ¢; — ¢o = s then the
elements (L, )¥ey (k= 0,1,...s) form a basis of the IR of the su(2) algebra with the
spin s such that the dimension of the IR is s + 1. Therefore in the theory over a
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Galois field the case when ¢; < ¢o should be treated such that s = p+ ¢ — ¢2. IRs
with ¢; < ¢2 have no analogs in standard theory and we will call them special IRs.

As follows from Egs. (8.13) and (8.14), the operators (a}, a}, ') reduce
the AdS energy (h; + hy) by two units. Therefore e is an analog the state with the
minimum energy which can be called the rest state. For this reason we use msq4s
to denote ¢; + ¢2. In standard classification [80], the massive case is characterized
by the condition ¢ > 1 and the massless one—by the condition ¢ = 1. Hence
in standard theory the quantity ms4s in the massive case is always greater than 2.
There also exist two exceptional IRs discovered by Dirac [106] (Dirac singletons).
They are characterized by the conditions (mags = 1,5 = 0) and (mags = 2,5 =1) or
in terms of (q1,¢g2), by the conditions (¢; = 1/2,9, = 1/2) and (¢; = 3/2,¢2 = 1/2),
respectively.

In the theory over a Galois field 1/2 should be treated as (p + 1)/2 and
3/2 — as (p + 3)/2. Hence the Dirac singletons are characterized by the conditions
(@ =p@+1)/2,¢o=(p+1)/2) and (¢1 = (p+3)/2,¢2 = (p + 1)/2), respectively.
In general, in this theory it is possible that the quantities (g, ¢2) are given by the
numbers 2,3, ...p — 1 but since ¢; + ¢ is taken modulo p, it is possible that m 445 can
take one of the values (0,1,2). These cases also have no analogs in standard theory
and we will call them special singleton IRs but will not treat the Dirac singletons as
special. In this section we will consider the massive case while the singleton, massless
and special cases will be considered in the next section.

As follows from the above remarks, the elements

enr = (ATT)"(AH)Fe, (8.21)

represent the minimal sp(2)xsp(2) vectors with the eigenvalues of the operators hy
and hy equal to Q1(n, k) = ¢ +n — k and Qa(n, k) = go + n + k, respectively.

Consider the element A=~ A%te,;. In view of the properties of the A
operators mentioned above, this element is proportional to e,; and therefore one
can write A=~ ATVe,r = a(n, k)e,r. One can directly verify that the actions of the
operators AT and A~ on the space of minimal sp(2) x sp(2) vectors are commutative
and therefore a(n, k) does not depend on k. A direct calculation gives

(AT7ATT —ATTA  e(n, k) = {(Q2 — 1)[Q1 — 1)(Q1 + Q2) — (Q1 — @2)] +
(@1 + Q2 = 25} + 5@ — @1 — 2Q2 — L) }e(n, ) (5.22)
where Q1 = Q1(n, k) and Q3 = Q2(n, k). As follows from this expression,

a(n) —a(n —1) = q(qg2 — 1)(mags — 2) + 2n(qf + q% +
3q1Gq2 — 5q1 — 4q2 + 4) + 6n2(mAdS — 2) + 4n? (8.23)

Since b'ey = 0 by construction, we have that a(—1) = 0 and a direct calculation shows
that, as a consequence of Eq. (8.23)

a(n) =(n+1)(mags +n —2)(¢1 +n)(g2 +n — 1) (8.24)
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Analogously, one can write AT~ A~ e, = b(k)e,; and the result of a direct
calculation is

b(k) = _i(Ql —2)(Qy — 1)(2Q* +2Q% —8Q, —4Qy — L) +a(n—1)  (8.25)

Then, as a consequence of Egs. (8.20) and (8.24)
bk)=(k+1)(s—k)(qg1 —k—2)(q2+k—1) (8.26)

As follows from these expressions, in the massive case k can assume only
the values 0,1, ...s and in standard theory n = 0,1,...00. However, in the modular
case n = 0,1, ..70, Where 7,4, is the first number for which the r.h.s. of Eq. (8.24)
becomes zero in F,,. Therefore np,q; = p + 2 — maqs.

The full basis of the representation space can be chosen in the form

e(ningnk) = (a1” )™ (ag” )" enk (8.27)

In standard theory n; and ns can be any natural numbers. However, as follows from
the results of the preceding section, Eq. (8.13) and the properties of the A operators,

n :O,l,...Nl(n,k), N9 :O,l,...NQ(n,k)
Ni(n,k)=p—q —n+k, No(nk)=p—qg—n—k (8.28)

As a consequence, the representation is finite dimensional in agreement with the
Zassenhaus theorem [102] (moreover, it is finite since any Galois field is finite).

Let us assume additionally that the representation space is supplied by a
scalar product (see Chap. 6). The element e, can always be chosen such that (e, eg) =
1. Suppose that the representation operators satisfy the Hermiticity conditions L7 =
L_, a;-* =a;’, b* =1 and h; = hj. Then, as follows from Eq. (8.15), in a special case
when the representation space is a space over F2 with p =3 (mod 4), the operators
M are Hermitian as it should be. By using Eqgs. (8.13-8.26), one can show by
a direct calculation that the elements e(ninyonk) are mutually orthogonal while the
quantity

Norm(ninank) = (e(ninank), e(ninonk)) (8.29)

can be represented as
Norm(ninank) = F(ninonk)G(nk) (8.30)
where
F(ningnk) = ni/(Q1(n, k) + ny — 1)na!(Qa(n, k) +ng — 1)!
G(nk) ={(g2 + k —2)Inl(mags +n — 3)(q1 +n — 1)l(q2 + n — 2)!k!s!}

{(q =k =2)1[(g2 = 2)'P(q1 — D(maas — 3)!(s — k)!
[Q1(n, k) = 1][Q2(n, k) — 1]} (8.31)
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In standard Poincare and AdS theories there also exist IRs with negative
energies. They can be constructed by analogy with positive energy IRs. Instead of
Eq. (8.19) one can require the existence of the vector e such that

aj’ey =b"ey =L_ey =0, hjey=—gjep, (ef,eq)#0 (j=1,2) (8.32)

where the quantities ¢, g, are the same as for positive energy IRs. It is obvious
that positive and negative energy IRs are fully independent since the spectrum of
the operator M for such IRs is positive and negative, respectively. However, the
modular analog of a positive energy IR characterized by q1,q2 in Eq. (8.19), and the
modular analog of a negative energy IR characterized by the same values of ¢, qs in
Eq. (8.32) represent the same modular IR. This is the crucial difference between
standard quantum theory and GFQT, and a proof is given below.

Let eq be a vector satisfying Eq. (8.19). Denote Ny = p—¢q; and Ny = p—
¢2. Our goal is to prove that the vector z = (a;”)V' (ay”)N2eq satisfies the conditions
(8.32), i.e. = can be identified with e}.

As follows from the definition of Nj, Ny, the vector x is the eigenvector
of the operators h; and hs with the eigenvalues —g; and —¢., respectively, and, in
addition, it satisfies the conditions a;”x = ay”x = 0. Let us prove that 0"z = 0.
Since b” commutes with the a;”, we can write 0"z in the form

V'r = (a”)V (ax”) V207 e (8.33)

As follows from Eqs. (8.14) and (8.19), abb”eq = Liey = 0 and b” e is the eigenvector
of the operator hy with the eigenvalue ¢ + 1. Therefore, "¢y is the minimal vector
of the sp(2) IR which has the dimension p — ¢ = N,. Hence (ay”)b" ¢y = 0 and
b’x = 0.

The next stage of the proof is to show that L_z = 0. As follows from Eq.
(8.14) and the definition of z,

L r—= (alw)N1 (CLQ”)NQL_(?() o Nl(CLl”)Nl_I(CLQ”)NQb”eO (834)

We have already shown that (ay”)™2b”ey = 0, and therefore it is sufficient to prove
that the first term in the r.h.s. of Eq. (8.34) is equal to zero. As follows from Egs.
(8.14) and (8.19), a4L_ey = b'ey = 0, and L_egy is the eigenvector of the operator hy
with the eigenvalue gy + 1. Therefore (ay”)¥2L_eq = 0 and the proof is completed.

Let us assume for a moment that the eigenvalues of the operators h; and
ho should be treated not as elements of F), but as integers. Then, as follows from the
consideration in the preceding section, if f(g;) < p (j=1,2) then one modular IR of
the so(2,3) algebra corresponds to a standard positive energy IR in the region where
the energy is positive and much less than p. At the same time, it corresponds to an
IR with the negative energy in the region where the AdS energy is close to 4p but
less than 4p.
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8.3 Massless particles, Dirac singletons and spe-
cial IRs

Those cases can be considered by analogy with the massive one. The case of Dirac
singletons is especially simple. As follows from Eqs. (8.24) and (8.26), if (maqs =
1,s = 0) then the only possible value of k is k = 0 and the only possible values of n
are n = 0,1 while if (maqs = 2, s = 1) then the only possible values of k are k = 0,1
and the only possible value of n is n = 0. This result does not depend on the value of
p and therefore it is valid in both, standard theory and GFQT. The only difference
between standard and modular cases is that in the former nqy,n, = 0,1, ...00 while in
the latter the quantities n1, ny are in the range defined by Eq. (8.28). In the literature,
the IR with (maqs = 2, s = 1) is called Di and the IR with (ma4s = 1, s = 0) is called
Rac.

The singleton IRs are indeed exceptional since the value of n in them
does not exceed 1 and therefore the impression is that singletons are two-dimensional
objects, not three-dimensional ones as usual particles. However, the singleton IRs
have been obtained in the so(2,3) theory without reducing the algebra. Dirac has
titled his paper [106] ” A Remarkable Representation of the 3 + 2 de Sitter Group”.
Below we argue that in GFQT the singleton IRs are even more remarkable than in
standard theory.

First of all, as noted above, in standard theory there exist independent
positive and negative IRs and the latter are associated with antiparticles. In particu-
lar, in standard theory there exist four singleton IRs - two IRs with positive energies
and the corresponding IRs with negative energies, which can be called antisingletons.
However, at the end of the preceding section we have proved that in GFQT one IR
contains positive and negative energy states simultaneously. This proof can be ap-
plied to the singleton IRs without any changes. As a consequence, in the modular
case there exist only two singleton IRs.

If (mags = 1,5 = 0) then ¢; = go = 1/2 and, as noted in the preceding sec-
tion, in GFQT these relations should be treated as ¢; = ¢ = (p+1)/2. Analogously,
if (mags = 2,5 = 1) then (1 = 3/2,92 = 1/2) and in GFQT (¢; = (p+3)/2,¢2 =
(p 4+ 1)/2). Therefore the values of ¢; and g, for the singleton IRs are extremely
large since they are of the order of p/2. As a consequence, the singleton IRs do not
contain states where all the quantum numbers are much less than p. Since some of
the quantum numbers are necessarily of the order of p, this is a natural explanation
of the fact that singletons have not been observed. In addition, as follows from the
discussion in Chap. 6 and Secs. 8.1 and 8.2, the fact that some quantum numbers
are of the order of p implies that the singletons cannot be described in terms of the
probabilistic interpretation.

Note also that if we consider the singleton IRs as modular analogs of
negative energy IRs then the singleton IRs should be characterized either by ¢ = g2 =
—1/2 or by ¢1 = —3/2, ¢ = —1/2. However, since in Galois fields —1/2 = (p — 1)/2
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and —3/2 = (p — 3)/2, those values are very close to ones characterizing modular
analogs of positive energy IRs. As a consequence, there is no approximation when
singleton states can be characterized as particles or antiparticles.

The Rac IR contains only minimal sp(2) x sp(2) vectors with h; = hy =
(p+1)/2 and hy = hy = (p+3)/2 while the Di IR contains only minimal sp(2) x sp(2)
vectors with hy = (p+3)/2, ho = (p+1)/2 and by = (p+1)/2, hy = (p + 3)/2.
Hence it easily follows from Eq. (8.7) that the dimensions of these IRs are equal to

Dim(Rac) %(pZ +1) Dim(Di) = %(pQ _ ) (8.35)

Consider now the massless case. Note first that when ¢, = 1, it follows
from Eqs. (8.24) and (8.26) that a(0) = 0 and b(0) = 0. Therefore ATte, =
A~ Teg = 0 and if the definition e(n, k) = (AT)"(A™1)keq is used for (n = 0,1,...)
and (k= 0,1,...) then all the e(n, k) will be the null elements.

We first consider the case when s # 0 and s # p—1. In that case we define
e(1,0) not as AT ey but as e(1,0) = [b"(h1 —1)—ay” L_]eg. A direct calculation using
Eq. (8.14) shows that when g, = 1, this definition is legitimate since e(1,0) is the
minimal sp(2) x sp(2) vector with the eigenvalues of the operators hy and hy equal
to 2 + s and 2, respectively. With such a definition of e(1,0), a direct calculation
using Eqgs. (8.9) and (8.14) gives A~ "e(1,0) = b'e(1,0) = s(s + 1)ey and therefore
e(1,0) # 0. We now define e(n,0) at n > 1 as e(n,0) = (AT")""1e(1,0). Then Eq.
(8.22) remains valid when n > 1. Since AT"0e(1,0) = s(s+1)AT ey =0, Eq. (8.23)
remains valid at n = 1,2, ... and a(0) = 0. Hence we get

an)=nn+(n+s+1)(n+s) (n>1) (8.36)

As a consequence, the maximal value of n in the modular case is n,,,. = p—1 — s.
This result has been obtained in Ref. [41].

For analogous reasons, we now cannot define e(0, k) as (A~")*ey. However,
if we define (0, k) = (L_)*ey then, as follows from the discussion at the end of Sec.
8.1, the elements e(0, k) (k = 0,1, ...s) form a basis of the IR of the su(2) algebra with
the spin s. Therefore the new definition of €(0, k) is legitimate since e(0, k) is the
minimal sp(2) x sp(2) vector with the eigenvalues of the operators hy; and hy equal
to 14+ s — k and 1+ k, respectively.

A direct calculation using Eqs. (8.9) and (8.14) gives that with the new
definition of e(0, k), A== ATte(0,k) = ' AT*e(0, k) = 0 and therefore A™*e(0, k) = 0.
When 1 < k < s—1, there is no way to obtain nonzero minimal sp(2) X sp(2) vectors
with the eigenvalues of the operators hy and hy equal to 14+s—k+n and 1+ k +n,
respectively, when n > 0. However, when k = s, such vectors can be obtained by
analogy with the case k = 0. We define e(1,s) = [b”(ha — 1) — a2” L{]e(0, s). Then
a direct calculation gives b'e(1,s) = s(s + 1)e(0,s) and therefore e(1,s) # 0. We
now define e(n,s) = (A*T)"le(1,s) for n > 1. Then by analogy with the above
discussion one can verify that if A=~ AT%e(n, s) = a(n)e(n, s) then a(n) for n > 1 is
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again given by Eq. (8.36) and therefore in the modular case the maximal value of n
is the same.

If s = 0 then the only possible value of k is & = 0 and for the vectors e(n, 0)
we have the same results as above. In particular, Eq. (8.36) is valid with s = 0. When
s =p— 1, we can define e(n,0) and e(n, s) as above but since s + 1 =0 (mod p), we
get that e(1,0) = e(1,s) = 0. This is in agreement with the above discussion since
Nmaz = 0 when s = p — 1.

According to Standard Model (based on Poincare invariance), only mass-
less Weyl particles can be fundamental elementary particles in Poincare invariant the-
ory. Therefore a problem arises whether the above results can be treated as analogs
of Weyl particles in standard and modular versions of AdS invariant theory. In view
of the relation P* = M* /2R (see Sec. 1.3), the AdS mass ma4s and the Poincare
mass m are related as m = maqs/2R. Since mags = 2¢o + s, the corresponding
Poincare mass will be zero when R — oo not only when ¢, = 1 but when ¢, is any
finite number. So a question arises why only the case g2 = 1 is treated as massless. In
Poincare invariant theory, Weyl particles are characterized not only by the condition
that their mass is zero but also by the condition that they have a definite helicity. In
standard case the minimum value of the AdS energy for massless IRs with positive
energy is E,;, = 2+ s when n = 0. In contrast to the situation in Poincare invariant
theory, where massless particles cannot be in the rest state, the massless particles in
the AdS theory do have rest states and, as shown above, the value of the z projection
of the spin in such states can be —s, —s + 2,...s as usual. However, we have shown
that for any value of energy greater than FE,,;,, when n # 0, the spin state is charac-
terized only by helicity, which can take the values either s when & = 0 or —s when
k = s, i.e. we have the same result as in Poincare invariant theory. Note that in
contrast to IRs of the Poincare and dS algebras, standard IRs describing particles in
AdS invariant theory belong to the discrete series of IRs and the energy spectrum in
them is discrete: E = Ein, Emin + 2, ...00. Therefore, strictly speaking, rest states
do not have measure zero as in Poincare and dS invariant theories. Nevertheless, the
probability that the energy is exactly F,,;, is extremely small and therefore the above
results show that the case g = 1 indeed describes AdS analogs of Weyl particles.

Consider now dimensions of massless IRs. If s = 0 then, as follows from
the above results, there exist only minimal sp(2) x sp(2) vectors with hy = hy = 1+n,
n=0,1,..p — 1. Therefore, as follows from Eq. (8.7), the dimension of the massless
IR with s = 0 equals

Dim(s =0) = 3 (p—n)? = %p(p +1)(2p+ 1) (8.37)

=0

bS]

3

If s =1, there exist only minimal sp(2) x sp(2) vectors with (h; =2+ n,hy = 1+ n)
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and (hy =14 n,hy =2+ n) where n =0, 1,...p — 2. Therefore

[\

p—

Dim(s=1)=2) (p-n)lp-n-1)=2plp-Dlp+1)  (838)

n

I
o

If s > 2, there exist only minimal sp(2) X sp(2) vectors with (h; = 14+s+n, hy = 14n),
(hy =14+mn,hy =1+ s+n) where n = 0,1,...p — s and the minimal sp(2) x sp(2)
vectors with (hy =1+ s —k,hy =1+ k) Where k =1,...s — 1. Therefore, as follows
from Eq. (8.7)

p—s s—1

Dim(s > 2) :22(]9—n)(p—n—8)+Z(P—k)(p—3+k) =
§(2p2 — 357+ 1) + %8(8 —1)(s+1) (8.39)

As noted in Sec. 8.2, the cases of special IRs are such either ¢; and ¢
are represented by the numbers 0,1,..p — 1 and ¢; < ¢» or in the case of special
singletons, ¢, ¢s = 2,...p — 1 but (¢1 + g2) (mod p) is one of the numbers (0,1,2). For
example, (¢ = (p+1)/2,q2 = (p—1)/2) is a special singleton with (maqs = 0,5 = 1),
(1 = (p+3)/2,q2 = (p — 1)/2) is a special singleton with (maqs = 1,5 = 2) etc.
These cases can be investigated by analogy with massive IRs in Sec. 8.2. For reasons
given in Sec. 8.10 and Chap. 9, among singleton IRs we will consider in detail only
the Dirac singletons. Then we will see that the only special IRs taking part in the
decomposition of the tensor product of the Dirac singletons are those with ¢; = 0.
Then s = p — qo. If go = 2,3,...p — 1 then, as follows from Eq. (8.24), the quantum
number n can take only the value n = 0. If ¢o = 1 then the special IR can also be
treated as the massless IR with s = p — 1. As noted above, in this case the quantity
n also can take only the value n = 0. Let Dim(qi, q2) be the dimension of the IR
characterized by ¢; and ¢y. Then, as follows from Eq. (8.7)

pP—q2

Dim(0,0) = 3 (1+p—a—K)(1+£) = (14 p— @)’ + 5 (p— @) (L+p— ) (8.40)
k=0

8.4 Matrix elements of representation operators

In what follows, we will discuss the massive case but the same results are valid in the
singleton and massless cases. The matrix elements of the operator A are defined as

Ae(ninonk) = Z A(ninyn'k'; nanank)e(ninon'k’) (8.41)

ninyn'k’
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where the sum is taken over all possible values of (njn4in’'k’). One can explicitly
calculate matrix elements for all the representation operators and the results are:

hie(ningnk) = [Q1(n, k) + 2nq]e(ningnk)
hae(ningnk) = [Q2(n, k) + 2ns]e(ninank) (8.42)

aie(ningnk) = ni[Q1(n, k) + ny — 1le(ny — 1, ngnk)
ai”e(ningnk) = e(ny + 1, ngynk)
aye(ningnk) = na[Q2(n, k) + ny — 1le(ny, ng — 1, nk)
as”e(ningnk) = e(ny,ny + 1, nk) (8.43)

b”e(ningnk) = {[Qi(n, k) = 1][Q2(n, k) — 1]}~
k(s+1—=Fk) (g1 —k—1)(g2+k—2)e(n1,ne +1,n,k—1) +
n(mags +n—3)(g+n—1)(@+n—2)e(ni+1Lna+1,n—1,k)+
e(ny,ng,n+ 1,k) + e(ny + 1,n9,n, k + 1)] (8.44)

Ve(ninonk) = {[Q1(n, k) — 1][Qa(n, k) — 1]} n(mags +n — 3)
(+n—1D(geg+n—2)(@g+n—k+n —1)(g2+n+k+ny—1)
e(ning,n — 1,k) +na(gn +n—k+ny — e(ny,ng — I,n, k+ 1)+

ni(@+n+k+ny—Dk(s+1—k) (g1 —k—1)(g2a +k —2)
e(ny — 1,na,n,k — 1) +ninge(ny — 1,ng — 1,n+ 1, k)] (8.45)

Lie(mnonk) = {[Q:(n, k) — 1)[Q2(n, k) — 1]} (g2 + n+ k +ny — 1)
k(s+1—Fk) (g1 —k—1)(g2 + k —2)e(ningn, k — 1) +
n(mags +n —3) (g1 +n—1)(qg+n—2)e(n + 1,n0,n — 1,k)] +
nole(ny,ng — 1,n+ 1, k) +e(ny + 1,n0 — 1,n, k + 1)]} (8.46)

L_e(ninonk) = {[Q1(n, k) — 1][Qa(n, k) — 1]} Hm k(s + 1 — k)
(1 —k—1)(g+k—2)e(ny —1,non, k — 1) +e(ny — 1,n9,n+ 1, k)]
+(q+n—k+n —Dle(nnan, k + 1) + n(mags +n — 3)
(1 +n—1)(qg2+n—2)e(n;,ne+1,n—1,k)|} (8.47)

We will always use a convention that e(ninonk) is a null vector if some of the numbers
(nyngnk) are not in the range described above.

The important difference between standard and modular IRs is that in the
latter the trace of each representation operator is equal to zero while in the former
this is obviously not the case (for example, the energy operator is positive definite for
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IRs defined by Eq. (8.19) and negative definite for IRs defined by Eq. (8.32)). For
the operators (a;-, a;”, Ly, 0, 0") the validity of this statement is clear immediately:
since they necessarily change one of the quantum numbers (ninonk), they do not
contain nonzero diagonal elements at all. The proof for the diagonal operators h;
and hy follows. For each IR of the sp(2) algebra with the "minimal weight” ¢y and
the dimension N + 1, the eigenvalues of the operator h are (qo, qo + 2,...go + 2N).
The sum of these eigenvalues equals zero in F), since gy + N = 0 in F, (see Sec. 8.1).
Therefore we conclude that for any representation operator A

Z A(nyngnk, ninenk) = 0 (8.48)

ninsonk

This property is very important for investigating a new symmetry between particles
and antiparticles in the GFQT which is discussed in the subsequent section.

8.5 Quantization and AB symmetry

Let us first consider how the Fock space can be defined in standard theory. As shown
in Sec. 8.2, in the AdS case (in contrast to the situation in the dS one) IRs with
positive and negative energies are fully independent. Let (ni,ns,n,k) be the set
of all quantum numbers characterizing basis vectors of the IR and a(njnonk) be the
operator of particle annihilation in the state described by the vector e(nyngnk). Then
the adjoint operator a(njnonk)* has the meaning of particle creation in that state.
Since we do not normalize the states e(nijnsnk) to one, we require that the operators
a(ningonk) and a(ninonk)* should satisfy either the anticommutation relations

{a(ningnk), a(ninyn'k')*} = Norm(ningnk)on, n: Onynt Onns Ok (8.49)
or the commutation relations
[a(ningnk), a(ningn'k’)*] = Norm(ninank)dn,w Onyn, Onn O (8.50)

A problem arises that in the case of negative energy IRs the operators
a(ningonk) and a(ninonk)* have the meaning of the annihilation and creation opera-
tors, respectively, for the states with negative energies and hence a question arises of
whether such operators are physical. An analogous problem for the dS case has been
discussed in Sec. 3.5. One might think that since in the AdS case IRs with positive
and negative energies are fully independent, we can simply declare IRs with negative
energies unphysical and consider only IRs with positive energies. However, in QFT
one cannot get rid of negative energy IRs since here positive and negative energy IRs
are combined together into a field satisfying a local covariant equation. For example,
the Dirac field combines together positive and negative energy IRs into the Dirac field
satisfying the Dirac equation.
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For combining two IRs with positive and negative energies together, one
can introduce a new quantum number € which will distinguish IRs with positive and
negative energies; for example ¢ = =£1 for the positive and negative energy IRs,
respectively. Then we have a set of operators a(ninsnk,€) and a(ningonk,e)* such
that by analogy with Eq. (8.49)

{a(ningnk, €), a(ninyn'k’, €)"}y = Norm(ninank)dp, w Snynt OnnOkrrdeer (8.51)

and analogously in the case of commutators. The vacuum state i)wc can be defined
by the condition )

a(ningnk, €)®pee =0 V(ny,ng,n, k,e) (8.52)
As follows from Eqs. (8.15) and (8.42), the secondly quantized energy operator has
the form

M™ = Z €[maas + 2(n + ny + na)la(ninank, €)*a(ningnk, €) (8.53)

ninank,e

and hence we have to solve the problem of the physical interpretation of the operators
a(ningonk, —1) and a(nyngnk, —1)*. The two well-known ways of solving this problem
follow.

In the spirit of Dirac’s hole theory, one can define the new physical vacuum

Dy = H a(ningnk, —1)*®q. (8.54)

ninonk

Then in the case of anticommutators each operator a(nyngnk, —1) creates a hole with
a negative energy and the corresponding operator a(njngnk, —1)* annihilates this
hole. Hence the operators a(ninsnk,—1)* can now be treated as the annihilation
operators of states with positive energies and the operators a(njnonk, —1) — as the
creation operators of states with positive energies. A problem with such a treatment
is that ®,,. is the eigenstate of the operator M with the eigenvalue

Evae = — Z [mAdS + Q(TL +ny + ng)] (855)

ninaonk

This is an infinite negative value and in quantum gravity a vacuum with an infinite
energy is treated as unacceptable.

Another approach is that we consider only quantum numbers describing
IRs with positive energies and, in addition to the operators a(ninonk) = a(ningnk, 1)
and a(ninenk)* = a(ninonk, 1)*, introduce new operators b(nynonk) and b(njnonk)*
instead of the operators a(ninonk, —1) and a(nynenk, —1)* such that b(ninynk) is pro-
portional to a(ninonk, —1)* and b(njngonk)* is proportional to a(ninonk, —1). Then
the b-operators are treated as the annihilation operators of antiparticles with posi-
tive energies and the b* operators — as the creation operators of antiparticles with
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positive energies. By analogy with Eqs. (8.49) and (8.50), they should satisfy the
relations

{b(ningnk), b(nynyn'k')*} = Norm(ningnk)on, n: Onynt Onns Ok (8.56)

[b(ningnk), b(ninyn'k')*] = Norm(ninonk)dn, i Onyn), Onn Ore (8.57)

for anticommutation or commutation relations, respectively. In this case it is assumed
that in the case of anticommutation relations all the operators (a,a*) anticommute
with all the operators (b, b*) while in the case of commutation relations they commute
with each other. It is also assumed that the vacuum vector &, should satisfy the
conditions

a(ninank)®y = b(ninonk)®y =0 V ny,ng,n, k (8.58)

In QFT the second possibility is treated as more physical than that analogous to
Dirac’s hole theory.

The Fock space in standard theory can now be defined as a linear combi-
nation of all elements obtained by the action of the operators (a*, b*) on the vacuum
vector, and the problem of second quantization of representation operators can be
formulated as follows. Let (Aj, As....A,,) be representation operators describing IR
of the AdS algebra. One should replace them by operators acting in the Fock space
such that the commutation relations between their images in the Fock space are the
same as for original operators (in other words, we should have a homomorphism of Lie
algebras of operators acting in the space of IR and in the Fock space). We can also
require that our map should be compatible with the Hermitian conjugation in both
spaces. It is easy to verify that a possible solution satisfying all the requirements is
as follows. Taking into account the fact that the matrix elements satisfy the proper
commutation relations, the operators A; in the quantized form

A; =3 Ai(nnbn’k nangnk) [a(ninfyn' k) *a(ninonk) +
b(nynyn' k') *b(ningnk)] /Norm(nynenk) (8.59)

satisfy the commutation relations (8.9,8.13,8.14). Here the sum is taken over all
the possible quantum numbers (n},nh, n', k', ny,ny,n, k). We will not use special
notations for operators in the Fock space since in each case it will be clear whether
the operator in question acts in the space of IR or in the Fock space.

A well-known problem in standard theory is that the quantization proce-
dure does not define the order of the annihilation and creation operators uniquely.
For example, another possible solution is

A; = F Y Ai(ninbn'kK  nyngnk)[a(ninenk)a(nnhn’k')* +
b(ningonk)b(n)nin'k")*] /N orm(ninank) (8.60)
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for anticommutation and commutation relations, respectively. The solutions (8.59)
and (8.60) are different since the energy operators M in these expressions differ by
an infinite constant. In standard theory the solution (8.59) is selected by imposing an
additional requirement that all operators should be written in the normal form where
annihilation operators precede creation ones. Then the vacuum has zero energy and
Eq. (8.60) should be rejected. Such a requirement does not follow from the theory.
Ideally there should be a procedure which correctly defines the order of operators
from first principles.

In standard theory there also exist neutral particles. In that case there is
no need to have two independent sets of operators (a,a*) and (b, b*), and Eq. (8.59)
should be written without the (b, b*) operators. The problem of neutral particles in
GFQT is discussed in Sec. 8.9.

We now proceed to quantization in the modular case. The results of Sec.
8.2 show that one modular IR corresponds to two standard IRs with the positive and
negative energies, respectively. This indicates to a possibility that one modular IR
describes a particle and its antiparticle simultaneously. However, we don’t know yet
what should be treated as a particle and its antiparticle in the modular case. We have
a description of an object such that (nynsnk) is the full set of its quantum numbers
which take the values described in the preceding section.

We now assume that a(ninonk) in GFQT is the operator describing anni-
hilation of the object with the quantum numbers (nynsnk) regardless of whether the
numbers are physical or nonphysical. Analogously a(ninsnk)* describes creation of
the object with the quantum numbers (nynenk). If these operators anticommute then
they satisfy Eq. (8.49) while if they commute then they satisfy Eq. (8.50). Then, by
analogy with standard case, the operators

A = Z A;(ninon'kK' nanank)a(ninin' k") a(ninaenk) /Norm(ninank) — (8.61)

satisfy the commutation relations (8.9,8.13,8.14). In this expression the sum is taken
over all possible values of the quantum numbers in the modular case.

In the modular case the solution can be taken not only as in Eq. (8.61)
but also as

A =F Z A;(ningn'k', nangnk)a(ningnk)a(ninyn’k")* /Norm(ninank)  (8.62)

for the cases of anticommutators and commutators, respectively. However, as follows
from Eqgs. (8.48-8.50), the solutions (8.61) and (8.62) are the same. Therefore in the
modular case there is no need to impose an artificial requirement that all operators
should be written in the normal form.

The problem with the treatment of the (a,a*) operators follows. When
the values of (n;nyn) are much less than p, the modular IR corresponds to standard
positive energy IR and therefore the (a, a*) operator can be treated as those describing
the particle annihilation and creation, respectively. However, when the AdS energy
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is negative, the operators a(ninenk) and a(ninonk)* become unphysical since they
describe annihilation and creation, respectively, in the unphysical region of negative
energies.

Let us recall that at any fixed values of n and k, the quantities n; and n»
can take only the values described in Eq. (8.28) and the eigenvalues of the operators
hy and hy are given by Q1(n, k) + 2n; and Q2(n, k) + 2n,, respectively. As follows
from Eq. (8.7) and the results of Sec. 8.2, the first IR of the sp(2) algebra has
the dimension Nj(n, k) + 1 and the second IR has the dimension Ny(n, k) + 1. If
ny = Ni(n,k) then it follows from Eq. (8.28) that the first eigenvalue is equal to
—Q1(n, k) in F,, and if ny = Ny(n, k) then the second eigenvalue is equal to —Q2(n, k)
in F,. We use n; to denote Ny(n, k) —ny and np to denote Ny(n, k) — ny. Then it
follows from Eq. (8.28) that e(ninonk) is the eigenvector of the operator hy; with
the eigenvalue —(Qi(n,k) + 2n1) and the eigenvector of the operator hy with the
eigenvalue —(Q2(n, k) + 2ns).

As noted above, standard theory involves the idea that creation of the
antiparticle with positive energy can be treated as annihilation of the corresponding
particle with negative energy and annihilation of the antiparticle with positive energy
can be treated as creation of the corresponding particle with negative energy. In
GFQT we also can define the operators b(ninank) and b(ninank)* in such a way that
they will replace the (a,a*) operators if the quantum numbers are unphysical. In
addition, if the values of (ninyn) are much less than p, the operators b(nynsnk) and
b(ninonk)* should be interpreted as physical operators describing annihilation and
creation of antiparticles, respectively.

In GFQT the (b, b*) operators cannot be independent of the (a,a*) oper-
ators since the latter are defined for all possible quantum numbers. Therefore the
(b, b*) operators should be expressed in terms of the (a,a*) ones. We can implement
the above idea if the operator b(njngnk) is defined in such a way that it is proportional
to a(fy, g, n, k)* and hence b(ninynk)* is proportional to a(fny, na, n, k).

Since Eq. (8.31) should now be considered in F}, it follows from the well-
known Wilson theorem (p — 1)! = —1 in F}, (see e.g. [98]) that

F(ningnk)F(ningnk) = (—1)° (8.63)
We now define the b-operators as
a(ninank)* = n(ningnk)b(ninenk)/F(Rynonk) (8.64)
where n(nynonk) is some function. As a consequence,

a(ningonk) = q(ninenk)b(ynenk)* | F(Rynonk)
b(ningnk)* = a(nynonk)F(ninonk)/n(ninonk)
b(ningnk) = a(nynonk)* F(ningonk) /n(ninonk) (8.65)

Equations (8.64) and (8.65) define a relation between the sets (a,a*) and
(b,b*). Although our motivation was to replace the (a,a*) operators by the (b, ")
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ones only for the nonphysical values of the quantum numbers, we can consider this
definition for all the values of (njngnk). The transformation described by Eqs. (8.64)
and (8.65) can also be treated as a special case of the Bogolubov transformation
discussed in a wide literature on many-body theory (see e.g., Chap. 10 in Reference
[88] and references therein).

We have not discussed yet what exact definition of the physical and non-
physical quantum numbers should be. This problem will be discussed in Sec. 8.6.
However, one might accept

Physical-nonphysical states assumption: Fach set of quantum numbers
(ningnk) is either physical or unphysical. If it is physical then the set (ningnk)
18 unphysical and vice versa.

With this assumption we can conclude from Eqgs. (8.64) and (8.65) that
if some operator a is physical then the corresponding operator b* is unphysical and
vice versa while if some operator a* is physical then the corresponding operator b is
unphysical and vice versa.

We have no ground to think that the set of the (a,a*) operators is more
fundamental than the set of the (b, b*) operators and vice versa. Therefore the ques-
tion arises whether the (b, b*) operators satisfy the relations (8.50) or (8.56) in the
case of anticommutation or commutation relations, respectively and whether the op-
erators A; (see Eq. (8.61)) have the same form in terms of the (a,a*) and (b,b*)
operators. In other words, if the (a,a*) operators in Eq. (8.61) are expressed in
terms of the (b, b*) ones then the problem arises whether

A = Z A;(ninon'kK' nanank)b(nynon' k") b(ninank) /Norm(ninank) — (8.66)
is valid. It is natural to accept the following
Definition of the AB symmetry: If the (b,b*) operators satisfy Eq. (8.56)
in the case of anticommutators or Eq. (8.57) in the case of commutators and all the
representation operators (8.61) in terms of the (b,b*) operators have the form (8.66)
then it is said that the AB symmetry is satisfied.
To prove the AB symmetry we will first investigate whether Eqs. (8.56)

and (8.57) follow from Egs. (8.49) and (8.50), respectively. As follows from Egs.
(8.63-8.65), Eq. (8.56) follows from Eq. (8.49) if

n(ningnk)n(ny, ng, nk) = (—1)° (8.67)
while Eq. (8.57) follows from Eq. (8.50) if

n(ningnk)n(ng, ng, nk) = (—1)*+ (8.68)
We now represent 7(njngonk) in the form

n(ningnk) = af(ninank) (8.69)
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where f(ningonk) should satisfy the condition
f(ninonk) f(ny, ny,nk) = 1 (8.70)

Then « should be such that
aa = +(—=1)° (8.71)

where the plus sign refers to anticommutators and the minus sign to commutators,
respectively. If the normal spin-statistics connection is valid, i.e. we have anticom-
mutators for odd values of s and commutators for even ones then the r.h.s. of Eq.
(8.71) equals -1 while in the opposite case it equals 1. In Sec. 8.9, Eq. (8.71) is
discussed in detail and for now we assume that solutions of this relation exist.

A direct calculation using the explicit expressions (8.42-8.47) for the ma-
trix elements shows that if n(ninenk) is given by Eq. (8.69) and

f(ningnk) = (—=1)mtn2tr (8.72)

then the AB symmetry is valid regardless of whether the normal spin-statistics con-
nection is valid or not.

8.6 Physical and nonphysical states

The operator a(nynsnk) can be the physical annihilation operator only if it annihilates
the vacuum vector ®,. Then if the operators a(ninonk) and a(ninynk)* satisfy the
relations (8.49) or (8.50), the vector a(nynsnk)*®q has the meaning of the one-particle
state. The same can be said about the operators b(ninyonk) and b(nynenk)*. For these
reasons in standard theory it is required that the vacuum vector should satisfy the
conditions (8.58). Then the elements

O, (ningnk) = a(ningnk) @y,  D_(ningnk) = b(ninank)* P (8.73)

have the meaning of one-particle states for particles and antiparticles, respectively.

However, if one requires the condition (8.58) in GFQT, then it is obvious
from Eqgs. (8.64) and (8.65) that the elements defined by Eq. (8.73) are null vectors.
Note that in standard approach the AdS energy is always greater than m ¢ while
in GFQT the AdS energy is not positive definite. We can therefore try to modify
Eq. (8.58) as follows. Suppose that Physical-nonphysical states assumption (see Sec.
8.5) can be substantiated. Then we can break the set of elements (nynsnk) into two
nonintersecting parts with the same number of elements, S, and S_, such that if
(ninonk) € Sy then (nyngnk) € S_ and vice versa. Then, instead of the condition
(8.58) we require

a(ningonk)®y = b(ninonk)®y =0 V (ng,ng,n, k) € Sy (8.74)
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In that case the elements defined by Eq. (8.73) will indeed have the meaning of
one-particle states for (ninonk) € S,.

It is clear that if we wish to work with the full set of elements (ninsnk)
then, as follows from Egs. (8.64) and (8.65), the operators (b,b*) are redundant and
we can work only with the operators (a,a*). However, if one works with the both
sets, (a,a*) and (b, b*) then such operators can be independent of each other only for
a half of the elements (ninonk).

Regardless of how the sets Sy and S_ are defined, the Physical-nonphysical
states assumption cannot be consistent if there exist quantum numbers (n;nsnk) such
that ny = n; and ny = ny. Indeed, in that case the sets (nynonk) and (nynenk) are
the same what contradicts the assumption that each set (njnonk) belongs either to
Sy orS_.

Since the replacements n; — n; and ny — ny change the signs of the
eigenvalues of the h; and hy operators (see Sec. 8.5), the condition that that n; =
ny and ny = Ny should be valid simultaneously implies that the eigenvalues of the
operators hy and hy should be equal to zero simultaneously. Recall that (see Sec.
8.1) if one considers IR of the sp(2) algebra and treats the eigenvalues of the diagonal
operator h not as elements of F), but as integers, then they take the values of g, go +
2,..2p — qo — 2,2p — qo. Therefore the eigenvalue is equal to zero in F), only if it is
equal to p when considered as an integer. Since maqs = q1 + ¢2 and the AdS energy
is ¥ = hy + hy, the above situation can take place only if the energy considered as
an integer is equal to 2p. It now follows from Eq. (8.15) that the energy can be
equal to 2p only if mqg is even. Since s = ¢ — @2, we conclude that m 445 can be
even if and only if s is even. In that case we will necessarily have quantum numbers
(ningnk) such that the sets (nynonk) and (ninqnk) are the same and therefore the
Physical-nonphysical states assumption is not valid. On the other hand, if s is odd
(i.e. half-integer in the usual units) then there are no quantum numbers (n;nsnk)
such that the sets (nyngnk) and (7179nk) are the same.

Our conclusion is as follows: If the separation of states should be valid for
any quantum numbers then the spin s should be necessarily odd. In other words, if the
notion of particles and antiparticles is absolute then elementary particles can have
only a half-integer spin in the usual units.

In view of the above observations it seems natural to implement the
Physical-nonphysical states assumption as follows. If the quantum numbers (ninonk)
are such that mags + 2(ny + ng +n) < 2p then the corresponding state is physical
and belongs to S, otherwise the state is unphysical and belongs to S_. However, one
cannot guarantee that there are no other reasonable implementations.

8.7 AdS symmetry breaking

In view of the above discussion, our next goal is the following. We should take the
operators in the form (8.61) and replace the (a,a*) operators by the (b, b*) ones only
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if (nynonk) € S_. Then a question arises whether we will obtain the standard result
(8.59) where a sum is taken only over values of (nynqonk) € S;. The fact that we
have proved the AB symmetry does not guarantee that this is the case since the AB
symmetry implies that the replacement has been made for all the quantum numbers,
not only half of them. However, the derivation of the AB symmetry shows that for
the contribution of such quantum numbers that (njnenk) € Sy and (nn4pn’k’) € S4
we will indeed have the result (8.59) up to some constants. This derivation also
guarantees that if we consider the action of the operators on states described by
physical quantum numbers and the result of the action also is a state described by
physical quantum numbers then on such states the correct commutation relations
are satisfied. A problem arises whether they will be satisfied for transitions between
physical and nonphysical quantum numbers.

Let A(a/l) be the secondly quantized operator corresponding to a’l and
A(a}) be the secondly quantized operator corresponding to a;. Consider the action
of these operators on the state ® = a(ninynk)*®y such that (ninsnk) € S, but
(n1 + 1,nonk) € S_. As follows from Eqgs. (8.13) and (8.42), we should have

[A(d)), A(ay)]® = [Qi(n, k) + 2n,]® (8.75)

As follows from Eqgs. (8.43) and (8.64), A(a;)® = a(ny + 1,nynk)*®q. Since (n; +
1,nenk) € S_, we should replace a(n; + 1,nonk)* by an operator proportional to
b(7y — 1, Monk) and then, as follows from Eq. (8.58), A(a;)® = 0. Now, by using Egs.
(8.43) and (8.64), we get

[A(ay), Aa)]® = m[Qu(n, k) +1y — 1@ (8.76)

Equations (8.75) and (8.76) are incompatible with each other and we conclude that our
procedure breaks the AdS symmetry for transitions between physical and nonphysical
states.

We conclude that if, by analogy with standard theory, one wishes to in-
terpret modular IRs of the dS algebra in terms of particles and antiparticles then the
commutation relations of the dS algebra will be broken. This does not mean that
such a possibility contradicts the existing knowledge since they will be broken only
at extremely high dS energies of the order of p. At the same time, a possible point
of view is that since we started from the symmetry algebra and treat the conditions
(4.1) as a must, we should not sacrifice symmetry because we don’t know other ways
of interpreting IRs. So we have the following dilemma: Fither the notions of particles
and antiparticles are always valid and the commutation relations (4.1) are broken at
very large AdS energies of the order of p or the commutation relations (4.1) are not
broken and the notion of a particle and its antiparticle is only approximate. In the
latter case such additive quantum numbers as the electric charge and the baryon and
lepton quantum numbers can be only approximately conserved.
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8.8 Dirac vacuum energy problem

The Dirac vacuum energy problem is discussed in practically every textbook on QFT.
In its simplified form it can be described as follows. Suppose that the energy spectrum
is discrete and n is the quantum number enumerating the states. Let E(n) be the
energy in the state n. Consider the electron-positron field. As a result of quantization
one gets for the energy operator

E =Y E(n)[a(n)*a(n) — b(n)b(n)"] (8.77)

where a(n) is the operator of electron annihilation in the state n, a(n)* is the operator
of electron creation in the state n, b(n) is the operator of positron annihilation in the
state n and b(n)* is the operator of positron creation in the state n. It follows
from this expression that only anticommutation relations are possible since otherwise
the energy of positrons will be negative. However, if anticommutation relations are
assumed, it follows from Eq. (8.77) that

E = {Z E(n)la(n)*a(n) + b(n)*b(n)]} + Ey (8.78)

where Fj is some infinite negative constant. Its presence was a motivation for de-
veloping Dirac’s hole theory. In the modern approach it is usually required that the
vacuum energy should be zero. This can be obtained by assuming that all operators
should be written in the normal form. However, this requirement is not quite consis-
tent since the result of quantization is Eq. (8.77) where the positron operators are
not written in that form (see also the discussion in Sec. 8.5).

Consider now the AdS energy operator M = h;+hy in GFQT. As follows
from Eqs. (8.42) and (8.62)

M = Z[mAdg + 2(ny + na + n)]a(ninenk)*a(ninenk)/Norm(ningnk) (8.79)

where the sum is taken over all possible quantum numbers (n;nonk). As noted in the
preceding section, the two most well-known ways of solving the problem of negative
energies are either in the spirit of Dirac’s hole theory or by using the notion of
antiparticles.

Consider first the second possibility. Then as follows from Eqgs. (8.63-8.65)
and (8.69-8.71)

M = {3, [m+2(n1 + ny + n)][a(ningnk)*a(ningnk) +
b(ningnk)*b(ninank)]/Norm(ninenk)} + Evac (8.80)

where the vacuum energy is given by

Evac = F Y _[Maas + 2(n1 + ny +n)] (8.81)
St
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in the cases when the (b, b*) operators anticommute and commute, respectively. For
definiteness, we consider the case when the operators anticommute and therefore the
sum in the r.h.s. of Eq. (8.81) is taken with the minus sign.

In the approach similar to Dirac’s hole theory one can define a new vacuum
in GFQT by analogy with Eq. (8.54):

Do = H a(ningnk, —1)*®, (8.82)
S-

where the product is taken over all the quantum numbers belonging to S_. Then, as
follows from the definition of the sets S, and S_, this vacuum will be the eigenstate
of the operator M% with the the same eigenvalue &, as that given by Eq. (8.81)
with the minus side in the r.h.s.

As noted in the dilemma at the end of the preceding section, in the ap-
proach involving the b operators the commutation relations (4.1) are necessarily bro-
ken at very large values of the AdS energy while in the approach similar to Dirac’s
hole theory there is no need to introduce the b operators. In modern QFT the ap-
proach with the b operators is treated as preferable since the condition &,,. = 0 can
be satisfied by imposing the (artificial) requirement that all the operators should be
written in the normal form while the in the approach similar to Dirac’s hole theory
Evac 18 necessarily an infinite negative constant. However, in GFQT the operators a
and b are not independent and hence one cannot simply postulate that £,,. = 0.

Consider first the sum in Eq. (8.81) when the values of n and k are fixed.
It is convenient to distinguish the cases s > 2k and s < 2k. If s > 2k then, as follows
from Eq. (8.28), the maximum value of n; is such that mags + 2(n + ny) is always
less than 2p. For this reason all the values of n; contribute to the sum, which can be
written as

Si(n, k) = — ZpﬂhinJrk[(mAds + 2n + 2n1) +

n1=0

(Mmags +2n+2ny +2) + ... + (2p — 1)] (8.83)

A simple calculation shows that the result can be represented as

n+(mags—3)/2 (s—1)/2—k

Si(n, k) = Z ni — Z n? — Z n: (8.84)

ni=1 ni1=1 ni=1

where the last sum should be taken into account only if (s —1)/2 — k > 1.

The first sum in this expression equals (p — 1)p(2p — 1)/6 and, since we
assume that p # 2 and p # 3, this quantity is zero in F,. As a result, Si(n, k) is
represented as a sum of two terms such that the first one depends only on n and
the second — only on k. Note also that the second term is absent if s = 1, i.e. for
particles with the spin 1/2 in the usual units.
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Analogously, if s < 2k the result is

n+(mAdsf3)/2 k*(8+1)/2
So(n, k) = — Z na — Z n3 (8.85)
na=1 no=1

where the second term should be taken into account only if k — (s +1)/2 > 1.
We now should calculate the sum

(s—1)/2

Stn)= Y Simk)+ D Sa(n,k) (8.86)

k=0 k=(s+1)/2
and the result is

S(n) = —(s + 1)(n + Mads=1)[9(p 4 Mads=1)2 _
3(n+ %5_1)_}_1]/6_ (3_ 1)(8+1)2(8+3)/96 (887)

Since the value of n is in the range [0, nyq.], the final result is

Nmax

Evac = Z S(n) = (mAdS - 3)(8 - 1)(8 + 1)2(8 + 3)/96 (888)

n=0

since in the massive case N0 = P+ 2 — Mags.

Our final conclusion in this section is that if s is odd and the separation of
states into physical and nonphysical ones is accomplished as in Sec. 8.6 then F,.. = 0
only if s =1 (i.e. s =1/2 in the usual units). This result shows that since the rules
of arithmetic in Galois fields are different from that for real numbers, it is possible
that quantities which are infinite in standard theory (e.g. the vacuum energy) will

be zero in GFQT.

8.9 Neutral particles and spin-statistics theorem

In this section we will discuss the relation between the (a,a*) and (b, b*) operators
only for all quantum numbers (i.e. in the spirit of the AB-symmetry) and therefore
the results are valid regardless of whether the separation of states into S, and S_ can
be justified or not (see the discussion in Sec. 8.7). In other words, we treat the set of
the (b, b*) operators not necessarily as the one related to antiparticles but simply as a
set obtained from the (a,a*) operators by the transformation defined by Eqs. (8.64)
and (8.65).

The nonexistence of neutral elementary particles in GFQT is one of the
most striking differences between GFQT and standard theory. One could give the
following definition of neutral particle:

e i) it is a particle coinciding with its antiparticle
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e ii) it is a particle which does not coincide with its antiparticle but they have
the same properties

In standard theory only i) is meaningful since neutral particles are described by real
(not complex) fields and this condition is required by Hermiticity. One might think
that the definition ii) is only academic since if a particle and its antiparticle have
the same properties then they are indistinguishable and can be treated as the same.
However, the cases i) and ii) are essentially different from the operator point of view.
In the case i) only the (a,a*) operators are sufficient for describing the operators
(8.59) in standard theory. This is the reflection of the fact that the real field has
the number of degrees of freedom twice as less as the complex field. On the other
hand, in the case ii) both (a,a*) and (b,b*) operators are required, i.e. in standard
theory such a situation is described by a complex field. Nevertheless, the case ii)
seems to be rather odd: it implies that there exists a quantum number distinguishing
a particle from its antiparticle but this number is not manifested experimentally. We
now consider whether the conditions i) or ii) can be implemented in GFQT.
Since each operator a is proportional to some operator b* and vice versa
(see Egs. (8.64) and (8.65)), it is clear that if the particles described by the operators
(a,a*) have a nonzero charge then the particles described by the operators (b,b*)
have the opposite charge and the number of operators cannot be reduced. However,
if all possible charges are zero, one could try to implement i) by requiring that each
b(ninank) should be proportional to a(ningnk) and then a(ninynk) will be propor-
tional to a(nq,nge, nk)*. In this case the operators (b, b*) will not be needed at all.
Suppose, for example, that the operators (a,a*) satisfy the commutation
relations (8.50). In that case the operators a(ninonk) and a(ninyn'k’) should com-
mute if the sets (nyngnk) and (n)n4yn'k’) are not the same. In particular, one should
have [a(ninonk), a(ninenk)] = 0 if either ny # Ay or ng # Ny. On the other hand, if
a(ningnk) is proportional to a(ninenk)*, it follows from Eq. (8.50) that the commu-
tator cannot be zero. Analogously one can consider the case of anticommutators.
The fact that the number of operators cannot be reduced is also clear from
the observation that the (a,a*) or (b, b*) operators describe an irreducible representa-
tion in which the number of states (by definition) cannot be reduced. Our conclusion
is that in GFQT the definition of neutral particle according to i) is fully unacceptable.
Consider now whether it is possible to implement the definition ii) in
GFQT. Recall that we started from the operators (a,a*) and defined the operators
(b,b*) by means of Eq. (8.64). Then the latter satisfy the same commutation or
anticommutation relations as the former and the AB symmetry is valid. Does it
mean that the particles described by the operators (b, b*) are the same as the ones
described by the operators (a,a*)? If one starts from the operators (b, b*) then, by
analogy with Eq. (8.64), the operators (a,a*) can be defined as

b(ninank)* = n'(ninenk)a(nyngnk)/ F(nanank) (8.89)
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where 7/(ningnk) is some function. By analogy with the consideration in Sec. 8.5
one can show that

7 (mngnk) = G(=1)" e 5 = F1 (8.90)

where the minus sign refers to the normal spin-statistics connection and the plus to
the broken one.

As follows from Eqs. (8.64), (8.67-8.70), (8.89), (8.90) and the definition
of the quantities ny and ns in Sec. 8.5, the relation between the quantities o and
is a8 = 1. Therefore, as follows from Eq. (8.90), there exist only two possibilities,
£ = Fa, depending on whether the normal spin-statistics connection is valid or not.
We conclude that the broken spin-statistics connection implies that aa = 83 = 1
and B = a while the normal spin-statistics connection implies that aa = 8 = —1
and f = —a. Since in the first case there exist solutions such that a« = 3 (e.g.
a = = 1), the particle and its antiparticle can be treated as neutral in the sense
of the definition ii). Since such a situation is clearly unphysical, one might treat the
Pauli spin-statistics theorem [11] as a requirement excluding neutral particles in the
sense ii).

We now consider another possible treatment of the spin-statistics theorem,
which seems to be much more interesting. In the case of the normal spin-statistics
connection « satisfies Eq. (7.6). Such a relation is obviously impossible in standard
theory.

As noted in Chap. 6, —1 is a quadratic residue in F, if p = 1 (mod 4)
and a quadratic non-residue in F, if p = 3 (mod 4). For example, —1 is a quadratic
residue in Fj since 22 = —1 (mod 5) but in F; there is no element a such that
a’* = —1 (mod 7). We conclude that if p =1 (mod 4) then Eq. (7.6) has solutions in
F, and in that case the theory can be constructed without any extension of F,.

Consider now the case p = 3 (mod 4). Then Eq. (7.6) has no solutions in
F, and it is necessary to consider this equation in an extension of F), (i.e., there is
no "real” version of GFQT). The minimum extension is obviously F,2 and therefore
the problem arises whether Eq. (7.6) has solutions in F2. As shown in Sec. 7.1, this
equation does have solutions.

Our conclusion is that if p = 3 (mod 4) then the spin-statistics theorem
implies that the field F,, should necessarily be extended and the minimum possible
extension is 2. Therefore the spin-statistics theorem can be treated as a requirement
that GFQT should be based on F2 and standard theory should be based on complex
numbers.

Let us now discuss a different approach to the AB symmetry. A desire to
have operators which can be interpreted as those relating separately to particles and
antiparticles is natural in view of our experience in standard approach. However, one
might think that in the spirit of GFQT there is no need to have separate operators for
particles and antiparticles since they are different states of the same object. We can
therefore reformulate the AB symmetry in terms of only (a,a*) operators as follows.
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Instead of Eqs. (8.64) and (8.65), we consider a transformation defined as

a(ningnk)* — n(ningnk)a(ningnk)/F(ninynk)
a(ningnk) — n(ningnk)a(ninenk)* ) F(ninenk) (8.91)

Then the AB symmetry can be formulated as a requirement that physical results
should be invariant under this transformation.
Let us now apply the AB transformation twice. Then we get

a(ningnk)™ — Fa(ningnk)*, a(ninonk) — Fa(ningnk) (8.92)

for the normal and broken spin-statistic connections, respectively. Therefore, as a
consequence of the spin-statistics theorem, any particle (with the integer or half-
integer spin) has the AB? parity equal to —1. Therefore in GFQT any interaction
can involve only an even number of creation and annihilation operators. In particular,
this is additional demonstration of the fact that in GFQT the existence of neutral
elementary particles is incompatible with the spin-statistics theorem.

8.10 Modular IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra

If one accepts supersymmetry then the results on modular IRs of the so(2,3) algebra
can be generalized by considering modular IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra. Rep-
resentations of the osp(1,4) superalgebra have several interesting distinctions from
representations of the Poincare superalgebra. For this reason we first briefly mention
some known facts about the latter representations (see e.g Ref. [107] for details).

Representations of the Poincare superalgebra are described by 14 oper-
ators. Ten of them are the representation operators of the Poincare algebra—four
momentum operators and six representation operators of the Lorentz algebra, which
satisfy the commutation relations (1.3). In addition, there are four fermionic op-
erators. The anticommutators of the fermionic operators are linear combinations
of the momentum operators, and the commutators of the fermionic operators with
the Lorentz algebra operators are linear combinations of the fermionic operators. In
addition, the fermionic operators commute with the momentum operators.

From the formal point of view, representations of the osp(1,4) superalge-
bra are also described by 14 operators — ten representation operators of the so(2,3)
algebra and four fermionic operators. There are three types of relations: the operators
of the so(2,3) algebra commute with each other as usual (see Sec. 8.2), anticommu-
tators of the fermionic operators are linear combinations of the so(2,3) operators and
commutators of the latter with the fermionic operators are their linear combinations.
However, in fact representations of the osp(1,4) superalgebra can be described exclu-
sively in terms of the fermionic operators. The matter is as follows. In the general
case the anticommutators of four operators form ten independent linear combinations.
Therefore, ten bosonic operators can be expressed in terms of fermionic ones. This is

196



not the case for the Poincare superalgebra since the Poincare algebra operators are
obtained from the so(2,3) one by contraction. One can say that the representations
of the osp(1,4) superalgebra is an implementation of the idea that supersymmetry
is the extraction of the square root from the usual symmetry (by analogy with the
treatment of the Dirac equation as a square root from the Klein-Gordon one).

We use (dy,dy, di”,ds”) to denote the fermionic operators of the osp(1,4)
superalgebra. They should satisfy the following relations. If (A, B,C) are any
fermionic operators, |...,...] is used to denote a commutator and {..., ...} to denote an
anticommutator then

[A,{B,CY] = F(A, B)C + F(A,C)B (8.93)

where the form F'(A, B) is skew symmetric, F(d},d;”) =1 (j = 1,2) and the other
independent values of F'(A, B) are equal to zero. The fact that the representation
of the osp(1,4) superalgebra is fully defined by Eq. (8.93) and the properties of the
form F(.,.), shows that osp(1,4) is a special case of the superalgebra.

We can now define the so(2,3) operators as follows:

V=A{d),dy}, V' ={d\",dy"}, Ly={dyd\"}, L_={d},do"}
a; = (d})?, a;” = (d”)*, h;=A{d;,d”} (j=1,2) (8.94)

Then by using Eq. (8.93) and the properties of the form F(.,.), one can show
by direct calculations that so defined operators satisfy the commutation relations
(8.9,8.13,8.14). This result can be treated as a fact that the operators of the so(2,3)
algebra are not fundamental, only the fermionic operators are.

By analogy with the construction of IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra in
standard theory [108], we require the existence of the generating vector e satisfying
the conditions :

d;-e(] = d’le”eo = 0, d;-df’@O = (;€o (] = 1, 2) (895)

These conditions are written exclusively in terms of the d operators. As follows from
Eq. (8.94), they can be rewritten as (compare with Eq. (8.19))

d;»@O = L+60 = 0, hj@o = (€0 (] = 1, 2) (896)

The full representation space can be obtained by successively acting by the fermionic
operators on ey and taking all possible linear combinations of such vectors.

We use E to denote an arbitrary linear combination of the vectors
(€0, d1”eq, d3” eg, ds” dy” eg). Our next goal is to prove a statement analogous to that
in Ref. [108]:

Statement 1: Any vector from the representation space can be represented
as a linear combination of the elements O10,...0,FE where n = 0,1, ... and O; is an
operator of the so(2,3) algebra.
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The first step is to prove a simple
Lemma: 1f D is any fermionic operator then DE is a linear combination
of elements E and OF where O is an operator of the so(2,3) algebra.
The proof is by a straightforward check using Eqs. (8.93-8.96). For exam-
ple,
d1” (dg”dl” 60) = {dlw,dgw}dl” €y — d277&177 €y — b” d1” €y — a1” dg” €0

To prove Statement 1 we define the height of a linear combination of the
elements 010,...0,F as the maximum sum of powers of the fermionic operator in
this element. For example, since each operator of the so(2,3) algebra is composed
of two fermionic operator, the height of the element O,05...0, F equals 2n + 2 if F
contains dy”d;”eg, equals 2n + 1 if E does not contain dy”d;” ey but contains either
di” ey or dy”eq and equals 2n if E contains only eg.

We can now prove Statement 1 by induction. The elements with the
heights 0, 1 and 2 obviously have the required form since, as follows from Eq. (8.94),
di”dy"eg = b’ eqg—ds” di” eg. Let us assume that Statement 1 is correct for all elements
with the heights < N. Every element with the height N + 1 can be represented as
Dz where z is an element with the height N. If z = 010,...0,F then by using
Eq. (8.93) we can represent Dz as Dx = 010,...0, DE + y where the height of the
element y is N — 1. As follows from the induction assumption, y has the required
form, and, as follows from Lemma, DFE is a linear combination of the elements E and
OFE. Therefore Statement 1 is proved.

As follows from Egs. (8.93) and (8.94),

[}, hy) = dj, [d;7 hy) = —d;”,  [dj, ] =[d;" ) =0 (5,1=1,25#1) (897)

It follows from these expressions that if x is such that h;z = oz (j = 1,2) then dy"x
is the eigenvector of the operators h; with the eigenvalues (a; + 1, as), do”x - with
the eigenvalues (aq,as + 1), djz - with the eigenvalues (o — 1, az), and dyx - with
the eigenvalues ay, as — 1.

By analogy with the case of IRs of the so(2,3) algebra (see Sec. 8.2), we
assume that ¢; and ¢y are represented by the numbers 0,1, ...p — 1. We first consider
the case when ¢o > 1 and ¢; > ¢o. We again use m4g to denote q; + ¢» and s to
denote q; — q2. We first assume that mags # 2 and s # p — 1. Then Statement
1 obviously remains valid if we now assume that F contains linear combinations of
(eo, €1, €2, €3) where

1
=dy” = [dy" — ——L_d;"
€1 1 €0, €2 [2 s+ 1 1]60
—1 1
€3 = (dQ” d1” €y — L b’ + &1” L,)eo (898)
maags — 2 Mags — 2

As follows from Eqs. (8.93-8.97), e satisfies Eq. (8.19) and e; satisfies
the same condition with ¢; replaced by ¢, + 1. We see that the representation of the
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osp(1,4) superalgebra defined by Eq. (8.96) necessarily contains at least two IRs of
the so(2,3) algebra characterized by the values of the mass and spin (maqs, s) and
(mags + 1,5+ 1) and the generating vectors e and ey, respectively.

As follows from Egs. (8.93-8.97), the vectors e; and e satisfy the condi-
tions

hies = qrea, hoes = (g2 + 1)ea, hies = (g1 + 1)es, hoes = (g2 + 1)es
alej =ahe; =bej=Lie; =0 (j=2,3) (8.99)

and therefore (see Eq. (8.19)) they will be generating vectors of IRs of the so(2,3)
algebra if they are not equal to zero.

If s =0 then, as follows from Egs. (8.93,8.94,8.98), e; = 0. In the general
case, as follows from these expressions,

1 —q s(qa — 1)
s+1 s+1
Therefore e, is also a null vector if ey belongs to the massless IR (with ¢ = 1)

while eo # 0 if s # 0 and ¢ # 1. As follows from direct calculation using Egs.
(8.93,8.94,8.98)

d/leg = L,€0, d/262 = €0 (8100)

—1
[L_dy” — (22 + s — 1)ds")eo, dhes = (g2 — —2——)ep (8.101)

Mads — 2 Mads —

,  Mmags — 1
163 =

If go = 1 then djes is proportional to ey (see Eq. (8.98)) and hence dje; = 0. In this
case q — 1 = mags — 2 and hence dye3 = 0. Therefore we conclude that e3 = 0. It is
also clear from Eq. (8.101) that e3 = 0 if mags = 1. In all other cases eg # 0.

Consider now the case mqs = 2. If s = 0 then ¢; = ¢o = 1. The condition
ez = 0 is still valid for the same reasons as above but if e; is defined as [dy”, d1”]eo/2
then e is the minimal sp(2) x sp(2) vector with hy = hy = 2 and, as a result of direct
calculations using Eqs. (8.93,8.94,8.98)

1 1
dlleg = 5(1 — 2(]1)d2”€0, d,2€3 = §(QQQ — 1)60 (8102)

Hence in this case e3 # 0 and the IR of the osp(1,4) superalgebra corresponding to
(¢1,q2) = (1,1) contains IRs of the so(2,3) algebra corresponding to (1,1), (2,1) and
(2,2). Therefore this IR of the osp(1,4) superalgebra should be treated as massive
rather than massless.

At this point the condition that ¢; and ¢, are taken modulo p has not been
explicitly used and, as already mentioned, our considerations are similar to those in
Ref. [108]. Therefore when ¢; > g, modular IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra can be
characterized in the same way as conventional IRs [108, 109]:

e If ¢ > 1 and s # 0 (massive IRs), the osp(1,4) supermultiplets contain four
IRs of the so(2,3) algebra characterized by the values of the mass and spin
(m,s),(m+1,s+1),(m+1,s—1),(m+2,s).
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e Ifg; > 1 and s = 0 (collapsed massive IRs), the osp(1,4) supermultiplets contain
three IRs of the so(2,3) algebra characterized by the values of the mass and spin
(m,s),(m+1,s+1),(m+2,s).

e If o = 1and s = 1,2,...p — 2 (massless IRs) the osp(1,4) supermultiplets
contains two IRs of the so(2,3) algebra characterized by the values of the mass
and spin (2 +s,s),(3+s,s+1).

e Dirac supermultiplet containing two Dirac singletons (see Sec. 8.3).

The first three cases have well-known analogs of IRs of the super-Poincare
algebra (see e.g., Ref. [107]) while there is no super-Poincare analog of the Dirac
supermultiplet.

Since the space of IR of the superalgebra osp(1,4) is a direct sum of spaces
of IRs of the so(2,3) algebra, for modular IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra one can
prove results analogous to those discussed in the preceding sections. In particular,
one modular IR of the osp(1,4) algebra is a modular analog of both standard IRs
of the osp(1,4) superalgebra with positive and negative energies. This implies that
one modular IR of the osp(1,4) superalgebra contains both, a superparticle and its
anti-superparticle.

At the same time, as noted in Sec. 8.2, there are special cases which have
no analogs in standard theory. The above results can be applied to those cases without
any changes. For example, the special singleton characterized by (maqs = 0,5), s # 0
generates a special supersingleton containing IRs of the so(2,3) algebra with (maqs =
0,5), (Mmags = 1,54+1), (mags = 1,s—1) and (mags = 2, s). In particular, when s = 1
then two of those IRs are the Di and Rac singletons. All other special singletons also
generate supersingletons containing more than two IRs of the so(2,3) algebra. Hence
the Dirac supersingleton can be treated as a more fundamental object than other
special supersingletons. For this reason, among supersingletons we will consider only
the case of the Dirac supersingleton. Then we will see below that the decomposition
of the tensor product of the Dirac supersingletons can contain only special IRs of
the osp(1,4) superalgebra with ¢; = 0. In this case we have that djd ey = qieq = 0,
dydyeg = Lyeg = 0 and hence d eq = 0. Since Lydyeq = dieg = 0 and dhydyeq = gaeo,
the vector d,eq is not zero and if eq is the generating vector for the IR of the so(2,3)
algebra with (¢, = 0, ¢2) then dyeq is the generating vector for the IR of the so(2,3)
algebra with (0, ¢, + 1). The IR of the osp(1,4) superalgebra does not contain other
IRs of the so(2,3) algebra since dyd eq = 0 and d,dyeq = (dydy + dody)eg = b7 ey.

By analogy with Sec. 8.3, we use SDim(s) to denote the dimension of the
IR of the osp(1,4) superalgebra in the massless case with the spin s and SDim(qi, ¢2)
to denote the dimension of the IR of the osp(1,4) superalgebra characterized by the
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quantities ¢; and ¢o. Then as follows from the above discussion

SDim(0,q) = Dzm(O @)+ Dim(0,go+1) (gg=1,2,..p—1)
SDim(s) = D ( )+ Dim(s+1) (s=1,2,..p—2)
SDim(1,1) = Dim(1,1) + Dim(2,1) + Dim(2,2) (8.103)

and Dim(p — 1) = Dim(0,1).
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Chapter 9

Dirac singletons as the only true
elementary particles

9.1 Why Dirac singletons are indeed remarkable

As already noted, Dirac singletons have been discovered by Dirac in his paper [106]
titled ” A remarkable representation of the 3 + 2 de Sitter group”. In this section we
argue that in GFQT the Dirac singletons are even more remarkable than in standard
theory. As noted in Sec. 8.2, in the theory over a Galois field there also exist
special singleton-like IRs which have no analogs in standard theory. As argued in
Sec. 8.10, from the point of view of supersymmetry they are less fundamental than
Dirac singletons. For this reason we will not consider such IRs and the term singleton
will always mean the Dirac singleton.

Although theory of elementary particles exists for a rather long period of
time, it has been noted in Sec. 3.2 that there is no commonly accepted definition of
elementary particle in this theory. In the preceding chapters we adopted the definition
that a particle is elementary if it is described by an IR of the symmetry algebra (in
standard theory this IR is implemented by Hermitian operators while in GFQT it is
a representation over a Galois field).

As shown in Sec. 8.2, each IR of the so(2,3) algebra is characterized by
the quantities (g1, g2). Consider a system of two particles such that the IR describing

particle 1 is defined by the numbers (q%l),qél)) and the IR describing particle 2 is

defined by the numbers (qf), qéQ))
the tensor product of the corresponding IRs defined as follows. Let {e!”} and {e§2)}
be the sets of basis vectors for the IRs describing particle 1 and 2, respectively. Then

the basis of the tensor product is formed by the elements e;; = el x 65-2). Let {O,(Cl)}

i

. The representation describing such a system is

and {01(2)} (k,l = 1,2,...10) be the sets of independent representation operators in
the corresponding IRs. Then the set of independent representation operators in the
tensor product is {0 = O,(gl) + O,(f)}. Here it is assumed that the operator with the
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superscript ( j) acts on the elements e,(gj ) in the same way as in the IR j while on the

(J

elements e’ * where j' £ j it acts as the identity operator. For example,

hq ZCij (651) X eg.Q)) = Z Cz‘j[(hgl)egl)) ( ) 4 6(1 (h§2)6§-2))]

iJ 1]

Then the operators {Oy} satisfy the same commutation relations as in Eqgs. (8.9),
(8.13) and (8.14).
It is 1mmed1ately clear from this definition that the tensor product of

IRs characterized by (q1 ,qg ) and (q1 ,qé )), respectively, contains at least the IR

characterized by (g1 = q§ )+ q§ g = qé” + qém). Indeed if e () (j = 1,2) is the
generating vector for IR j then the vector ey = e(()l) X eo ) will satisfy Eq. (8.19). In
turn, states of an elementary particle characterized by (¢, ¢2) can be constructed as

composite states of two elementary particles characterized by (qgl), qé ) and (q1 , qé )),

respectively, if (¢ = ¢i" + ¢{”, g2 = 8" + ¢”).

This poses a question whether the notions of elementary and composite
particles are absolute. For example, as noted in Sec. 8.2, massless particles are
characterized such that ¢; = 1 and in GFQT the quantity ¢, characterizing a massive
particle is such that (¢ = 2,3, ...p—1). Hence a massive particle characterized by ¢ =
n can be constructed as a composite state of n massless particles. In Standard Model
(based on Poincare invariance) only massless particles are treated as elementary.
However, as shown in a seminal paper by Flato and Fronsdal [110] (see also Ref. [111]),
in standard AdS theory each massless IR can be constructed as a tensor product of
two singleton IRs and the authors of Ref. [110] believe that this a truly remarkable
property. On the other hand, since the Rac IR is characterized by ¢; = g2 = 1/2, it can
be constructed as a composite state of two massive IRs characterized by ¢, = g2 = 1/4
where in standard theory 1/4 is understood as a rational number and in GFQT - as
an element of F,. Analogously the Di IR can be constructed as a composite state of
two IRs characterized by (¢1 = 3/4,q2 = 1/4).

In general, it is obvious that in standard theory an IR charactemzed by

(¢1,g2) can be constructed from tensor products of two IRs characterized by (q1 ), qél))

and (¢, ) only if ¢ > (1" + ¢!?) and ¢ > (¢ + ¢{?). Since no interaction
is assumed, a problem arises whether a particle constructed from a tensor product
of other two particles will be stable. In standard theory a particle with the mass m
can be a stable composite state of two particles with the masses m; and ms only if
m < (my + my) and the quantity (mj 4+ my — m)c? is called the binding energy. The
greater the binding energy is the more stable is the composite state with respect to
external interactions.

In view of the above discussion, a particle can be called elementary if it is
not a composite state of other particles in the given theory. If a theory is formulated in
terms of a Fock space, this implies that only those particles are treated as elementary
whose operators (a,a*) are used in the description of the Fock space.
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The authors of Ref. [110] and other works treat singletons as true ele-
mentary particles because their weight diagrams has only a single trajectory (that’s
why the corresponding IRs are called singletons) and in AdS QFT singleton fields
live on the boundary at infinity of the AdS bulk (boundary which has one dimension
less than the bulk). However, in that case one should should answer the following
questions:

e a) Why singletons have not been observed yet.

e b) Why such massless particles as photons and others are stable and their decays
into singletons have not been observed.

There exists a wide literature (see e.g. Ref. [112, 113] and references therein) where
this problem is investigated from the point of view of standard AdS QFT. However,
as noted in Sec. 1.2, the physical meaning of field operators is not clear and products
of local quantized fields at the same points are not well defined.

In addition, the following question arises. Each massless boson (e.g. the
photon) can be constructed as a tensor product of either two Dis or two Racs. Which
of those possibilities (if any) is physically preferable? A natural answer is as follows.
If the theory is supersymmetric then the AdS algebra should be extended to the
superalgebra osp(1,4) which has only one positive energy IR combining Di and Rac
into the Dirac supermultiplet. For the first time, this possibility has been discussed
probably in Refs. [109, 108]. Therefore in standard theory there exists only one Dirac
superparticle and its antiparticle.

As shown in the preceding chapter, in GFQT one IRs describes a particle
and its antiparticle simultaneously and hence in GFQT there exists only one IR
describing the supersingleton. In addition, as shown in Sec. 8.3, while dimensions
of massless IRs are of the order of p* (see Eqs. (8.37-8.39)), the dimensions of the
singleton IRs are of the order of p* (see Eq. (8.35)) and, as follows from Eq. (8.35),
the dimension of the supersingleton IR is p?. These facts can be treated as arguments
that in GFQT the supersingleton can be the only elementary particle. In addition,
in Chap. 10 we argue that, in contrast to standard theory, in GFQT one can give
natural explanations of a) and b).

The chapter is organized as follows. In Sec. 9.3 we discuss in detail how
usual particles and singletons should be discussed in the Poincare and semiclassical
limits of standard theory. In Sec. 9.4 it is shown that, in contrast to standard theory,
the tensor products of singleton IRs in GFQT contain not only massless IRs but
also special IRs, which have no analogs in standard theory. Beginning from Sec.
9.5 we proceed to the supersymmetric case, and the main result of the chapter is
described in Sec. 9.6. Here we explicitly find a complete list of IRs taking part in
the decomposition of the tensor product of two supersingletons. In standard theory
the well-known results are recovered while in GFQT this list also contains special
supersymmetric IRs which have no analogs in standard theory.
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9.2 Tensor product of modular IRs of the sp(2)
algebra

Consider two modular IRs of the sp(2) algebra in spaces H; (j = 1,2). Each IR
is defined by a set of operators (h¥), ald)’ a9 satisfying the commutation relations

(8.1) and by a vector e(()j) such that (see Eq. (8.3))
a(j)/e(()j) =0, hWey= q(()j)e(()j) (9.1)

As follows from the results of the preceding section, the vectors e = (at)" )"l
where k=0,1,..NU and NU) = p — q(()j) form a basis in H;.

The tensor product of such IRs can be defined by analogy with the def-
inition of the tensor product of IRs of the so(2,3) algebra in the preceding section.
The basis of the representation space is formed by the elements e, = e,(g) X 6(2) and
the independent representation operators are (h,a’,a”) such that h = h M 4+ p®),
a =aV +a®" and a” = a™" +a®”. Then the operators (h,a’, a”) satisfy the same
commutation relations as in Eq. (8.1) and hence they implement a representation of
the sp(2) algebra in the space H; X Hy. Our goal is to find a decomposition of this
representation into irreducible components.

It is obvious that the cases when q(()) O or q(()) = 0 are trivial and

therefore we will assume that qO 7é 0 and qo 7é 0. If qo ) and qO are represented by

the numbers (1,2,...p — 1) then we suppose that ¢, (1) > (()2) and consider the vector

k
:Zczk 1><ek, ;) (9.2)

1=

As follows from Eq. (8.4) and the definition of h,

he(k) = (a5 + i + 2k)e(k) (9.3)

Therefore if a’e(k) = 0 then the vector e(k) generates a modular IR with the dimension

Dz’m(q(() ), q((f), k)y=p+1-— (q(()l) q((f) — 2k) where q(() ) q(()2 2k is taken modulo p.

As follows from Egs. (8.5) and (9.2),

= (i, B)[i(gd" +i-1) (el x el )+ (k=) (a5” +h—i—1) (e} xe?, )] (9.4)

i=0
This condition will be satisfied if

(k+1—=i)(q” +k—i)eli — 1,k)

T )

(i=1,..k) (9.5)
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It is clear from this expression that in standard case the possible values of k are
0,1, ...00 while in modular case k = 0, 1, ...k,,q Where k00 = p — q(()l).
It is obvious that at different values of k, the IRs generated by e(k) are

linearly independent and therefore the tensor product of the IRs generated by eél) and
6(()2) contains all the IRs generated by e(k). A question arises whether the latter IRs
give a full decomposition of the tensor product. This is the case when the dimension of
the tensor product equals the sum of dimensions of the IRs generated by e(k). Below
we will be interested in the tensor product of singleton IRs and, as shown in Sec. 8.3,
in that case q(()l) + q(()Q) > p. Therefore q(()l) + q(()Z) +2k € [q(()l) + q(()Q), 2p — q(()l) + q((f)] and
for all values of k, q(()l) + q(()Q) + 2k is in the range (p,2p|. Then, as follows from Eq.
(8.7), the fact that the IRs generated by e(k) give a full decomposition of the tensor
product follows from the relation
p—q5’)

Yo@ptri-g) —a -2k =p+1-g)p+1-a) (9.6)
k=0

9.3 Semiclassical approximation in Poincare limit

The Flato-Fronsdal result [110] poses a fundamental question whether only singletons
can be true elementary particles. In the present work we consider singletons from the
point of view of a quantum theory over a Galois field (GFQT) but the approach is
applicable in standard theory (over the complex numbers) as well. As already noted in
Sec. 8.3, the properties of singletons in standard theory and GFQT are considerably
different. In this chapter and Chap. 10 we argue that in GFQT the singleton physics
is even more interesting than in standard theory. However, since there exists a wide
literature on singleton properties in standard theory, in the present section we discuss
what conclusions can be made about semiclassical approximation and Poincare limit
for singletons in this theory.

The first step is to obtain expressions for matrix elements of representation
operators. Since spin is a pure quantum phenomenon, one might expect that in
semiclassical approximation it suffices to consider the spinless case. Then, as shown
in Sec. 8.2, the quantum number k£ can take only the value &k = 0, the basis vectors
of the IR can be chosen as e(ninon) = (a,”)™ (ay”)"e, (compare with Eq. (8.27))
where (see Eq. (8.5)) e, = (AT1)"¢ey. In the spinless case, ¢1 = ¢a = m/2 and hence
Eqgs. (8.42-8.48) can be rewritten in the form:

hie(ninaon) = [Q + 2nq)e(ningn)  hee(ningn) = [Q + 2nsle(ningn) (9.7)

aie(ningn) = nq[Q + ny — 1]e(ny — 1,n9n) a1”e(ningn) = e(ng + 1, ngn)

aye(ningmn) = no@Q + ne — 1le(ny, ne — 1,n) as”e(ningn) = e(ny,ny + 1,n) (9.8)
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b’ e(ninan) = Q—f (mags +n—3)e(ny +1,ng+1,n—1)+

Q
o 1)26(n1,n2,n+ 1) (9.9)

Ve(ningn) = S=n(maas +n —3)(Q +ny — 1)(Q + np — 1e(ny,ng,n — 1) +

G grelm —Lng —1,n+1) (9.10)
L.e(ningon) = % n(mags +n —3)(Q +ne — L)e(ny + 1,n9,n — 1) +
o= I)Qe(nl,ng I,n+1) (9.11)

L_e(nyngn) = Q—f (maas +n —3)(Q +n1 — e(ny,ng +1,n—1)+
orze(nt — 1z, n+ 1) (9.12)

&D

where Q = Q(n) = maqs/2 + n.
The basis elements e(ninsn) are not normalized to one and in our special
case the results given by Eqgs. (8.29-8.31) can be represented as

le(mnan)|| = F(mnan) = {nl(mass — 2)al(24), 32455 — 1),

n11n2!(m3d5‘ + n)n1 (mgds + n)m}l/Q (913)

By using this expression, Eqs. (9.7-9.12) can be rewritten in terms of the matrix
elements of representation operators with respect to the normalized basis é(nijnsn) =
e(ninan)/F(ningn)'/2.

Each element of the representation space can be written as

T = Z c(nyngn)é(ningn)

ninan

where ¢(ninsn) can be called the wave function in the (ninen) representation. It is

normalized as
Z lc(nyngn)|? = 1

ninan

In standard theory the quantum numbers n; and ny are in the range [0, 00). For
massive and massless particles the quantum number n also is in this range while, as
shown in Sec. 8.2, the only possible values of n for the spinless Rac singleton are
n = 0,1. By using Eqgs. (9.7-9.13), one can obtain the action of the representation
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operator on the wave function ¢(nyngn):

hic(ninam) = [mags/2 + n + 2nq]c(ninan)

haoc(ningn) = [Mmaas/2 + n + 2ns)c(ningn)
aic(ningn) = [(ny 4+ 1)(maas/2 + n 4 n1)]Y?c(ng + 1, n9n)
ay” c(ningn) = [ny(maas/2 +n +ny — 1)]Y2¢(ny — 1,n9n)
dye(ningn) = [(ng + 1)(mags/2 + n + n2)]Y2c(ni, ng + 1,n)
as” c(ningn) = [na(maas/2 +n +ny — 1)]Y2¢(ny, ny — 1,n)

bvc(nann) _ [”(mAds+n?:l)f(xzfx/éi/j-_l-;l)-gnfa—d;)/(;j_?ld;q2/)2+n+n2—1)]1/2C(n1’ N, 1 — 1) +
(sl praen) el = Liny = Ln+1)
Ve(ningn) = [tRrass e Biaas/nt s BERER 12 (ny, mg,m 4 1) +
s i |2 + 1 ma + 1,m = 1)
Le(maman) = [ ety 2] el — 1, ma,m+ 1) 4

no+1 n—3 2 -1
s =] ey my + 1, — 1)

L_c(nyngn) = [nWA&?Z;%Zi;zx;’;‘f/éii?271)]1/ 2¢(ny + 1,n9,n — 1) +

nz(n+1 —2)(m 2+n+n
e e ) el e = L 1) .14

Consider first the case of massive and massless particles. As noted in Sec.
1.3, the contraction to the Poincare invariant case can be performed as follows. If R is
a parameter with the dimension length and the operators P, (i = 0, 1, 2, 3) are defined
as P, = M,4/2R then in the formal limit when R — oo, M,4, — oo but the ratio
M,4/R remains finite, one gets the commutation relations of the Poincare algebra
from the commutation relations of the so(2,3) algebra. Therefore in situations where
Poincare limit is valid with a high accuracy, the operators M,,4 are much greater than
the other operators. The quantum numbers (maqs,n1,n2,n) should be very large
since in the formal limit R — o0, maqs/2R should become the standard Poincare
mass and the quantities (ny/2R, ny/2R, n/2R) should become continuous momentum
variables.

A typical form of the semiclassical wave function is

c(n1,n2,n) = a(ny, ng, n)expli(nipr + naws + ny)|

where the amplitude a(ny,ny,n) has a sharp maximum at semiclassical values of
(n1,n9,n). Since the numbers (ny,ny, n) are very large, when some of them change by
one, the major change of ¢(ny, ny, n) comes from the rapidly oscillating exponent. As
a consequence, in semiclassical approximation each representation operator becomes
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the operator of multiplication by a function and, as follows from Egs. (8.15,9.14)

Mos = mags +2(ng +no+n) My =2(ny — no)

Mg = 2[ny(mags/2 + 1 +ny) ] singy — 2[ng(maas/2 + n + na)|"?sing,
Moy = 2[n1(mags/2 +n+n1)]2cospr + 2[na(mags /2 + n + no)]2cosp,
My = —2[n1(mags /2 +n +ny)]Y2cospr + 2[na(maas/2 +n + ny)|2cosps
May = 2[ny(mags/2 + n +ny)] 2 singy + 2[ng(maas/2 + n + na)|"2sing,
Moy = o In(mags-tm)]'/2 {[n1(mags/2 +n 4+ n2)]"%cos(p — 1) +

mags/2+n
[n2(Mads /2 + 1 +n1)]cos(o — a)}
Moy = A0 (02 4 14 ) P — ) —
[n2(maas/2 + n + n1)|Y2sin(p — a)}

mags/2+n
Msy = QM{[(mAdS/Q +n 4 ny)(Mags/2 +n + no)]2cosp +

mags/2+n
(n1n2)l/2005(90 — 1 —p2)}
{[(mAdS/Z +n 4+ nl)(mAds/Q +n 4+ n2)]1/28imp —

("1”2)1/25i"(¢7 — 1 —@2)} (9.15)

Myy = —2lnlmasstnl 72

mags/2+n

We now consider what restrictions follow from the fact that in Poincare
limit the operators M, (1 = 0,1,2,3) should be much greater than the other oper-
ators. The first conclusion is that, as follows from the first expression in Eq. (9.15),
the quantum numbers n; and ny should be such that |n; —ns| < ny, ny. Therefore in
the main approximation in 1/R we have that n; &~ ns. Then it follows from the last
expression that sing should be of the order of 1/R and hence ¢ ahould be close either
to zero or to m. Then it follows from the last four expressions in Eq. (9.15) that the
operators M, will be indeed much greater than the other operators if vy = ™ — ¢4
and in the main approximation in 1/R

Moy = mags +2(2n1 +n), My = —4[ny(mags/2 +n +ny)]"%cosp,
My = 4[n1(maas/2 +n +n1)|Y2sing;,  Msy = £2[n(mags +n)]Y?  (9.16)

where Mj, is positive if ¢ is close to zero and negative if ¢ is close to w. In this
approximation we have that Mg, — 3> M? = m?,¢ which ensures that in Poincare
limit we have the correct relation between the energy and momentum.

Consider now the case of the spinless Rac singleton. Then m 445 = 1 and
the quantity n can take only the values 0 and 1. Since the expressions in Eq. (9.14)
are exact, we can use them in the given case as well. However, since the quantum
number n cannot be large, we now cannot consider the n dependence of the wave
function in semiclassical approximation. At the same time, if the numbers (nq,ns)
are very large, the dependence of the wave function on (nq, ns) still can be considered
in this approximation assuming that the wave function contains the rapidly oscillating
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exponent expli(nip + nows)|. Hence Eq. (9.15) remains valid but for calculating the
operators M,3 (a = 0,1,2,4) one can use the fact that, as follows from Eq. (9.14)

b c(ni,ng,n) = 2(”177/2)1/2{0(”1, N2, 0)0n1 + exp[—i(p1 + @2)|c(ni, ng, 1)6n0}
Ve(ng,ng,n) = 2(”177/2)1/2{0(”1, N2, 1)0no + expli(1 + 2)]c(ni, ng, 0)dn1 }
Lic(ny,ng,n) = 2(ning)?{exp(—ip:)c(ni, ng, 1)d,0 + exp(ips)c(ny, na, 0)6,1
L_c(ny,ng,n) = 2(ning)?{exp(ip1)c(ny, ng, 0)8,1 +
exp(—ips)c(ny, ng, 1)dy0} (9.17)

where 0 is the Kronecker symbol. Then the mean values of these operators can be
written as

< b’ >= Alexp(iv) + exp[—i(p + 1 + @2)]}, <V >=<b” >*
< Ly >= A{exp[—i(o + ¢1)] + expli(p + ¢2)]}, < L_ >=< Ly >* (9.18)

where

Z 2(ning)'e(ni, na, 1)*c(ny, na, 0) = Aeap(iv)

ni,n2
and we use * to denote the complex conjugation. By analogy with the above discus-
sion, we conclude that the Poincare limit exists only if ¢y ~ m — ¢; and ¢ is close
either to zero or m. Then

Moy =~ 4ny, My =~ —4nicos(p1), Moy = dnysin(pr) (9.19)

and the mean value of the operator Mjs, is much less than My, and Moy.

Consider now the case of the Di singleton. It is characterized by ¢; = 3/2,
¢2 = 1/2. Then, as shown in the preceding sections, s = 1, the quantum number n
can take only the value n = 0 and the quantum number k£ can take only the values
k = 0,1. We denote ¢y = e(n = 0,k = 0) and e; = e(n = 0,k = 1). Then, as
shown in the preceding section, e; = L_ejy and the basis of the IR in standard theory
consists of elements ey(ny,ny) = (a;”)™ (ag”)"?ey and e1(ny,n2) = (a1”)" (az”)"e;
(n1,ne = 0,1, ...00).

As explained in Sec. 8.3, e(n = 1,k = 0) should be defined as [b”(h; —
1) —ay"L_]eg and e(n = 1,k = 1) should be defined as [b”(he — 1) — as” L ]e;. Since
in the case of the Di singleton e(n = 1,k =0) =e(n =1,k =1) =0, it follows from
Eq. (8.12) that

L+€0 = L,61 = O, L,GO = €1 L+61 = €p, b”@o = a1”61, b”@l = &2”60 (920)
Now it follows from Eq. (8.14) that

b’ eo(ni,ng) = e1(ny + 1,n2), b’e1(ny,na) = ep(ny,na + 1)
beg(ni,ne) = (ng + 1)ngey(ny,na — 1), Vei(ng,ny) =ni(na + 1)eg(ng — 1, ng)
Lieg(ny,ng) = nger(ng + 1,ny — 1),  Liej(ng,ng) = (ng + 1)eg(ng, no)
L_eg(ny,n2) = (nq + L)er(ni,ng), L_ei(ni,ng) =nieg(ng — 1,no + 1) (9.21)
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As follows from Egs. (8.8) and (8.12)
H@o(nl, ng)H = (n1 + 1)'77,2'(712 + 1)1/2, Hel(nl, ng)H =N (n2+ 1) (n1 + 1)1/2 (9 22)

Hence one can define the normalized basis elements €;(ny,n2) (7 = 0,1) and any
element in the representation space can be written as x = Z;:O c;(n1,n2)€;(ny, na).
By analogy with the above discussion, one can show that a necessary condition for
the Poincare limit in semiclassical approximation is that the quantities (nq,ny) are
very large, n; & ng, the functions ¢;(ny,ne) contain a rapidly oscillating exponents
expli(nipr + naws)] and ps &~ ™ — ¢1. In this approximation one can obtain the
results given by Eq. (9.15) while calculating the operators M,3 (a = 0,1,2,4) can be
performed as follows.

One can represent the wave function as (co(ny,ns2), ci(n1,n2)) and then,
as follows from Egs. (9.21) and (9.22)

b (co(ny,n2), c1(ny, ng)) = ny(exp(—ip)ci(ng, ne), exp(—ips)co(ny, na))
b'(co(ni,ng), c1(ng, ng)) ~ nl(exp(wg)cl(nl, ng), exp(ipi)co(ny, na))
L (co(n1,m2), c1(na, n2)) ~ niexp[—i(pr — pa)lei(ni, na), co(na, n2))

(

L_(co(ni,n9),c1(ny,n2)) = ny(er(ng, ng), exp[z ©1 — pa2)]co(ng, na))  (9.23)

Now it follows from Eqs. (8.15) and (9.23) that the mean values of the operators M3
are given by

< M3y >~ 2A[cos(p — p1) + cos( + pa)]

< M3y >~ 2A[sin(p — 1) — sin(p + p3)]
< Moy >~ 2A[cos(p — @1 + ¢2) + cosy)
]

< M3 >~ 2A[sin(p — @1 + @2) — sing (9.24)

where

Z nici(ni, n2) co(ni, ne) = Aexp(ip)

ning
If oo =~ m—; then it is easy to see that the Poincare limit for < Ms3 > and < M3, >
exists if ¢ ~ @1 or ¢ = ¢; + m. In that case the Poincare limit for < M34 > and
< Msy > exists as well and < M3, > disappears in the main approximation.

We have shown that if the operators My, are defined by Eq. (8.15) then

in Poincare limit the z component of the momentum is negligible for both, the Di
and Rac singletons. This result could be expected from Eq. (9.16) since for them
neither ma4s nor n can be large numbers. As noted in the remark after Eq. (8.15),
the definition (8.15) is not unique and, in particular, any definition obtained from
Eq. (8.15) by cyclic permutation of the indices (1,2, 3) is valid as well. Therefore we
conclude that in standard theory, the Di and Rac singletons have the property that
in the Poincare limit they are characterized by two independent components of the
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momentum, not three as usual particles. This is a consequence of the fact that for
singletons only the quantum numbers n; and n, can be very large.

The properties of singletons in Poincare limit have been discussed by sev-
eral authors, and their conclusions are not in agreement with each other (a detailed
list of references can be found e.g. in Refs. [112, 113]). In particular, there are state-
ments that the Poincare limit for singletons does not exist or that in this limit all the
components of the four-momentum become zero. The above consideration shows that
Poincare limit for singletons can be investigated in full analogy with Poincare limit
for usual particles. In particular, the statement that the singleton energy in Poincare
limit becomes zero is not in agreement with the fact that each massless particle (for
which the energy in Poincare limit is not zero) can be represented as a composite
state of two singletons. The fact that the standard singleton momentum can have
only two independent components does not contradict the fact that the momentum
of a massless particle has three independent components since, as noted above, the
independent momentum components of two singletons can be in different planes.

9.4 Tensor products of singleton IRs

We now return to the presentation when the properties of singletons in standard
and modular approaches are discussed in parallel. The tensor products of singleton
IRs have been defined in Sec. 9.1. If @) (n¥ n{) nG k) (j = 1,2) are the basis
elements of the IR for singleton j then the basis elements in the representation space
of the tensor product can be chosen as

e(ngl), ngl), nW W, n§2), n§2), n®, k(2)) = e(l)(ngl), ngl), n®, k(l)) 5
e@(n? n? n® k@) (9.25)

In the case of the tensor product of singleton IRs of different types, we assume that
singleton 1 is Di and singleton 2 is Rac.
Consider a vector

q

e(q) =Y _ (i, 0)e™(i,0,0,0) x e (g —4,0,0,0) (9.26)

=0

where the coefficients ¢(i,q) are given by Eq. (9.5) such that the q(()j) should be
replaced by ¢ (j = 1,2). Since h§’eW(4,0,0,0) = ((p+1)/2)e¥(i,0,0,0) (j = 1,2)
then the vector e(q) is the eigenvector of the operator hy = hgl) + th) with the
eigenvalue g2 = 1 and satisfies the condition aje(q) = 0 where af, = agl)/ + af)l.
As follows from the results of Sec. 9.2, e(q) is the eigenvector of the operator h; =
hgl) +h§2) with the eigenvalue ¢; = qgl) +q§2) +2¢ and satisfies the condition aje(q) = 0

where a] = agl)/ + a§2),. It is obvious that the value of ¢; equals 3 + 2¢q for the tensor
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product Di x Di, 2 4+ 2q for the tensor product Di x Rac and 1+ 2q for the tensor
product Rac X Rac.
As follows from Eqs. (8.14) and (8.27), in the case of IRs

b/e(n1n2nk) — [(aln)nl (&277)1126/ 4 nl(&ln)mfl(aQw)ngLJr +
n2(a177)n1 (CLQ”)HQ_IL_ + n1n2(a177)nl—l(GQﬂ)ng—lbn]e(O, 07 n, k’)
Lye(ninonk) = [(a1”)™ (a2”)™ Ly + ny(a1™)™ (ag” )™ 167]e(0,0,n, k) (9.27)

Therefore, e(q) satisfies the conditions b'e(q) = Lie(q) = 0 where &' = b + 52" and
L, = L(j) —|—Lf). Hence, e(q) is an analog of the vector ey in Eq. (8.19) and generates
an IR corresponding to the quantum numbers (¢q, g2 = 1).

We conclude that the tensor product of singleton IRs contains massless

IRs corresponding to ¢; = qgl) +q£2) +2q. As follows from the results of Sect. 9.2 (see

the remark after Eq. (9.5)), ¢ can take the values 0, 1, ..., p—qgl). Therefore Rac x Rac
contains massless IRs with s = 0,2,4, ..., (p— 1), Di X Rac contains massless IRs with
s =1,3,5,..(p — 2) and Di x Di contains massless IRs with s = 2,4, ...(p — 1). In
addition, as noted in Ref. [110], Di x Di contains a spinless massive IR corresponding
to ¢1 = g2 = 2. This question will be discussed in Sec. 9.6

Our next goal is to investigate whether or not all those IRs give a complete
decomposition of the corresponding tensor products. For example, as follows from Eq.
(8.35), for the product Rac x Rac this would be the case if the sum Z,(f:_ol)/Q Dim(2k)
equals (p? +1)?/4 = p*/4 + O(p?). However, as follows from Egs. (8.37) and (8.39),
this sum can be easily estimated as 11p?/48 + O(p?®) and hence, in contrast to the
Flato-Fronsdal result in standard theory, in the modular case the decomposition of
Rac x Rac contains not only massles IRs. Analogously, the sum of dimensions of
massless IRs entering into the decompositions of Di x Rac and Di x D1 also can
be easily estimated as 11p*/48 + O(p?) what is less than p*/4 + O(p?). The reason
is that in the modular case the decompositions of the tensor products of singletons
contain not only massles IRs but also special IRs. We will not investigate the modular
analog of the Flato-Fronsdal theorem [110] but concentrate our efforts on finding a
full solution of the problem in the supersymmetric case.

9.5 Supersingleton IR

In this section we consider the supersingleton IR exclusively in terms of the fermionic
operators without decomposing the IR into the Di and Rac IRs. As a preparatory step,
we first consider IRs of a simple superalgebra generated by two fermionic operators
(d',d”) and one bosonic operator h such that

h=A{d.d'}, [hd]=-d, [hd]=d (9.28)

Here the first expression shows that, by analogy with the osp(1,4) superalgebra, the
relations (9.28) can be formulated only in terms of the fermionic operators.
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Consider an IR of the algebra (9.28) generated by a vector ey such that
d/eo = O, d/d” €0 = {o€o (929)

and define e, = (d”)"ey. Then d'e, = a(n)e,_; where, as follows from Eq. (9.29),
a(0) =0, a(l) =gy and a(n) = go+n—1—a(n—1). It is easy to prove by induction

that
1

() = 3l — 3)[1 — (~1)"] +n) (930

The maximum possible value of n can be found from the condition that a(n,a.) #
0, a(Nmae +1) = 0. In the special case of the supersingleton, we will be interested in
the case when ¢o = (p+1)2. Then, as follows from Eq. (9.30), a(n) = n/2. Therefore
Nmaz = P — 1 and the dimension of the IR is p. In the general case, if ¢y # 0 then
a(n) =0if n =2p+ 1 — 2¢p and the dimension of the IR is D(qo) = 2p + 1 — 2qp.

Consider now the supersingleton IR. Let x = (d;dy, — dyd;)ey. Then,
as follows from Eq. (8.93), djz = (2¢1 — 1)dyeq and dyx = (1 — 2¢9)dyeo. Since
¢ = ¢ = (p+1)/2 we have that djx = dyx = 0 and therefore x = 0. Hence the
actions of the operators d; and d, on ey commute with each other. If n is even then
dy(dy)"eq = (dy)"d eq as a consequence of Eq. (8.93) and if n is odd then d;(d,)"eq =
(dy)" tdydyeq = (dy)"d ey in view of the fact that x = 0. Analogously one can prove
that d,(d;)"eq = (d;)"dyeq. We now can prove that d,(dy)"(d;)* ey = (dy)™(d;)* eg.
Indeed, if n is even, this is obvious while if n is odd then

dy(dy)" (dy)" e = (dy)" ™ dydy(dy) eo = (dy)" " (dy)*dyen = (dy)"(d))" ey
and analogously dy(d;)"(dy)*eq = (d;)"(dy)*eg. Therefore the supersingleton IR
is distinguished among other IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra by the fact that the
operators d; and d, commute in the representation space of this IR. Hence the basis
of the representation space can be chosen in the form e(nk) = (d,)"(d;)*ep. As a
consequence of the above consideration, n,k = 0,1,...p — 1 and the dimension of the
IR is p? in agreement with Eq. (8.35).

The above results can be immediately generalized to the case of higher
dimensions. Consider a superalgebra defined by the set of operators (d;-, d;”) where
j =1,2,...J and, by analogy with Eq. (8.93), any triplet of the operators (A, B, C)
satisfies the commutation-anticommutation relation

[A,{B,CY] = F(A, B)C + F(A,C)B (9.31)

where the form F(A, B) is skew symmetric, F(d}, d;”) =1 (j = 1,2,...J) and the
other independent values of F'(A, B) are equal to zero. The higher-dimensional ana-
log of the supersingleton IR can now be defined such that the representation space
contains a vector eq satisfying the conditions

d;-@O = 0, d;-df’eO = 1/2 (] = 1, 2, J) (932)
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The basis of the representation space can be chosen in the form e(ny,ng,..n;) =
(dy)™(dy)"2 -+ (d;)" €. In full analogy with the above consideration one can show
that the operators (dy”, ...d;”) mutually commute on the representation space. As a
consequence, in the modular case each of the numbers n; (j = 1,2, ....J) can take the
values 0, 1,...p — 1 and the dimension of the IR is p’. The fact that singleton physics
can be directly generalized to the case of higher dimensions has been indicated by
several authors (see e.g. Ref. [112] and references therein).

9.6 Tensor product of supersingleton IRs

We first consider the tensor product of IRs of the superalgebra (9.28) with ¢y =
(p+ 1)/2. The representation space of the tensor product consists of all linear com-
binations of elements z(!) x z(®) where zU) is an element of the representation space
for the IR j (j = 1,2). The representation operators of the tensor product are linear
combinations of the operators (d’,d”) where d' = dV' 4 d®" and d” = dV" + d®
Here dY' and d9)” mean the operators acting in the representation spaces of IRs 1
and 2, respectively. In contrast to the case of tensor products of IRs of the sp(2) and
s0(2,3) algebras, we now require that if d"Y) is some of the d-operators for the IR j then
the operators d") and d® anticommute rather than commute, i.e. {d®" d®} = 0
Then it is obvious that the independent operators defining the tensor product satisfy
Eq. (9.28).

Let e(()j ) be the generating vector for IR j and el(-j = (d(j)”)ie(()j ). Consider
the following element of the representation space of the tensor product

=3 ci)(e x ) (9.33)

=0

where ¢(i) is some function. This element will be the generating vector of the IR
of the superalgebra (9.28) if d’e(q) = 0. As follows from the above results and Eq.
(9.33)

k
D) = 3 Dl x o) + 5 S k= Deli)(el” x ) (9.3

Therefore d’'e(k) = 0 is satisfied if £ = 0 or

k—1

. o . Z+1 . .: o
cli+1)=(-1) i—i—lc(l)’ i=0,1,..k—1 (9.35)

when k # 0. As follows from this expression, if ¢(0) = 1 then

i(i41)

c(i)=(-1)"= C;} (9.36)



where Cf = k!/il(k — i)! is the binomial coefficient. As follows from Eq. (9.30), the
possible values of k are 0,1,...p — 1 and, as follows from Eq. (9.33), he(k) = qoe(k)
where qo = 1 + k. The fact that the tensor product is fully decomposable into IRs
with the different values of k follows from the relation >-" | D(qo) = p*.

The tensor product of the supersingleton IRs can be constructed as follows.
The representation space of the tensor product consists of all linear combinations
of elements (1 x 2® where U is an element of the representation space for the
supersingleton j (7 = 1,2). The fermionic operators of the representation are linear
combinations of the operators (d}, dj, d;”, ds”) where d} = dgl), —i—df)/ and analogously
for the other operators. Here d,(cj )" and d,(j Y (k = 1,2) mean the operators dj and d”
acting in the representation spaces of supersingletons 1 and 2, respectively. We also
assume that if d¥) is some of the d-operators for supersingleton j then {d®,d®} = 0.
Then all the d-operators of the tensor product satisfy Eq. (8.93) and the action of
the bosonic operators in the tensor product can be defined by Eq. (8.94).

Let e((]j ) be the generating vector for supersingleton j (see Eq. (8.96)) and
e = eél) X e((f). Consider the following element of the representation space of the

tensor product:

k1 ko

iGi+1) | §(+1) 1 i .

x(k17k2):§ § (_1)[ 2 +JJ2 JFli]Cle]Jw
i—0 =0

(@Y (@Y (@S Y (dS Ve ey (ki ks = 0,1,.p— 1) (9.37)

By using Eq. (8.93) and the results of this section, one can explicitly verify that all
the x(ky, ko) are the nonzero vectors and

dix(ky, ko) = dyx(ky, ko) = 0, dydyz(ky, ko) = 2(ky + 1,ky — 1) (9.38)

Since the eéj) (7 = 1,2) are the generating vectors of the IRs of the osp(1,4)
superalgebra with (¢1,q2) = ((p +1)/2,(p + 1)/2), it follows from Eq. (8.95) that
x(k1, ko) is the generating vector of the IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra with (¢1, ¢2) =
(14 ki, 1+ ky) if dyd,z(ky, ky) = 0. Therefore, as follows from Eq. (9.38), this is the
case if ko = 0. Hence the tensor product of the supersingleton IRs contains IRs of the
osp(1,4) algebra corresponding to (q1,q2) = (1 + k1,1) (k1 =0,1,...p — 1). As noted
in Sect. 8.10, the case (0,1) can be treated either as the massless IR with s = p — 1
or as the special massive IR; the case (1,1) can be treated as the massive IR of the
osp(1,4) superalgebra and the cases when k; = 1,...p — 2 can be treated as massless
IRs with s = k.

The results of standard theory follow from the above results in the formal
limit p — oo. Therefore in standard theory the decomposition of tensor product
of supersingletons contains the IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra corresponding to
(¢1,q2) = (1,1), (2,1),...(0c0, 1) in agreement with the results obtained by Flato and
Fronsdal [110] and Heidenreich [111].
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As noted in Sect. 9.4, the Flato-Fronsdal result for the tensor product
Di x D1 is that it also contains a massive IR corresponding to ¢; = ¢2 = 2. In terms

of the fermionic operators this result can be obtained as follows. If y = (dﬁ”” de)” -
dgl)” de)”)eo then, as follows from Eqs. (8.93) and (8.94),
/ ]_ ” / ]_ ” / 1 ”
Ay =P d e, Py =P e, iy = P
/ P + 1 ”
dg) y=7-" dgl) co, Mmy=hy=2y, Lyy=L_y=0 (9-39)

Since a; = (d)? for j = 1,2 (see Eq. (8.94)), it follows from these expressions that
aly = aby = 0, i.e. y indeed is the generating vector for the IR of the so(2,3) algebra
characterized by ¢ = ¢o = 2. However, y is not a generating vector for any IR of the
osp(1,4) superalgebra since it does not satisfy the condition djy = dhy = 0.

The vector z(ky, k2) defined by Eq. (9.37) becomes the null vector when
ki = p. Indeed, since C} = ky!/[il(ky — 9)!], the sum over i in Eq. (9.37) does
not contain terms with ¢ # 0 and i # p. At the same time, if i = 0 or ¢ = p
the corresponding terms are also the null vectors since, as follows from the results
of the preceding section, (d})Peyp = (dy)Pey = 0. It is obvious that this result is
valid only in the modular case and does not have an analog in standard theory.
Therefore, as follows from Eq. (9.38), the decomposition of the tensor products of
two supersingletons also contains IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra characterized by
(¢1,92) = (0,0), (0,1), (0,2),...(0,p — 1).

We have shown that the decomposition of the tensor products of two su-
persingletons contains IRs of the osp(1,4) superalgebra characterized by the following
values of (q1, ¢2):

(0,0), (0,1), (0,2),...(0,p— 1), (1,1), (2,1),...(p — 1,1)

The question arises whether this set of IRs is complete, i.e. the decomposition of
the tensor products of two supersingletons does not contain other IRs of the osp(1,4)
superalgebra. Since the dimension of the supersigleton IR is p* (see the preceding
section), this is the case if

p—1 p—1
> " SDim(0,k) + Y~ SDim(1, k) = p* (9.40)
k=0 k=1

It is obvious that SDim(0,0) = 1 since the IR characterized by (q1,¢2) = (0,0) is
such that all the representation operators acting on the generating vector give zero.
Therefore, as follows from Eq. (8.103), the condition (9.40) can be rewritten as

p—2 p—1
2+ Dim(0) + Dim(2,2) + 2> Dim(s) +2 > Dim(0,qs) = p* (9.41)
s=1 g2=1
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since Dim(1,1) = Dim(0). The expressions for Dim(s) and Dim(0,qz) are given
in Eqgs. (8.37-8.40) and hence the only quantity which remains to be calculated is
Dim(2,2).

The IR of the so(2,3) algebra characterized by (q1,¢2) = (2,2) is the
massive IR with msqs = 4 and s = 0. Therefore, as follows from the results of
Sect. 8.2, the quantity k in Eq. (4.4) can take only the value & = 0 and the quantity
n can take the values 0,1, ...n,,,. Where n,,,. = p — 2. Hence, as follows from Eqgs.
(8.7) and (8.28)

-2

Dim(2,2) = Y (p—1~n)* = plp— 1)(2p 1) (9.42)

=

S
I
o

The validity of Eq. (9.41) now follows from Eqs. (8.37-8.40,9.42).

The main result of this chapter can now be formulated as follows:

In a quantum theory over a Galois field, the tensor product of two Dirac
supersingletons is fully decomposable into the following IRs of the osp(1,4) superalge-
bra:

e Massive IR characterized by (¢1 = 1,q2 = 1)
e Massless IRs characterized by (1 =2,..p—1,q2 = 1)
e Special IRs characterized by (g1 = 0,92 =0,1,..p — 1)

and the multiplicity of each IR in the decomposition is equal to one.
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Chapter 10

Discussion and conclusion

In Secs. 1.1 and 6.1 we argue that the main reason of crisis in physics is that nature,
which is fundamentally discrete, is described by continuous mathematics. Moreover,
no ultimate physical theory can be based on continuous mathematics because it is
not self-consistent (as a consequence of Godel’s incompleteness theorems). In the
first part of the work we discuss inconsistencies in standard approach to quantum
theory and then we reformulate the theory such that it can be naturally generalized
to a formulation based on discrete mathematics. In this chapter we discuss the
main results of the present work in position operator, cosmological constant problem,
gravity and particle theory.

10.1 Position operator and wave packet spreading

In standard physics education the position operator is typically discussed only in non-
relativistic quantum mechanics. Here it is postulated that coordinate and momentum
representations are related to each other by the Fourier transform and this leads to
famous uncertainty relations. This postulate has been accepted from the beginning
of quantum theory by analogy with classical electrodynamics. We argue that the
postulate is based neither on strong theoretical arguments nor on experimental data.

In relativistic quantum theory local fields are discussed but typically in
standard textbooks the argument x of those fields is not associated with any position
operator (in spite of the principle of quantum theory that any physical quantity can
be discussed only in conjunction with the operator of this quantity). Probably one of
the reasons is that local quantum fields do not have a probabilistic interpretation and
play only an auxiliary role for constructing the S-matrix in momentum space. When
this construction is accomplished the theory does not contain space-time anymore
in the spirit of the Heisenberg S-matrix program that in quantum theory one can
descibe only transitions of states from the infinite past when t — —oo to the distant
future when ¢t — 400. As a consequence, many physicists believe that the position
operators is meaningful only in nonrelativistic theory while in relativistic theory no
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position operator is needed.

However, relativistic position operator is needed in many problems. For
example, when we consider how photons created on distant objects move to Earth
we should know where those photons have been created (on Sun, Sirius or other
objects), what is the (approximate) trajectory of those photons etc. Meanwhile many
quantum physicists are not aware of the fact that relativistic position operator has
been intensively discussed in papers by Newton and Wigner, Pryce, Hawton and
other authors. By analogy with nonrelativistic quantum mechanics, in those papers
the position and momentum operators are also related to each other by the Fourier
transform.

Immediately after creation of quantum theory it has been realized that
an inevitable consequence of the fact that the position and momentum operators are
related to each other by the Fourier transform is the effect of wave packing spreading
(WPS). Several well-known physicists (e.g. de Broglie) treated this fact as unaccept-
able and proposed alternative approaches to quantum theory. At the same time, it
has not been shown that numerical results on WPS contradict experimental data. For
example, it is known that for macroscopic bodies the effect of WPS is negligible and
it is probably believed that in experiments on the Earth with atoms and elementary
particles spreading does not have enough time to manifest itself.

However, it seems rather strange that no one has posed a problem of what
happens to photons from distant stars which can travel to Earth even for billions
of years. As shown in Chap. 2, the results for WPS calculated in standard theory
are such that this effect is very important even for close stars and planets. As a
consequence, in standard theory we have several striking paradoxes discussed in Chap.
2.

We propose a consistent construction of the position operator where the
position and momentum operators are not related to each other by the Fourier trans-
form. Then the effect of WPS in directions perpendicular to the particle momentum
is absent and the paradoxes are resolved. Different components of the new position
operator do not commute with each other and, as a consequence, there is no wave
function in coordinate representation.

Our results give a strong arguments that the notion of space-time is pure
classical and does not exist on quantum level. Hence fundamental quantum theory
should not be based on Lagrangians and quantum field in coordinate representation.

10.2 Cosmological constant problem

As noted in Sect. 1.5, one of the main ideas of this work is that gravity might be
not an interaction but simply a manifestation of de Sitter symmetry over a Galois
field. This is obviously not in the spirit of mainstream approaches that gravity is
a manifestation of the graviton exchange or holographic principle. Our approach
does not involve General Relativity, quantum field theory (QFT), string theory, loop
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quantum gravity or other sophisticated theories. We consider only systems of free
bodies in de Sitter invariant quantum mechanics.

Then the fact that we observe the cosmological repulsion is a strong argu-
ment that the de Sitter (dS) symmetry is a more pertinent symmetry than Poincare
or anti de Sitter (AdS) ones. As shown in Refs. [37, 17] and in the present work, the
phenomenon of the cosmological repulsion can be easily understood by considering
semiclassical approximation in standard dS invariant quantum mechanics of two free
bodies. In the framework of this consideration it becomes immediately clear that the
cosmological constant problem does not exist and there is no need to involve empty
space-time background, dark energy or other artificial notions. This phenomenon
can be easily explained by using only standard quantum-mechanical notions without
involving dS space, metric, connections or other notions of Riemannian geometry.

One might wonder why such a simple explanation has not been widely
discussed in the literature. According to our observations, this is a manifestation
of the fact that even physicists working on dS QFT are not familiar with basic facts
about irreducible representations (IRs) of the dS algebra. It is difficult to imagine how
standard Poincare invariant quantum theory can be constructed without involving
well-known results on IRs of the Poincare algebra. Therefore it is reasonable to think
that when Poincare invariance is replaced by dS one, IRs of the Poincare algebra
should be replaced by IRs of the dS algebra. However, physicists working on QFT
in curved space-time believe that fields are more fundamental than particles and
therefore there is no need to involve IRs.

10.3 Gravity

The mainstream approach to gravity is such that gravity is the fourth (and probably
the last) interaction which should be unified with electromagnetic, weak and strong
interactions. While the electromagnetic interaction is a manifestation of the photon
exchange, the weak interaction is a manifestation of the W and Z boson exchange and
the strong interaction is a manifestation of the gluon exchange, gravity is supposed
to be a manifestation of the graviton exchange. However, the notion of the exchange
by virtual particles is taken from particle theory while gravity is known only at
macroscopic level. Hence thinking that gravity can be explained by mechanisms
analogous to those in particle theory is a great extrapolation.

There are several theoretical arguments in favor of the graviton exchange.
In particular, in the nonrelativistic approximation Feynman diagrams for the graviton
exchange can recover the Newton gravitational law by analogy with how Feynman
diagrams for the photon exchange can recover the Coulomb law. However, the Newton
gravitational law is known only on macroscopic level and, as noted in Sec. 2.1, the
conclusion that the photon exchange reproduces the Coulomb law can be made only
if one assumes that coordinate and momentum representations are related to each
other by the Fourier transform. As discussed in Chaps. 1 and 2, on quantum level
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the coordinates are not needed and, as shown in Chap. 2, standard position operator
contradicts experiments. In addition, as noted in Sec. 2.1, even on classical level the
Coulomb law for pointlike electric charges has not been verified with a high accuracy.
So on macroscopic level the validity of the Newton gravitation law has been verified
with a much greater confidence than the Coulomb law. In view of these remarks, the
argument that in quantum theory the Newton gravitational law should be obtained
by analogy with the Coulomb law is not convincing.

The existence of gravitons can also be expected from the fact that GR
(which is a classical theory) predicts the existence of gravitational waves and that from
the point of view of quantum theory each classical wave should consist of particles.
However, in spite of the fact that powerful facilities have been built for detecting
gravitational waves, no unambiguous detections have been reported yet. In addition,
as discussed in Sec. 5.8, the statement that the data on binary pulsars can be treated
as an indirect confirmation of the existence of gravitational waves is strongly model
dependent.

It has been also noted in Sec. 5.8 that any quantum theory of gravity
can be tested only on macroscopic level. Hence, the problem is not only to construct
quantum theory of gravity but also to understand a correct structure of the position
operator on macroscopic level. However, in the literature the latter problem is not
discussed because it is tacitly assumed that the position operator on macroscopic level
is the same as in standard quantum theory. This is an additional great extrapolation
which should be substantiated.

On the other hand, efforts to construct quantum theory of gravity have not
been successful yet. Mainstream theories are based on the assumption that G is a fun-
damental constant while, as argued throughout this work, there are no solid reasons
to think so. The assumption that G is a fundamental constant has been also adopted
in GR. However, as discussed in Sec. 5.8, the existing results on non-Newtonian
gravitational experiments cannot be treated as an unambiguous confirmation of GR.

In recent years a number of works has appeared where the authors treat
gravity not as a fundamental interaction but as an emergent phenomenon. We be-
lieve that until the nature of gravity has been unambiguously understood, different
approaches to gravity should be investigated. In the present work we consider grav-
ity as a pure kinematical manifestation of quantum dS symmetry in semiclassical
approximation.

In contrast to IRs of the Poincare and AdS algebras, in IRs of the dS
algebra the particle mass is not the lowest eigenvalue of the dS Hamiltonian which
has the spectrum in the range (—o00,00). As a consequence, the free mass operator
of the two-particle system is not bounded below by (m + msy) where m; and ms, are
the particle masses. The discussion in Secs. 3.6 and 5.1 shows that this property by
no means implies that the theory is unphysical.

Since in Poincare and AdS invariant theories the spectrum of the free mass
operator is bounded below by (m; + my), in these theories it is impossible to obtain
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the correction —Gmimsy/r to the mean value of this operator. However, in dS theory
there is no law prohibiting such a correction. It is not a problem to indicate internal
two-body wave functions for which the mean value of the mass operator contains
—Gmymgy/r with possible post-Newtonian corrections. The problem is to show that
such wave functions are semiclassical with a high accuracy. As shown in Chaps. 3
and 5, in semiclassical approximation any correction to the standard mean value of
the mass operator is negative and proportional to the energies of the particles. In
particular, in the nonrelativistic approximation it is proportional to myms.

Our consideration in Chap. 5 gives additional arguments (to those posed
in Chap. 2) that standard distance operator should be modified since a problem
arises whether it is physical at macroscopic distances. In Chap. 5 we argue that it is
not and propose a modification of the distance operator which has correct properties
and gives for mean values of the free two-body mass operators the results compatible
with Newton’s gravity if the width of the de Sitter momentum distribution for a
macroscopic body is inversely proportional to its mass. It has been also shown in Sec.
5.7 that for all known gravitational experiments, classical equations of motion can be
obtained without involving the Lagrangian or Hamiltonian formalism but assuming
only that time is defined as in Eq. (1.2), i.e. that the relation between the spatial
displacement and the momentum is as in standard theory for free particles.

10.4 Quantum theory over a Galois field

In Chaps. 6 and 7 we argue that quantum theory should be based on Galois fields
rather than complex numbers. We tried to make the presentation as simple as possi-
ble without assuming that the reader is familiar with Galois fields. Our version of a
quantum theory over a Galois field (GFQT) gives a natural qualitative explanation
why the width of the total dS momentum distribution of the macroscopic body is
inversely proportional to its mass. In this approach neither G nor A can be funda-
mental physical constants. We argue that only GA might have physical meaning.
The calculation of this quantity is a very difficult problem since it requires a detailed
knowledge of wave functions of many-body systems. However, GFQT gives clear in-
dications that GA contains a factor 1/inp where p is the characteristic of the Galois
field. We treat standard theory as a special case of GFQT in the formal limit p — oo.
Therefore gravity disappears in this limit. Hence in our approach gravity is a conse-
quence of the fact that dS symmetry is considered over a Galois field rather than the
field of complex numbers.

In our approach gravity is a phenomenon which has a physical meaning
only in situations when at least one body is macroscopic and can be described in
the framework of semiclassical approximation. The result (5.29) shows that gravity
depends on the width of the total dS momentum distributions for the bodies under
consideration. However, when one mass is much greater than the other, the momen-
tum distribution for the body with the lesser mass is not important. In particular, this
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is the case when one body is macroscopic and the other is the photon. At the same
time, the phenomenon of gravity in systems consisting only of elementary particles
has no physical meaning since gravity is not an interaction but simply a kinematical
manifestation of dS invariance over a Galois field in semiclassical approximation. In
this connection a problem arises what is the minimum mass when a body can be
treated as macroscopic. This problem requires understanding of the structure of the
many-body wave function.

Implications of GFQT in particle theory are discussed in the next sections.

10.5 Particle theory

10.5.1 Particle theory based on standard dS symmetry

As noted above, in standard theory (based on complex numbers) the fact that A > 0
is a strong indication that dS symmetry is more pertinent than Poincare and AdS
symmetries. Hence it is reasonable to consider what happens when particle theory is
considered from the point of view of dS symmetry. Then the key difference between
IRs of the dS algebra on one hand and IRs of the Poincare and AdS algebras on the
other is that in the former case one IR can be implemented only on the upper and
lower Lorenz hyperboloids simultaneously. As a consequence, the number of states
in IRs is always twice as big as the number of states in the corresponding IRs of the
AdS or Poincare algebra. As explained in Sec. 3.5, an immediate consequence of this
fact is that there are no neutral elementary particles in the theory.

Suppose that, by analogy with standard theory, one wishes to interpret
states with the carrier on the upper hyperboloid as particles and states with the carrier
on the lower hyperboloid as corresponding antiparticles. Then the first problem which
arises is that the constant C' in Eq. (3.58) is infinite and one cannot eliminate this
constant by analogy with the AdS or Poincare theories. Suppose, however, that this
constant can be eliminated at least in Poincare approximation where experiments
show that the interpretation in terms of particles and antiparticles is physical. Then,
as shown in Sec. 3.5, only fermions can be elementary.

One might think that theories where only fermions can be elementary and
the photon (and also the graviton and the Higgs boson, if they exist) is not elementary,
cannot be physical. However, several authors discussed models where the photon is
composite; in particular, in this work we discuss a possibility that the photon is a
composite state of Dirac singletons (see a discussion in the next section). An indirect
confirmation of our conclusions is that all known neutral particles are bosons.

Another consequence of the fact that the IRs are implemented on the
both hyperboloids is that there is no superselection rule prohibiting states which are
superpositions of a particle and its antiparticle, and transitions particle<santiparticle
are not prohibited. As a result, the electric charge and the baryon and lepton quantum
numbers can be only approximately conserved. In particular, they are approximately
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conserved if Poincare approximation works with a high accuracy.

This shows that dS invariant theory implies a considerably new under-
standing of the notion of particles and antiparticles. In contrast to Poincare or AdS
theories, for combining a particle and its antiparticle together, there is no need to
construct a local covariant field since they are already combined at the level of IRs.

This is an important argument in favor of dS symmetry. Indeed, the fact
that in AdS and Poincare invariant theories a particle and its antiparticle are described
by different IRs means that they are different objects. Then a problem arises why
they have the same masses and spins but opposite charges. In QFT this follows from
the CPT theorem which is a consequence of locality since we construct local covariant
fields from a particle and its antiparticle with equal masses. A question arises what
happens if locality is only an approximation: in that case the equality of masses, spins
etc., is exact or approximate? Consider a simple model when electromagnetic and
weak interactions are absent. Then the fact that the proton and the neutron have
the same masses and spins has nothing to do with locality; it is only a consequence
of the fact that the proton and the neutron belong to the same isotopic multiplet.
In other words, they are simply different states of the same object—the nucleon. We
see, that in dS invariant theories the situation is analogous. The fact that a particle
and its antiparticle have the same masses and spins but opposite charges (in the
approximation when the notions of particles, antiparticles and charges are valid) has
nothing to do with locality or non-locality and is simply a consequence of the fact
that they are different states of the same object since they belong to the same IR.

The non-conservation of the baryon and lepton quantum numbers has
been already considered in models of Grand Unification but the electric charge has
been always believed to be a strictly conserved quantum number. In our approach all
those quantum numbers are not strictly conserved because in the case of dS symmetry
transitions between a particle and its antiparticle are not prohibited. The experimen-
tal data that these quantum numbers are conserved reflect the fact that at present
Poincare approximation works with a very high accuracy. As noted in Sec. 1.4, the
cosmological constant is not a fundamental physical quantity and if the quantity R is
very large now, there is no reason to think that it was large always. This completely
changes the status of the problem known as ”baryon asymmetry of the World” since
at early stages of the World transitions between particles and antiparticles had a
much greater probability.

One might say that a possibility that only fermions can be elementary
is not attractive since such a possibility would imply that supersymmetry is not
fundamental. There is no doubt that supersymmetry is a beautiful idea. On the
other hand, one might say that there is no reason for nature to have both, elementary
fermions and elementary bosons since the latter can be constructed from the former.
A well-known historical analogy is that the simplest covariant equation is not the
Klein-Gordon equation for spinless fields but the Dirac and Weyl equations for the
spin 1/2 fields since the former is the equation of the second order while the latter
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are the equations of the first order.

In 2000, Clay Mathematics Institute announced seven Millennium Prize
Problems. One of them is called " Yang-Mills and Mass Gap” and the official descrip-
tion of this problem can be found in Ref. [114]. In this description it is stated that
the Yang-Mills theory should have three major properties where the first one is as
follows: ”It must have a ”"mass gap;” namely there must be some constant A > 0 such
that every excitation of the vacuum has energy at least A.” The problem statement
assumes that quantum Yang-Mills theory should be constructed in the framework of
Poincare invariance. However, as follows from the above discussion, this invariance
can be only approximate and dS invariance is more general. Meanwhile, in dS theory
the mass gap does not exist. Therefore we believe that the problem has no solution.

10.5.2 Particle theory over a Galois field

In standard theory a difference between representations of the so(2,3) and so(1,4)
algebras is that IRs of the s0(2,3) algebra where the operators M** (u =0, 1,2, 3) are
Hermitian can be treated as IRs of the so(1,4) algebra where these operators are anti-
Hermitian and vice versa. Suppose now that one accepts arguments of Chap. 6 that
fundamental quantum theory should be constructed over a Galois field rather than
the field of complex numbers. As noted in Chap. 6, in GFQT a probabilistic interpre-
tation is only approximate and hence Hermiticy can be only a good approximation in
some situations. Therefore one cannot exclude a possibility that elementary particles
can be described by modular analogs of IRs of the so(2,3) algebra while modular
representations describing symmetry of macroscopic bodies are modular analogs of
standard representations of the so(1,4) algebra. In view of this observation, in Chap.
8 we consider standard and modular IRs of the so(2,3) algebra in parallel in order to
demonstrate common features and differences between standard and modular cases.

As noted in Chap. 6, GFQT does not contain infinities at all and all
operators are automatically well defined. In my discussions with physicists, some
of them commented this fact as follows. This is an approach where a cutoff (the
characteristic p of the Galois field) is introduced from the beginning and for this
reason there is nothing strange in the fact that the theory does not have infinities. It
has a large number p instead and this number can be practically treated as infinite.

However, the difference between Galois fields and usual numbers is not
only that the former are finite and the latter are infinite. If the set of usual numbers
is visualized as a straight line from —oo to 400 then the simplest Galois field can be
visualized not as a segment of this line but as a circumference (see Fig. 6.1 in Sec.
6.1). This reflects the fact that in Galois fields the rules of arithmetic are different
and, as a result, GFQT has many unusual features which have no analogs in standard
theory.

The Dirac vacuum energy problem discussed in Sec. 8.8 is a good illus-
tration of this point. Indeed, in standard theory the vacuum energy is infinite and, if
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GFQT is treated simply as a theory with a cutoff p, one would expect the vacuum en-
ergy to be of the order of p. However, since the rules of arithmetic in Galois fields are
different from standard ones, the result of exact (i.e. non-perturbative) calculation
of the vacuum energy is precisely zero.

The original motivation for investigating GFQT was as follows. Let us
take standard QED in dS or AdS space, write the Hamiltonian and other opera-
tors in angular momentum basis and replace standard IRs for the electron, positron
and photon by corresponding modular IRs. One might treat this motivation as an
attempt to substantiate standard momentum regularizations (e.g., the Pauli-Villars
regularization) at momenta p/R (where R is the radius of the World). In other terms
this might be treated as introducing fundamental length of the order of R/p. We now
discuss reasons explaining why this naive attempt fails.

One of the main results in Chap. 8 is that (see Sec. 8.2) in GFQT the
existence of antiparticles follows from the fact that any Galois field is finite. Moreover,
the very existence of antiparticles might be an indication that nature is described rather
by a finite field or ring than by complex numbers. We believe that this result is not
only very important but also extremely simple and beautiful. A simple explanation
of the above result follows.

In standard theory a particle is described by a positive energy IR where the
energy has the spectrum in the range [mass, o). At the same time, the corresponding
antiparticle is associated with a negative energy IR where the energy has the spectrum
in the range (—oo, —mass|. Consider now the construction of a modular IR for some
particle. We again start from the rest state (where energy=mass) and gradually
construct states with higher and higher energies. However, in such a way we are
moving not along a straight line but along the circumference in Fig. 6.1. Then
sooner or later we will arrive at the point where energy=-mass.

The fact that in GFQT a particle and its antiparticle belong to the same IR
makes it possible to conclude that, in full analogy with the case of standard dS theory
(see the preceding section), there are no neutral particles in the theory, the very notion
of a particle and its antiparticle is only approximate and the electric charge and the
baryon and lepton quantum numbers can be only approximately conserved. As shown
in Sec. 8.7, if one tries to replace nonphysical annihilation and creation operators
(a,a*) by physical operators (b,b*) related to antiparticles then the symmetry on
quantum level is inevitably broken. In GFQT, by analogy with standard theory, it is
possible not to introduce the notion of antiparticles but work by analogy with Dirac’s
hole theory. Then the symmetry on quantum level is preserved and, as shown in Sec.
8.8, in contrast to standard theory, the vacuum can be chosen such that the vacuum
energy is not infinite but zero. This poses a problem whether there are physical
reasons for such a choice of the vacuum.

As explained in Sec. 8.9, the spin-statistics theorem can be treated as a
requirement that standard quantum theory should be based on complex numbers.
This requirement also excludes the existence of neutral elementary particles.

227



Since GFQT can be treated as the modular version of both, dS and AdS
standard theories, supersymmetry in GFQT is not prohibited. In Sec. 8.10 we discuss
common features and differences between standard and modular IRs of the osp(1,4)
algebra. One of the most interesting feature of the modular case is how supersym-
metry describes Dirac singletons in GFQT. This question is discussed in the next
section.

10.6 Dirac singletons

One might conclude that since in GFQT the photon cannot be elementary, this theory
cannot be realistic and does not deserve attention. However, the nonexistence of
neutral elementary particles in GFQT shows that the photon (and the graviton and
the Higgs boson if they exist) should be considered on a deeper level. In Chap. 9
we argue that in GFQT a possibility that massless particles are composite states of
Dirac singletons is even more attractive than in standard theory.

As it has been noted in Chap. 9, the seminal result by Flato and Frons-
dal [110] poses a fundamental problem whether only Dirac singletons can be true
elementary particles. In this case one has to answer the questions (see Sec. 9.1):

e a) Why singletons have not been observed yet.

e b) Why such massless particles as photons and others are stable and their decays
into singletons have not been observed.

In the literature, a typical explanations of a) are that singletons are not observable
because they cannot be considered in the Poincare limit or because in this limit the
singleton four-momentum becomes zero or because the singleton field lives on the
boundary of the AdS bulk or as a consequence of other reasons. As shown in Sec.
9.3, in standard theory semiclassical approximations for singletons in Poincare limit
can be discussed in full analogy with the case of massive and massless particles.
As a result, in the general case the energy of singletons in Poincare limit is not
zero but, in contrast to the case of usual particles, singletons can have only two
independent components of standard momentum, not three as usual particles. A
problem arises whether such objects can be detected by standard devices, whether
they have a coordinate description etc. At the same time, in standard theory there
is no natural explanation of b).

While in standard theory there are four singleton IRs describing the Di and
Rac singletons and their antiparticles, in GFQT only two IRs remain since standard
Di and anti-Di now belong to the same IR and the same is true for standard Rac and
anti-Rac. We use Di and Rac to call the corresponding modular IRs, respectively.
Nevertheless, since each massless boson can be represented as a composite state of
two Dis or two Racs, a problem remains of what representation (if any) is preferable.
This problem has a natural solution if the theory is supersymmetric. Then the only
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IR is the (modular) Dirac supermultiplet combining (modular) Di and (modular) Rac
into one IR.

The main result of Chap. 9 is described in Sec. 9.6 where we explicitly
describe a complete set of supersymmetric modular IRs taking part in the decomposi-
tion of the tensor product of two modular Dirac supersingleton IRs. In particular, by
analogy with the Flato-Fronsdal result, each massless superparticle can be represented
as a composite state of two Dirac supersingletons and one again can pose a question
of whether only Dirac (super)singletons can be true elementary (super)particles.

This question is also natural in view of the following observation. As
shown in Sec. 3.2, the dS mass mys and the standard Poincare mass m are related as
mgs = Rm where R is the radius of the world, and, as shown in Sec. 9.3, the relation
between the AdS and Poincare masses is analogous. If for example one assumes that
R is of the order of 10%m then the dS mass of the electron is of the order of 10%°. It is
natural to think that a particle with such a dS mass cannot be elementary. Moreover,
the present upper level for the photon mass is 10~ '8ev which seems to be an extremely
tiny quantity. However, the corresponding dS mass is of the order of 10! and so even
the mass which is treated as extremely small in Poincare invariant theory might be
very large in de Sitter theories. Nevertheless, assuming that only (super)singletons
can be true elementary (super)particles, one still has to answer the questions a) and
b).

As explained in Sec. 8.3, a crucial difference between Dirac singletons in
standard theory and GFQT follows. Since 1/2 in the Galois field is (p + 1)/2, the
eigenvalues of the operators hy and hy for singletons in GFQT are (p +1)/2, (p +
3)/2,(p+5)/2..., i.e. huge numbers if p is huge. Hence the Poincare limit and semi-
classical approximation for Dirac singletons in GFQT have no physical meaning and
they cannot be observable. In addition, as noted in Chap. 6, the probabilistic inter-
pretation for a particle can be meaningful only if the eigenvalues of all the operators
M, are much less than p. Since for Dirac singletons this is not the case, their state
vectors do not have a probabilistic interpretation. These facts give a natural answer
to the question a).

For answering question b) we note the following. In standard theory the
notion of binding energy (or mass deficit) means that if a state with the mass M is
a bound state of two objects with the masses m; and my then M < my + my and
the quantity |M — (my +my)|c? is called the binding energy. The binding energy is a
measure of stability: the greater the binding energy is, the greater is the probability
that the bound state will not decay into its components under the influence of external
forces.

If a massless particle is a composite state of two Dirac singletons, and
the eigenvalues of the operators h; and hy for the Dirac singletons in GFQT are
(p+1)/2,(p+3)/2, (p+5)/2... then, since in GFQT the eigenvalues of these operators
should be taken modulo p, the corresponding eigenvalues for the massless particle are
1,2,3.... Hence an analog of the binding energy for the operators h; and hy is p,
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i.e. a huge number. This phenomenon can take place only in GFQT: although, from
the formal point of view, the Dirac singletons comprising the massless state do not
interact with each other, the analog of the binding energy for the operators h; and hy
is huge. In other words, the fact that all the quantities in GFQT are taken modulo
p implies a very strong effective interactions between the singletons. It explains why
the massless state does not decay into Dirac singletons and why free Dirac singletons
effectively interact pairwise for creating their bound state.

As noted in the literature on singletons (see e.g. the review [112] and
references therein), the possibility that only singletons are true elementary particles
but they are not observable has some analogy with quarks. However, the analogy
is not full. According to Quantum Chromodynamics, forces between quarks at large
distances prevent quarks from being observable in free states. In GFQT Dirac sin-
gletons cannot be in free states even if there is no interaction between them; the
effective interaction between Dirac singletons arises as a consequence of the fact that
GFQT is based on the arithmetic modulo p. In addition, quarks and gluons are used
for describing only strongly interacting particles while in standard AdS theory and
in GFQT quarks, gluons, leptons, photons, W and Z bosons can be constructed from
Dirac singletons.

As noted at the end of Sec. 9.5, singleton physics can be directly general-
ized to the case of higher dimensions, and this fact has been indicated in the literature
on singletons (see e.g. the review [112] and references therein).

The above discussion shows that singleton physics in GFQT is even more
interesting than in standard theory.

10.7 Open problems

As we argue in Sec. 1.1, the main reason of the crisis in quantum physics is that
nature, which is fundamentally discrete, is described by continuous mathematics. We
also note that any ultimate quantum theory cannot be based on continuous math-
ematics even because, as follows from from Godel’s incompleteness theorems, that
mathematics is not self-consistent.

One of the main results of this work is that gravity can be described as
a pure kinematical manifestation of de Sitter symmetry over a Galois field. In this
approach G is not fundamental but a quantity which can be calculated. In Sec. 1.5
we argue that the very notion of interaction cannot be fundamental and interaction
constants can be treated only as phenomenological parameters. In particular, the
Planck length has no fundamental meaning and the notions of gravitational fields
and gravitons are not needed.

In view of these results the following problems arise. Since gravity can
be tested only on macroscopic level, any quantum theory of gravity should solve the
problem of constructing position operator on that level. As noted in Secs. 5.8 and
10.3, in the literature this problem is not discussed because it is tacitly assumed
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that the position operator on quantum level is the same as in standard quantum
theory, but this is a great extrapolation. In quantum theory it is postulated that
any physical quantity is defined by an operator. However, quantum theory does not
define explicitly how the operator corresponding to a physical quantity is related to the
measurement of this quantity. As shown in Chap. 5, the mass operator for all known
gravitational phenomena is fully defined by a function describing the classical distance
between the bodies in terms of their relative wave function. Therefore a fundamental
problem is to understand the physical meaning of parameters characterizing wave
functions of macroscopic bodies.

In our approach quantum theory is based on a Galois field with the char-
acteristic p. A problem arises whether p is a constant or it is different in different
periods of time. Moreover, in view of the problem of time in quantum theory, an ex-
tremely interesting scenario is that the world time is defined by p. As shown in Chap.
5, gravity is defined by the width of the distribution of the relative dS momentum.
As argued in Sec. 7.2, the width depends on p as [np and the gravitational constant
in dS theory depends on p as 1/inp. Therefore the observable dynamics and what is
treated as interactions might be simply manifestations of the fact that physics of our
world depends on p.

As shown in Chap. 8, in our approach the notion of particle-antiparticle
can be only approximate and the electric charge and other additive quantum numbers
(e.g. the baryon and lepton quantum numbers) can be only approximately conserved.
The extent of conservation depends on p: the greater is p, the greater is the extent of
conservation. One might think that at present the conservation laws work with a high
accuracy because the present value of p is extremely large. However, if at early stages
of the world the value of p was much less than now then the conservation laws were
not so strict as now. In particular, this might be a reason of the baryonic asymmetry
of the world.

By analogy with gravity, one might think that electromagnetic, weak and
strong interactions are not interactions but manifestations of higher symmetries. Sim-
ilar ideas have been already extensively discussed in the literature, e.g. in view of
compactification of extra dimensions.

The arguments and the results of this work give grounds to believe that
sooner or later fundamental quantum theory will be discrete and finite and so it will
be based either on finite fields or even on finite rings. In the present work we worked
with a Galois field because working with a field is convenient from the technical point
of view: in linear spaces over a field one can use the notions of basis and dimension.
However, in view of the discussion in Chap. 6, division does not play a fundamental
role in quantum theory and therefore a very interesting possibility is that the future
quantum theory will involve only finite rings (this possibility has been pointed out
by Metod Saniga).

Our results indicate that fundamental quantum theory has a very long
way ahead (in agreement with Weinberg’s opinion [115] that a new theory may be
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”centuries away” ).
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