PHYSICAL REVIEW D

VOLUME 15,

NUMBER 6 15 MARCH 1977

Toward quantization of a ‘“three-string”*

Kurt Sundermeyer'
Laboratory for Nuclear Science and Department of Physics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Alberto de la Torre
Department of Physics, University of Wuppertal, West Germany
(Received 7 July 1976)

The linearized classical equations of motion for a system of three relativistic strings, which are coupled at a
junction, are solved. The system is quantized covariantly and general features of the spectrum of states are

explored.

I. INTRODUCTION

After the successful interpretation of dual mod-
els for mesons in terms of open relativistic
strings,' there were attempts to take over the
quark picture and to put masses at the ends
of the strings.? Although, owing to nonlinearities,
the equations of motion are not solvable, this
quark interpretation of dual strings is sometimes
carried over to other topologies, such as, for
instance, the “three-string” (three strings coupled
at a junction), which could represent baryons.
Normally fermions are incorporated in the open-
string models by introducing extra degrees of
freedom “by hand.” They also can be described
by starting from a classical Lagrangian,® but this
has a lack of geometrical interpretation, which is
characteristic of the simple model.

Therefore it is not unreasonable to study the
three-string (or “Y string”). Goldstone* may have
been the first to study this system. Artru® dis-
cussed it together with other topologies and looked
for general properties of the classical solution.
The most general action for the Y string has been
studied by Collins, Hopkinson, and Tucker,® but
again nonlinearities of the classical equation do not
allow one to write down the general solution, which
would be the starting point of quantization. To see
whether quantization is possible at all, we only
look for those classical solutions which come from
linearized equations of motion.

In Sec. II we write down the action and the equa-
tions of motion, boundary conditions, and con-
straints which follow from it. The general solu-
tion is given in terms of a real function, which is
nothing other than the solution for the open string
(m-string) and a complex function, whose normal
modes take half-integer values only. The Hamil-
tonian formalism is set up, following the methods
of Dirac for systems with primary constraints.”
The classical system is quantized in Sec. III. A
basic in the Fock space of states is realized by

acting with three types of creation operators on a
ground state. The constraints restrict the allowed
(physical) states to only a subspace of this space
in the form of matrix conditions. The problems
arising from the interpretation of these conditions
as conditions on the states directly are discussed
in Sec. IV. Although it leads to a nonclosed alge-
bra of certain operators, physical states can con-
sistently be defined. The gauge conditions are
very restrictive, nevertheless physical states are
shown to exist. Because of the nonclosed algebra,
we did not succeed in proving a “no-ghost” theorem
to get the intercept of the model. Therefore in the
second part of Sec. IV only general features of the
spectrum are discussed. The last section contains
a conclusion and final remarks.

Two appendixes are added. In Appendix A rela-
tions between the commutators of gauge operators
are listed. Although in general our three-string
model cannot be described in terms of transverse
variables, we found the result of the quantization
of a special class of classical solutions in the
transverse gauge® interesting enough to present
it in Appendix B.

II. CLASSICAL THEORY OF A Y STRING
We describe the Y string by functions x{;,(c, )

(i=1,2,3), where 0< o< 7. At the junction they
have to fulfill

x¢(7, T)=x(y)(m, )= x(5y(m, 7). (2.1)

As for the m-string the action is taken to be pro-
portional to the surface spanned in space-time by
the evolution of the strings

T T
S=-yj Jfd'rf do Y, L;, (2.2)
T; (o} i

where
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Li=[(’.‘(i)'xzi))z—k(i)zx:i)z]l/z: Y= s

(2.3)
¢ =ixu_ Xk E_B_ X
(i)~ gy TGy (i) 9g T

This action is equivalent to the one written down
by the authors of Ref. 6, save for coordinate
transformation. In order to find the equations of
motion and boundary conditions, x{;, is varied by
a small amount x¢;, = x¢;,+ 6x¢;,, such that

dx'y (0, 7;,)=0=0x¢;,(0, 7)),
ox{;)(m, T)=€" arbitrary, (2.4)
ox¢;)(0,T) arbitrary.

The principle of least action yields the Euler
equations
9 9

T P‘(‘i)*'y(; ¢, =0, (2.9)

where we defined

Phoz- gzt M= gk, (2.6)
and the edge conditions
¢;,=0 for ¢=0, (2.7a)
> m¥,=0 for o=7. (2.7b)
i

The meaning of these conditions can be under-
stood by defining the energy-momentum current
to be

IZEDY
i

where (c) is a curve on the surface. Then Eq.

( )(doP;‘i)+dT ), (2.8)
c

(2.5) expresses conservation of energy-momentum.

Owing to Eq. (2.7a) no energy-momentum flows
out of the ends of the wings and Eq. (2.7b) shows
that the sum of energy-momentum at the junction
vanishes. Notice that energy-momentum is not
conserved for each wing separately. Calculating
P{;, and II{;, one finds the following identities:

u ’ - 2 2,0 2_

Plnxinu=0, Puy'+7vix;,°=0, (2.9)
[T — 2 22 2

I %u=0, M +v7%% ;)" =0.

To solve the equations of motion (2.5) we follow
the usual line of reasoning for the m-strings and
choose orthonormal coordinates defined by

P ’ - M 2 _ r 2
o Xinu=0, X =-x - (2.10)

This choice is not possible in general for the Y
string, but includes a large class of solutions
whose quantization can be studied. In these co-
ordinates (2.5) and (2.7) reduce to

Xy - x{5=0, (2.11)

24(0,7)=0, D xi%(r,7)=0. (2.12)
For the following, we prefer to work with an al-
ternative set of functions defined by

X5 = P X0+ AF R (2.13)

with A, =1, N, =ef, A,=e*4=2¥%, and A=%7 is the
“natural” angle of the three-string. These func-

tions have the advantage that their boundary con-

ditions

9,(0,7)=0=y/(m,7), (2.14)
$,(0,7)=0

are more easily incorporated into a normal-mode
expansion and that the junction condition (2.1) sim-
ply takes the form

¢,(m,7)=0. (2.15)

The (real) functions y*(o, T) and the (complex) func-
tions ¢*(o, T) also obey the d’Alembert equation
(2.11), and the most general solution with the
boundary conditions (2.14) and (2.15) is

(0, T)=q" +pp*7

L) %K ,inT B ,~inT
+p }: 4y € ‘;-_a € cosno (n integer),
n=1
(2.16)
. kU ,irT u,=irt
(0, T)=p 2 brfelecy e \/}c,e cosro,
rei72 (2.17)

(» half-integer),

with p=(2a’/3)"/2.

Because we want to quantize this classical system,
we have to find its Hamiltonian. We assume
canonical Poisson brackets and define them at the
junction and at the ends of the strings in a way
compatible with the conditions (2.1) and (2.12),

{xt(0), 2y (0))r = 0= {P% (0), P, (")}, (2.18)

{xt:)(0), P4,y (0"} = = g#V[4,(0, 0") + (35, — 1)A,(0, 0°)],
(2.19)
where

o

8,(0,0)=5 3 [6(0= 0" +2nm)+6(0+ 0 +2nm)],
(2.20)
A,(0,0)=3% Z (- 1)"[6(0c = o’ +2nm)+ 8(0+ 0’ + 2nm)].

n==c

Alternatively for ¥,, ¢,,
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ZP(H’
aiﬁ:‘ =%Z Aipfiw

(2.21)

one finds
{4)“(0’) Py (O’)}——g‘“’AI(G, 0’) ’
{6(0), P4(0")} = = g**By(0, o),

all others vanishing.
Similar to the theory of m-strings, the defini-
tion of o can be extended to the interval [~ 7, 7] by

(2.22)

P:‘i)(_ G) T)=P:"“(G, T) ) (2.23)
%= 0, T)==x¥,(0, 7).

To translate (2.9) into constraints for y* and ¢*,
we introduce

=Py, (2.24)
X' =Pyt yp*.

Then the constraints (2.9) are equivalent to
T, T*+2x,x* =0,
XuX*+20,x** =0, (2.25)
XEx*+2Ir,x*=0.

The constraint functionals

3 T
4= £ [ dopoNre 2 ,

B=— o [ aof(o)oe+2r-x), (2.26)

C;=B}

commute trivially with the canonical Hamiltonian
T
H,= }:J Ao (P, "%~ L) (2.27)
i Jo

since it vanishes identically. Furthermore, they
form a closed Poisson bracket algebra:

{AnAt=4,,
{4,,B}=B,,
{45 ch=c,,
{B;,B,}=cC,,
{B;,Ct=4,,
{c,,ct=8,,

with k= fg' - f'g.

In deriving this algebra, the definition of the
canonical Poisson brackets at c=0, 7 by Egs.
(2.19) and (2.20) guarantees the vanishing of pos-
sible boundary terms due to partial integration.
In the following we choose the functions f,,(o) = eino

(2.28)

(n integer) and relabel A; =A,, etc. Because of the
existence of the (primary) constraints (2.25) for (2.26)
respectively] according to the work of Dirac on singu-
lar Lagrange functions,” the Hamiltonian which gen-
erates the equation of motion is givenby

H"‘Ho"‘Z (LVA,+pPB,+pC,). (2.29)

’

The coefficients pu!?’ are arbitrary owing to the
gauge freedom coming from the constraints. From

{4) Ao} ~ P: ’
(2.30)
1
{¢M:Ao}= ; P:“
one can see that A, generates a dynamical evolu-

tion of the system. This allows fixing the gauge
by

H=A, (2.31)
with the resulting equations of motion

$u-vr=0, (2.32)

$u - 0L=0. (2.33)

These are again the d’Alembert equations, which
have been derived in the Lagrangian formalism.
For the coefficients of the solution (2.16) and

(2.17) the nonvanishing Poisson brackets can be
calculated to be

{a“ a*"}—ig “Y0p, m s

{o¥, b¥}=ignvs, .,

{Cr ’ c:y}=iguu5r,s ’

{qu ’pv}= -g*

III. COVARIANT QUANTIZATION

The classical system is quantized by replacing
the ¢ numbers ¢*,p*, al, b2, c* by operators and
Poisson brackets by commutators such that

(2.34)

L3P 14 P 1 ® V= _ jo kv
lan,ay)=-g""6,, . [a*,p"]=~-ig"", 3.1)
[bf,bg" _"g“yar.s’ [C v] guuér,s’

all others vanishing.
The quantum Hamiltonian has to be normal-or-
dered:

H=:H:

=—3a'p? —Zna,', ‘a, - Z r(bl-b,+clec,) . (3.2)
n=1 r=1/2 ’

Together with the commutators (3.1) it allows one

to interpret the a*',b%", c*! as creation operators,

and their Hermitian conjugate as annihilation op-
erators, acting on a ground state which satisfies

at 0y=0%|0)=c¥|0)=p*|0)=0. (3.3)
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The Fock space is spanned by the vectors

en

’A(l) A(Z) 7\(3) =
n . o 1
i M M) r=1 2 Lp=0 4,0

where k" is an eigenvalue of the momentum opera-
tor,i.e.,

p*|R*) =R | R4, (3.5)

and D is the space-time dimension of the system.
The constraint functionals 4,, B,, C, [compare their
definition in Eq. (2.26)] are now operators.

For later purposes we split them into different
contributions, namely,

= =A!
A,=5,+2T, (A=A}, (3.6)
B,=G,+2H, (B,,=C}),
with
S,=— J'dffe""" :T,(0)T*(0):
n 47/ ., Ay ’
3 (7.

TnE-4—y L doe'™:x,(o)x™(0):,

(3.7)

G

3 LS .
. _EJ doe'™:x,(0)x"(0):,

3 ' ino ., tu .
H, -Z;J:’doe (T (0)x™(0):.

Owing to normal-ordering, some of the commuta-
tors between the gauge operators A,, B,, C, pick up
c-number terms. To calculate them it is conven-
ient to rewrite the expressions (3.7) as integrals
in the complex plane in terms of the generalized
Fubini-Veneziano fields

F*(z)=p°p" + ipZn”z(af,“z" —atz™),
=1

V*(z)=ip

r=

(rz)/3(cttz - b4z""), (3.8)

3
1/2

Vu(z)z.ip Z (7,2)1/2(b1;uzr_ C:‘Z-r).

They correspond to the field which in dual theo-
ries is usually called @“(z). In terms of the func-
tions I'* | x* they are

T'(o,7)=vF,(2), z=exp[i(o+T)]
Xu(0,7)=72"12V,(2), (3.9)
XL (0, 7)=12"2V,(2).

We then find

ﬁ H(am")xm btu,)x(z’ Acter )xgszreikq{()), (3.4)
r

S, = § s TP @F, (@),
1 dz =

Tn=_ 2_p2 § m Z": V“(Z)Vu(z): ’
1 dz -

Co== 37 P Tigz 2 VRV, (3.10)
1 dz = =

Co== 57 § 3im 2@V

Since the integrand of H, has a branch cut in z we
make the following reformulation. With the help
of the scalar product

)= [ a0 @ o),

we have

H:_._l.

== g (€7, T (o)™ (0)2)

~

1 1 -ing ,=iro -irg
=—E§;Z(e , e i) e, T (o)X (0): ),

(3.11)

where we have used the fact that the functions
f.=(27)/2¢** are complete and orthogonal in

-n<o<r for either % integral or half-integral.
With

1
WrE 4_( -H'u T (O’)XT“(O‘) >
1 —
=- —Eg}g 22 (2)V*(2):,  (3.12)
g § g STVEE VM)
T 20° ) 2inz e ©?
we finally get
H,z= ) a,W,, (3.13)
1 n+r+l/2 1
= (= -1) — (3.14)
Noticing that for | x|>|y|
F,()F,(y)=:F,(F,(3): - p* —2r g
M v © v G—:_y;? IR
(3.15)

V (x)V (Y)‘ V (X)V (y) -2 p2 fx(_if;‘%g guv ’
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whereas for all remaining bilinears in F, V, V nor-
mal-ordering is irrelevant, the method of Ref. 9

can be used to get the algebra of the gauge opera-
tors, including the ¢ numbers. The final result is

[ ]=(n_m)Amm+%Dn36n,-m’

[ Bm] (n - m)Bn-nn )

[ C ] (n—m)crnm’ (3_16)
[ Bm]=(n-m)cn+m ’

[B m]=(n-m)An+m+§Dn36m'm

[Cpy Cp)=(n-m)B

n+m *

The meaning of the gauge operators is clear: The
states defined by (3.4) have to fulfill the conditions

<¢1 [[An - a(o)én,ol ! d)2>=0 ’ (317&)
<¢1,Bn[¢2>=0: (3.17b)
<d)llcnl¢2>=07 (3.170)

where «(0) is an arbitrary ¢ number, arising from
the normal-ordering of the Hamiltonian. Usually
these conditions are weakened to have conditions
on the states. Before discussing this point in the
next section, we make some remarks on the alge-
bra (3.15).

A central point in dual models is the conformal
group O(2,1). Defining

A,=A,+3D), (3.18)
then
[A,,A]=2nA, + 3 Dn(n®-1) (3.19)

and A, A,,A_, are a realization of the group O(2, 1).
The linear combinations

L{P=5(A,+x; B,+¥C,) (3.20)
fulfill the algebra
(L, L8)=6,,[(n—m)LE) + ,,Dn“b . (3.21)

With a shift similar to (3.18), we therefore get
three commuting conformal groups.

IV. THE GAUGE CONDITIONS AND THE SPECTRUM

To get a feeling how to handle the matrix condi-
tions (3.17) we write down the explicit expressions
for the gauge operators in terms of creation and
annihilation operators.

For A, this is simply the Hamiltonian (3.2).
Furthermore, for >0

P

S,=ipVn pra,— Y [mn+m)]* %!, -a,,

m=1

+2

m=

[m(n-m) %, a,.,, (4.1a)
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for n=0
T,=-% Z [7 e+ )/ 2(BE - b,,+ CheCrn)
r=l/2
L n=1/2
+3 3 [v(n -1, -c,.,, (4.1b)
G,=- Z [(n+ )] 2%ct -,
r=1/2
n= 2
+3 [r(n- 712, b,.,, (4.1c)
r=1/2
Gl =- Z [r(n+ 7)) %t - c,.,
r=1/2
n=1/2
+3 z; [r(n =112, c,.,, (4.1d)
r=1/2
for »>0
=tiplrpec,=} 3 [sts+ )]/ Leay.,
s=1/2
-%Z[n(rﬁ'r) 2t e .
n=1
2
+% [n(r = n)]*/2a,-c,., , (4.1e)
Wl,=3ipVr pb, -3 Zz [s(s+7)]%cta,,
8=
-3 [n(n+7)]'%aleb,,,
n=1
r=1/2
+3 ‘:{ [n(r =n)]*/2a,-b,, (4.1f)
n=

Since S, is nothing other than the well-known
Virasoro operator L,, and T, has a similar
structure, the constraints (3.17a) may be weaken-
ed by

Ay |9 =a(0)]9),
A,|¥)=0, for n>1.

(4.2)

It is not possible to write similar conditions for
B, and C,, since each of them contains an infinite
sum of the operators W, orw/] r» respectively. Ap-
plying these operators to the vacuum, one finds

w,|0)=w! |0)=0, for >3 (4.3)

whereas for » <3 these expressions do not vanish.

Let us generalize it to
W, 9)=w! [9)=0, for r>3. (4.4)

Similarly one can try to impose as further condi-
tions on the states.

G,|»=Gt,|¢)=0, for n=0. (4.5)

These last two equations imply (3.17b) and (3.17c).
Although the set of operators L={S T,,G,,G! W,

-n? r?
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W'} does not form a closed commutator algebra,
as discussed in Appendix A, “physical” states can
consistently be defined by (4.2)-(4.5). To see
this, we switch to the equivalent set of operators
L={A,,L,,K,,V,,X,, Y,} with
A,=S,+2T,, V,=z(G,-Gl),
L,=T,+3(G,+G!), K,=T,-3(G,+G!), (4.6)
X,=V2 (W,+ W), Y,=V2(W,-w!).

The commutators of these operators (as far as
they are again in L) together with identities among
them are also listed in Appendix A. These rela-
tions allow us to conclude the following: If Z;c L,
with Z, ;|4)=0 and ,j>0 (integer and half-inte-
ger)

(2, 2,020 0.2Zp+ 2. unlZwZy], (4.7)
k>0 Ry 1#1,
R 1I>0
such that
(z;,2,]|®=0. (4.8)

Therefore the interpretation of the original matrix
conditions by Egs. (4.2)-(4.5) does not lead to
contradictions. One would like to show that they
imply positive-definite norm for physical states.
For the m-string models this is achieved by the
“no-ghost” theorem,!° fixing the “critical” dimen-
sion D and the number «(0). But here we have to
pay the price for not having a closed commutator
algebra between the gauge operators, and we were
not able to carry over the methods of the usual
proof of the “no-ghost” theorem. Interestingly
enough, we find for a special Y-string system
that it is ghost-free for D=26, «(0)=0 by quanti-
zing it in a transverse gauge (see Appendix B).

In the remainder of this section we will study
the question of whether the gauge conditions allow
for the existence of physical states at all.

First we remark that physical states |zp> are
sufficiently defined by

A ¥y=a(0)]v), (4.9)
A |P=0=A4,]v), (4.10)
(Lo-Kp)|#9)=0, (4.11)
Vo|$)=0, (4.12)
X, 2| =0=Y, 5|0 (4.13)

The commutators and identities of Appendix A
can be used to express all other gauge operators in
terms of these.

It is more convenient to build up the Fock space
with the operators

BIr= e, e G - )

(4.14)
instead of b!,c!.
Defining the number operators
R,=- Z nal-a,,
n=1
Ry=— 2 7BlB,, (4.15)

R,=- Z 7’7’:'er R=R,+Ry+R,

=1/2

<

we can write the mass-shell condition (4.9) as

R|¥)=[a(0)+3 a’p?]|®), (4.16)
and (4.11) is equivalent to
(Rg—R,)|9)=0. (4.17)

This last equation has very drastic consequences.
To see them, let us split the total Fock space F
into disjoint (and orthogonal) spaces F;:

F=F,®F,F,®F,, (4.18)
where the subspaces are defined through

Fy={|a); Rg|9)=0, R, |9)=0},

F,={| B): Rs|9)# 0, R, |4)=0}, (4.19)

Fo={|7;Rs|)=0,R,|9)#0},
F,={|BY); Rg|¥)#0,R, | ) #0}.

Then from (4.17) we conclude that there are no
physical states in F, and F,, and there may be
projections of physical states only in a subset f{,
of F,. In particular, on all mass levels charac-
terized by half-integer eigenvalues of the total
number operator R no physical state is present.

The condition (4.12) even strengthens the rela-
tion between ( g8)- and (y)-type oscillators. Be-
cause of

[Vos B:u] =§1’7’3" ’
[Vos 7’:“] =- %"’BIM ’

only those states of 1'7“1 have a chance to survive,
which are created by combinations of the form

fir= vy - Byt (4.21)

Another interesting consequence can be read off
from (4.13). Since

(4.20)

1t .
ey fm-7»>0,

(X, a3 )= 2 [m(m - 7)}/2x
- Bymif m—-r<0,

(4.22)
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for instance, for a state
| @) =(af*}al)|0, k),
we get
X, | @y ~{[n(n - D}/ 2al gl
+[m(m = 5)]"/2al g, |0, k),
(4.23)

and no linear combination of those states vanishes.
This argument can be taken over to all states [a),
such that there is only one physical state, namely
|0) in F,. In other words, the “meson” sector of
the model is empty, and as

X,|aye F,but X,|8,) ¢ F, (4.24)

a physical state cannot be a superposition of states
in F, and F,.

Let us now explore the states for the lowest
eigenvalues M of the number operator R. For
M =0 there is the ground state |0, %), which is a
tachyon for a(0)=1, or has mass zero for a(0)=0.
On the level M =1 the state

| Zpl): €uv f;“’[o’k> (euv=_ €uusku,€u'v=0)
(4.25)

is physical and has positive norm, independent of
the value of a(0). Because of the antisymmetry
of the polarization tensor, it is a vector state.
For a(0) =1 (¥*=0) there is another spin-1 state,

|9,)= €.k, f17]0, k) (k,e*=0), (4.26)

which turns out to have zero norm. No scalar state
appears on this level.
For M =2, physical states are superpositions of

|9y =al*f1**|0,k),
[ oY= F1F14%[0, %)

Rather than work out the states in detail, for
which one would need the intercept of the model,
let us point out another general feature of the
spectrum. Because of the antisymmetry of f{",
the highest spin appearing on this level is two,
despite the fact that, in ]4)) for instance, four
Lorentz indices can be contracted. For the same
reason the maximal spin for a state on the level
M=N,

Fieefltatna e afin|0,),

(4.27)

(4.28)
n+m=N,

is N. This is in contrast to the spectrum of the
string version of the Virasoro-Shapiro model (the
closed string),!' where the gauge conditions force
the states to be symmetric in two types of oscilla-
tors, and therefore already on the level next to the

ground state a spin-2 state exists. This may be

a clue to justify the value a(0)=0 in our model in
contrast to a(0) =2 for the Virasoro-Shapiro model
and @(0)=1 for the open-string model.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FINAL REMARKS

We showed that it is possible to follow the meth-
ods for quantizing the m-string for a Y-string
configuration too. However, the quantization is
not complete, because we were not able to prove
that ghosts are absent in the spectrum. These
difficulties arise at that point, where an assump-
tion enters into the game, namely the interpreta-
tion of the matrix conditions (3.17). The reasons
are the two different orthogonal systems of func-
tions, in which the classical solution has to be
expanded because of the boundary conditions, which
are different from the m-string. They reflect
themselves in the appearance of half-integer la-
beled operators b, ¢ besides the well-known os-
cillators a;;. This type of oscillators is not new in
dual models. It appeared first in the Neveu-
Schwarz model,'? but there they are anticommuting
operators. As Bose operators they were used in
a model for off-shell states in dual resonance
theory.’®* As a matter of fact, the gauge opera-
tors L; of that model are identical to our opera-
tors K, written in terms of 7%.

Since we want to keep the analogy to m-models
as close as possible, we formulate physical states
in parts of the original gauge operators, and then
come to intriguing identities between commutators.
The spectrum of states looks quite interesting,
especially the strong connection between g- and
y-type operators, although it is no baryon spec-
trum at all. It is clear that we cannot get half-
integer-spin states by naively quantizing a classi-
cal theory. Of course, one could introduce more
degrees of freedom to make fermions out of the
three-string configuration. It might well be that
the resulting spectrum would agree better with
the spectrum of baryon resonances than the Ra-
mond model.* But one would gain nothing in the
understanding of the classical Lagrangian one has
to start with.

A nice possibility would be to reinterpret the
model at an earlier stage, so as to overcome the
problem of the nonclosing algebra and at the same
time get anticommuting objects. But we do not
see a real way to do this.

We did not show that scattering amplitudes for
three-strings fulfill duality. Going through the
program of Mandelstam!® looks really tedious and
may even be impossible, since he essentially uses
the transverse gauge which in general is not ap-
plicable to our model. But one should try to con-
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struct vertices in the model which, as is known
from the m model, are related to operators which
map physical states onto physical states. For this
construction the consideration on the transverse
gauge of Appendix B could give valuable hints, and
one might also use similar features of our model
with the Virasoro-Shapiro model.
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APPENDIX A

In this appendix we want to list the relations be-
tween the operators that were introduced in Sec.
IV. The fundamental operators are A,, B,, and
C,, and their algebra is given by (3.16). Then
"compare Egs. (3.6) and (3.13)]

A =S,+2T, (A_,=A}),
B,=G,+2H, (B_,=C!),

(A1)
1 (- l)mru/z
== 2 —_—W,.
H, m n-7vr T

r

To write down the commutators of these operators
in a compact form, use

ab=p*, at=—ipVnat, o =al*,
“=_iply c¥, db=iplr bl*.

(A2)

Then o*, d*, and d*! are annihilation (creation)
operators for positive (negative) indices » and 7.
Their nonvanishing commutators are

[a _m]——nngu"ﬁmm, (A3)
[d:’d;l}] ==7p guvar,s

In terms of these operators

1 %
S"=—§?Z:am an-m:’

- 1 - i

- EB’Z, rlbai

(A4)

T d* Y LA
W, = izw: a,.d

r _2p2 -~ m*“@r-m

The algebra between these operators does not
close, but we find

(i) [SnSnl=(n—-m)S,+ a(n)d
[Sns Tl =[Sns Gl =0

1
- F Z (72 - n7)am'd(r¢n)-m;

(i) [T",T] %(n m)Tn+m+4B(")6mm,o:
[T,,G,]=3(n-m)G

n+m,0

XS, W, )=

n+m?’

_2‘ Z (m 7)0 d(nn)-m,
(A5)

T W,]==
(iii) [G,,G,)=[G,, W!,]=0,
(G, G, =——E(n V)idl o d et
+3 B(n)érnmo’
Z (m=7)a,dl s

(lV) [ ] %(T S)G-(ros)’
[W,, Wt ]=1(r-s)s

*[G,, W,]=

r+S
1 Z . T .
- 4—p§ - (T—t)‘dt’dt-(ns)'

+37(7)0,,50>

with
a(m)=% Dn(n? -1),
B(n)= & Dn(2n+ 1), (A6)

(1)=& Dr(r?-1).
The commutators which lead out of the set of oper-
ators {S,, T, G,, W,} fulfill

[sm Wr] - [Sn-N’ Wmv] =NW,

n+r?

[Tn? Wr] - [Tn-N! Wr+N] = %NW

n+r

[Gn’ sz] - [Gn-N’ -(m+N)] 2NTnom + B(n)ém»m,o ’
(A7)

[Gn’ Wr] - [Gn-N? Wr+N] =NWY

=(r+n)
[Wr’ WIs] - [Wr-N’ Wt(sﬂv')] 2 N(S

T"S T-&S)
+Y(7)6,,5,0-

Furthermore, the relations with an asterisk give
the following identities:

[Sn’ Wr]+ Z[Tn-NJ WNN] = (n -V - N)W n+r 2
[Sn’ Wtr]+[Gn-N’ r+N] (72 V- N)W

=(n+r) >

(A8)

AW, W]+ [Gyy Gotgummy = (¥ = 8)S,, s+ 2(N = 8)T

+27(7)0,,5,0+ 5 BIN)S,q o -

r+S

To simplify things, use linear combinations of
these operators:
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U,=3(G,+G!), V,=3(G,-G'), (A9)
X, =V2(W,+W!), Y, =V2(W,-w!).

They have the property
v,=U;, V,==V,, (A10)
X,=Xx!, v. =-v!.

To minimize the deviation of the above commuta-
tors from a closed algebra, we furthermore take
L,=T,+U,, K,=T,-U,. (A11)

Then for the set {4,=S,+27T,, L, K,, V,,
find

X,,Y,} we

@ [AnAnl=(n=m)A,,,+[a(n)+ B(1)]0,.00
(4, L) =(n = m)L,+ 2 B()8pm,o
(A K, )=(n=m)K, .+ 3 ()8, 0 »
[4,, Va=(n=m)V, ..,
(4, X,]=(n-7)X,,,,
[An Y,]=(n=7)Y,,,;

L

(@) [L,,Ln)= (0= )Ltz B(0)0um0 5
(L. K,]=0,
(Los Vil = [Loe s Vinad) = 5NV s
(L X,) = [Lpeys Xy x] = NXo,y s
[Lny ¥,]=0; (A12)
() [K,,K,]|=(n- m)K"+m+2ﬁ(n)5mm,D,
(K Vi = [ Ko s V] = 2NV e
(K., X,]=0,
(K Y, = [Kpoys Yyun] =NY, 5
aV) [V V== (= m)Lyp+ Kppm) = 5 B(1)0p 00 »
Vs X, = [Viws Xpuy) = = 2NY,.,,
Vo Y] = [Vooro Vol =2 N X5
() [Xr’Xs]z (r = s)A, s =K, +27 (16,50 5
(X, Y] = [Xpons Younl== 2NV,055
(VD) [V, Y ]==(r=s)A, =L, )+27(r)0,.,5,,

and the identities
(a) [Lo+ Ky Vy]=(n=-m)V,,,.,
() [Lpy X,]=2[V, p» ¥yun]=NX,,,
() [Kn Y,]+2[V, y, X, y]=NY,,,,
(d) 4[X,, Y]+ [Ly- Ky, Vopun] == (r =)V,
+4y(7)d
+B(N)d

(A13)

r+5,0

7+5,0

APPENDIX B: QUANTIZATION IN THE TRANSVERSE
GAUGE

For the m-string models, transverse oscilla-
tors play a crucial role. Goddard, Goldstone,
Rebbi, and Thorn® quantized the model noncovar-
iantly in terms of these operators and required
Poincaré invariance at the end. This fixed the di-
mension D and the intercept «(0). The trans-
verse gauge can also be consistently defined for
a Y string,® but in general not in our special case
with orthonormal coordinates on each wing. We
will consider it in our model, too, with the hope
that the transverse variables lead to a better un-
derstanding.

A system of orthonormal coordinates is specified
by choosing a timelike vector »n* (n®> 0) and

n,xt,=%a'(n- P, (B1)

1
n, P, = 3, (n+P), (B2)
where P is the total momentum of the system. Eq-
uation (B1) defines a new 7 variable, and Eq. (B2)
defines the o variable

J do'nP (o', T)= 3—0 (n-P). (B3)
o T

Notice that these definitions make sense only for
a Y string in which no momentum in the direction
of n is exchanged between the wings.

Making the GGRT choice® n=(1,-1,0,0,...,0)
and using light-cone coordinates
. ,D - 1) ’

u, =

1 .
. 72—(140i141) and u; (i=2

the gauge (B1) and (B2) is equivalent to

$,=3a'P,7, ¢,=0,
1 (B4)
PUJ*:EP” Po+=0'

The primary constraints (2.9) relate the (-) com-
ponents to the transverse ones (ﬁ -gEu,-v‘):

37
Y= Pyt @' Po+ 8%+ Pyx),
L= S (I *Pyu+ 8’ Pyt 0% *P,),
(B5)

3
P, = 3. (PP+ 7YY+ 2P, » Pyt 2y%¢" - 9*'),

3
Py = gp (Pox+ Y707+ 2P, Py + 277y - %),

The independent variables are then (y,, ¢,,P,, s Py ;s
P, q.), where q_ has been added to the set, since
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. is given only up to a o derivative. No such var-
iable is needed for ¢_ because of the junction con-
dition ¢_(7, 7)=0. The Poisson brackets are
{d’i(a), ij(o")}= - %gij 5(o-0’),
{¢i(o)’Poj(0’ )}""%gija(o'—o"); (B6)

{q-)P+}=_1’

and the equations of motion follow from the Ham-
iltonian
T
H=2a'P, f Pw_(a)do . (B7)
0

For the transverse components they are

. 1 .

ll&: ;/’ Pwi: Pw],:'yd)z, ’

: : (89)
$;=(1/7) Pyx, Pox=7vd7].

For the (=) components, they are found by insert-

ing these expressions into (B5)

b.=(/NP,, P, =wr,

=3 f doPY,=p* |
i 0

$.=(1/7)Pyy, Pos=v9", (BY)

and for the (+) components they follow directly
from (B4). The solution of these equations is
again given by (2.16) and (2.17).

Only the independent variables (a’, bi, ¢, p?, q’,
P,,q.) are quantized, assuming canonical commu-
tators for them, which are analogous to (3.1). The
nontransverse oscillators can be expressed in
terms of the operators A,,B,,C,, where A, is the
transverse part of A,, = -

B,=3 ) a,B, C,=B! (B10)
r

-y

and a,, is again the matrix (3.14). The result is

(B11)

If one looks at the covariance and takes as genera-
tors for the Poincaré algebra

(B12)

T
nwy — 1 i v v u v " n v
M*¥ =2 2 J do (x{;yPisy+ Pliy 2ty = Xy Pty = Pliy ¥(3)
T

©

n>0
where
BY— BV v B
An =a,a,=-0a, 0,

DE*=(dlHa-atiat)+ (@t dti-dz,at),

1
=1 [%(4“05+ @q*) - (g ab+ atg) —i ) — A i > % D‘,‘"},

r>0

(B13)

the Poincaré algebra comes out in the right way, with the exception of

[M“,Mj']=( pzlp*)z[z ([3_%(13_ 2)]n- °_‘(;1°_)> Ap+ 3 <[3—%(D- 2)r - "—(TQ)D:J'] : (B14)

n>0

which should be zero. From this we get D=26, the same critical dimension as for the m-model, and a(0)

=0.
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