TAGOLNITZER’S MICROLOCAL UPPER BOUNDS

MICHAEL VANVALKENBURGH
mvanvalk@ucla.edu

In this handout we summarize the work of Iagolnitzer [1], [2] and consider how
it relates to our previous papers [4], [5]. lagolnitzer proved certain microlocal
exponentially decreasing upper bounds in the framework of axiomatic quantum
field theory, with concrete estimates on the rate of exponential decrease. To prove
such estimates, we include a general exposition of the theory.

1. THE WIGHTMAN AXIOMS

Our quantum field theory will simply consist of a single (“neutral”, bosonic,
scalar) field acting on a separable Hilbert space H of physical states. What we call
a “field” is an operator-valued tempered distribution A, and the corresponding test
functions are [Schwartz] functions of d-dimensional Minkowski space-time. Working
in Minkowski space-time, we use the notation:

d—1
PP=p— Y r=p;-p>, and
k=1

bl = pg +p*.
With these as our basic objects, we assume the Wightman axioms:

1: Assumptions of Relativistic Quantum Theory. The rela-
tivistic transformation law of the states is given by a continuous
unitary representation U in H of the Poincaré group (the inhomo-
geneous SL(2,C)), which associates to each element g = (a, A) of
this group a unitary operator U(g) in H.

Since U(a, 1) is unitary it can be written as exp(iP*a, ), where
P* is an unbounded hermitian operator, interpreted as the energy-
momentum operator of the theory. The operator P*P, = m?
is interpreted as the square of the mass. The eigenvalues of P*
(comprising the so-called “physical spectrum”) lie in or on the
forward light cone

Vi ={p;p’ =p5 —p* >0, po > 0}.
There is an invariant state, called the vacuum, {2:
U(g)t =10

unique up to a constant phase factor.
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2: Assumptions about the Domain and Continuity of the
Field. For each test function f € S, defined on space-time, the
operator A(f) and its adjoint A(f)* are defined on a domain D of
vectors, dense in H. Furthermore, D is a linear set containing 2,
and the operators U(g), A(f), and A(f)* carry vectors in D into
vectors in D.

If &, ¥ € D, then (®|A(f)|P) is a tempered distribution, re-
garded as a functional of f.

3: Transformation Law of the Field. The equation

U(9)A(H)U(g)~" = A(fy)

is valid when each side is applied to any vector in D. Here

fox)=flg7(x),  glz) =Az+a.

This transformation law is especially simple because we are only
considering A to be a scalar field.

4: Local Commutativity, sometimes called Microscopic Causal-
ity. If the support of f and the support of g are space-like separated—
that is, if f(x)g(y) = 0 for all pairs of points such that (z—y)? > 0-
then

[A(f), A(g)] =0
whenever the left-hand side is applied to any vector in D. We are
taking the commutator instead of the anticommutator because we
are only considering a single bosonic field.

And as a substitute for the assumption of canonical commuta-
tion relations, we assume:

5: Cyclicity.The subspace of states generated by vectors A(f1) -+ A(fn)Q
is dense in H.

These axioms alone do not give life to “particles”. For this, we
will assume:

6: The One-Mass (u > 0) Spectral Condition. The mass spec-
trum is contained in the union of the origin, the hyperboloid H (u) :=

{p; p* = 1%, po > 0}, and V1 (2u) := {p; p* > (21)?, po > 0}.

We need the mass spectrum to contain the whole continuum [2u,00) (corre-
sponding to masses of multiparticle states) in order to have the physical spectrum
be closed under addition, as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 1. H, (u) UV, (2u) is closed under addition.
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Proof. To show that Hy(u) + Hy (1) C V4 (2p), it clearly suffices to show that
PP=¢=1=@p+qe* 24
But this is easy to check:
{(p+q)* > 4} & {p and q are space-like separated}.
And it is easy to see geometrically that
{p,q € Hy(p)} < {p — q is space-like}.
It is also easy to see geometrically that

Hy(p) +Va(@2u) CVi(2p)  and Vi) + Vi(20) C Vi (20).

We now give a lemma which will play the essential role of creating support
properties from the spectral condition.

Lemma 2. For any states ® and ¥, we have

/ =P 4 (®|U (a, 1)T) = 0
unless p belongs to the physical spectrum.

Proof. The usual (non-rigorous) way is to write an expansion over the [inter-
mediate] states of physical energy-momentum @ and some other quantum num-
bers a. To be precise, the eigenstates of the energy-momentum operator form
a complete orthonormal system in H, and the eigenvalues are all contained in
{0} U Hy () UV £ (2u); we label these eigenstates as |Qa), where @ is the eigen-
value and the a are some other quantum numbers that distinguish between different
eigenstates with the same eigenvalue Q. We may then give an expansion in terms
of these eigenstates:

/dae*iz’-a@w(a,l)m = Z/dQ /dae’i(”’Q)'“@\Qa)(QahIJ)

—entY / dQ5(Q — p)(®|Qa)(Qalw),

since
(Qa|U(a,1)T) = eiQ'“<Qa|\IJ>.

A rigorous proof is sketched in [3], using the SNAG (Stone, Naimark, Ambrose,
Godement) Theorem. O

That our assumptions give rise to “one-particle states” is made precise by the
following lemmas:
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Lemma 3. Let f be a test function in x-space whose Fourier transform f is a C
function of p = (po, p) with support in a neighborhood of a point P of H, () that
does not intersect the region V+(2u) (and stays within the cone V). Then A(f)Q
depends only on the restriction f off to the mass-shell hyperboloid Hy (u).

If A(f)Q is non-zero, it is naturally interpreted as the free one-particle state |f)
with wave function f . More precisely,

A(f)Q = const|f).
Proof. We will only give a non-rigorous argument; however, the reader may take
comfort in the fact that we will not use this lemma for anything.

Let f be a test function as in the statement, but with the additional condition
that f(p) = 0 for all p € Hy(p). Then we are to show that

(@[A()I2) =0

for all physical states .
We compute

/ e B|A(f(- — a))|Q)da = / P B|U (a, 1) A(f)U (a,1) " |Q)da

_ /e—w'a@w(a,1)A(f)|9>da
=0 ifp ¢ {0} UH(n) UV 4(20),

where the last line follows from Lemma 2.
On the other hand, we have the formal argument

/eiip'an(f(df —a))da = f(p)Az(e™")

so that
/eﬂp.a@lf‘lx(f(x —a))|da = f(p)(P|Az(e"")[S).
It follows that this quantity is zero in all cases. (I
2. CONNECTED CHRONOLOGICAL FUNCTIONS
Given a set of functions fi(z), fa(x1,22), ..., fn(z1,...,2N),..., connected

functions (fn). are defined inductively by the formulae:

fi(@) = (f1)e(@)

fo(z1,22) = (f2)e(z1, 22) + (fi)e(1)(f1)e(22)

f3(z1,22,23) = (f3)c(®1, 22, 73) + (f2)e(@1, 22) (f1)c(@3) + (f2)e(1, 23) (f1)c(22)
(f2)e(@2,23)(f1)e(@1) + (f1)e(@1) (f1)e(22) (f1)c(T3),

and, more generally,

k
In(zy,...,zN) = Z H fe(@x;),

T j=1
where the sum is over all partitions 7 of {1,..., N} into subsets 7y,..., 7, k =
1,...,N.
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Now let 7 (x1,...,2n) be the product of the time-ordered field operators A(x1),
., A(zn). That is, let

T(l‘l, e ,.Z‘N) = A(xﬂ(l)) .. .A(l‘ﬂ(N)),

where 7 is a permutation of {1,..., N} such that (z(;))o > (Zr(j+1))o-

For a subset I of {1,...,N}, and z(I) = {x;}ic1, we define 7 (x(I)) to be the
time-ordered product of the field operators {A(z;)}ic;. Then we may define a
connected chronological function to be of the form

T(x1,...,2n) = QT (x1,...,2N5)|Q)e.
Moreover, for I again a subset of {1,..., N}, and J = {1,..., N}\I, we define
Tr(z1,...,zn) = QT (x(I)7T (x(J))|Q)ec.
We clearly have that
T(x1,...an) =T (x(I)T (x(J)) if x(I) Z z(J),

where z(I) 2 x(J) means that x(I) has no point of (J) in its closed causal future.
Hence

(1) (T —Ty)(z1,....an) =0 if 2(I) = z(J).

We define the Fourier transform by

N
F(p1,...,pNn) = /exp{z’Zm]—pj}F(xl,...,xN)dxl--~de.
j=1

Then the (one-mass) spectral condition gives the following support property:

Lemma 4. For N > 2,
N
supp Tr C {(p1,...,pn); D _ k=0 and py € Hy (1) UV (2p)},
k=1

where pr ==, Pi-
Proof. For convenience we let
yr = x4, for k=1,...,|I|,
Ykt|1| = x5, for k=1,...,]J],
and we let

Wy, ..., yn) = (QA(y1) - - Alyn)[2).

Then we are to show that
1]

N
supp We(p1,---,pn) C{(p1,---,pn); D _pk =0and Y pr € Hy(n) UV 4 (2p)}.
k=1 k=1

Say that

supp f C {p(J); ps =0 and prny € Hy () UV 4 (20)}
and that
supp g C {p(K); px = 0 and prnx € Hy () UV (21)}
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for JN K = (). Then, since H, (u) UV 4(2u) is closed under addition,

supp (f ® g) C {(p(J),p(K)); psux =0 and prnjuk) € Hy (1) UV 4 (2p)}.

So by induction it suffices to show that
(i) supp W(p1) C {p1 = 0} (that is, the case N = 1), and

(i) supp W(p1,.--,pn) C {(p1,---,0N); Sopy Pk = 0 and zk Dk €

Hi(p) UV (2p)}.
By Lemma 2, we have that

/ P1ade (QU(a,1)A

/ P1ade (QA(y + a)|Q)
W(p
0

unless p1 =0,
which proves (i).
Now, to prove (ii), let

& =9y —Yjqa forj=1,...,N -1

eP1%da (QU (a, 1) A(y)U(a, 1)~ U(a, 1)Q)

Since the vacuum is translation-invariant, there exists a tempered distribution W

such that

W&, ....&n—-1) =W(y1,...,yn).

Moreover,

W(pla"'apN)

N
- /eXP{i Z YePk W (Y1, - - - yn)dys - - dyn
k=1

= /exp{i(yl —y2)p1 +i(y2 —y3)(p1 +p2) + -+ i(lyv—1 —yn)(p1 + - -

expiyn (i + -+ px) W, gy - dy
= /exp{lflpl +i&a(p1 +p2) + - +ién_1(p1 + - +pN)}

exp{iyn(p1+ -+ pn) YW (&r, ..., En_1)dyr - - - dyn
= (27r)d5(p1 + ... +pN)W(p1,p1 + P2y, 1+ DNC1).

So it suffices to show that

W(qi,..,qn-1) =0 if g & Hy (1) UV (2p).

+pn)}
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Now we compute

[ eredai@lAm) -+ AU -0 DA -+ Al)I9)
- / 7o da (Q)A(yy + a) - Ay + a)Aly41) - Alyn)[9)
= /eip'adaw(yl +a,y2 +a, ... Y1+ @ Y1415 -5 YN)

= /Gip'ada W(yr —y2,92 = Y3, > Y1| — Y1j4+1 + @
Yr+1 —Ya+2,- - Yn—-1 — YN)

= /eip‘adaw(gh v 7£|I| + a’7£|[|+1a s 75]\771)

which, by Lemma 2, is equal to 0 unless p € H (1) UV 4 (2u). This proves (ii). O

Macrocausality properties are described by exponential decay of T" when applied
to test functions of the form

| — Tu;|?

}

(2) @i (15) = COﬂSt(’YT)_% exp{ip; - (x; — Tu;)} exp{— Iy
-

where the constant is chosen such that

i, (pf) = exp{ip}; - Tu;)} exp{—y7Ip; — pil*}.
When the associated field operators are applied to the vacuum state, the resulting
state,

Alpir)I0),
can be interpreted as asymptotic to a one-particle state, in the 7 — oo limit.

To precisely study such macrocausality properties, we present some general
mathematical results in the next section.

3. MATHEMATICAL RESULTS

For a tempered distribution f, we let

fo) = [ e itwyis,

and define the generalized Fourier transform of f to be
Fa.pin) = [ F)e el P ay,

defined for all v > 0.
For the following theorem, let C' be a cone with apex at the origin, let

d(x) := dist(z,C0),

and let
Cy :i={x; d(z) > a}.
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Moreover, let
da(z) = dist(z,0C,),

Z

and let T := Tl

Theorem 1. If f(x) =0 in the cone C, then, given any € > 0, F(x,p;v) satisfies,
forxz e C¢,

|F (@, pi7)| < [ee(ylal) "2 P(lz], pl, v/~lz])] exp{— }

YT

where P is a polynomial and v is an integer. Here d.(z) := (d(Z) — |76‘)|x\

d.(z)?
4yl

Proof. First of all, we have the convolution formula
n . n _le=a’|?
3) (fel)# Flapin) = [ fa)err e 5 aa
Since f is in general a tempered distribution (supported in CC), the equation
(3) is formally equal to
. , PR—]
Jar (ezp'(mx ) 47\.1\‘ ) .

Then, by the continuity property of tempered distributions, there are C, r, and s
such that

. ’ z—a'|2 . z—|2
for (e ) | < e e

where

lgllrs:= D> D sup|2*Dg()].

[k|<rle|<s ~
Hence, by direct computation, after fixing some § > 0,

n iy _lz—zol”
[(v]z])2 F(z,p;v)| < C(ylz]) ™ P(lz], v]z], [p[)e” T
for some xq such that
| — xo| > d(x) — 4.

Hence
d(z)—5|2

Z —v _ ld(=)=s]%
|(v]z]) 2 F(z,p;7)| < C(y|z]) VP (||, y|z|, |p])e” ]
Since d(z) = |z|d(%), the theorem is proven by taking § = e. |

Remark 1. If f is a continuous function, we do not have to introduce cutoffs, so
then we may take e = 0. Moreover, if f € L', then we have

d(z 2
|F| <c0nstexp{—(x)|x|}.
4y
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Theorem 2. Iff(p) = 0 in the ball S(P,r) := {p; |p— P| < r}, then, for alle >0,
F satisfies at P the estimate

(4) |F (2, Psy)| < [ec(vlel) =2 P(|al, v/ylz])] exp{—(1 — €)r*y]a|}
for all v > 0.

Proof. Again using the regularity property of tempered distributions (this time for
f), for any fixed € > 0 there exists some py such that

lpo—P| > (1—e)r

and such that
|F(z, P;~)| = ‘fp (e—ip.z_ﬂm”p_mz)‘
< [Whattever]e*ﬂﬂﬂlIpofP|2

< [Whatever]e_ﬂxl(l_s)z’”z.

Theorem 3. (a) If f = f' + f", f'(z) =0 in a cone C and f"(p) =0 in S(P,r),
then F satisfies at P bounds of the form (4) in each direction & of C if v <

déf). More generally, the rate of fall-off in each direction of C is at least equal (or

arbitrarily close) to inf [%@2,7‘27} , and, in particular, to %rd(i) if v = %d(fc)

(b) Similarly, if f = fi+ f1 = fo+ 4§ =+ with f/(z) =0 in a cone C; and
fz/(p) =01in S(P,ry), 1 = 1,2,..., then F(x, P;vy) decays exponentially in each
direction & of U;C;. The rate of exponential fall-off is at least equal (or arbitrarily
close) to the “enveloping function” of

(a2
sup {inf [dl(w) ,r?’y} } )
i 4y

Proof. This follows easily from Theorems 1 and 2. O

4. MACROCAUSALITY PROPERTIES OF N-POINT FUNCTIONS
We define the causal set 3 as

Y= {(U’?p) = (uh < UNL DLy e 7PN)7
N
pr € Hi(n) UV (2u) Vk, Y pr =0, and (C1) holds}
k=1

where the condition (C1) is:

(C1) Given any proper subset I of {1,..., N} such that u(I) con-
tains no other point u;, j ¢ I, in its closed future, then p; €

Hy (1) UV (2).
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The condition (C1) has a simple physical meaning in terms of collisions of par-
ticles. We take some proper subset I of {1,..., N} and consider the points u(I)
and energy-momenta p(I). We call a point (ug, pr) incoming if (pg)o < 0 and out-
going if (pg)o > 0. We then compare the incoming elements with index in I to the
outgoing elements with index in I.

The condition “u(I) contains no other point u;, j ¢ I, in its closed future” means
that, in the subsystem given by I, there are no “missing” outgoing points, although
there may be “missing” incoming points. Physically, we should have a net gain in

energy-momentum for this subsystem. If the incoming momenta are p;,,...,p;,,
and the outgoing momenta are p;,,_ ., .., Pi,.,,» we should have
—Piy = T Pigy < Pigg + Pirpin

in the sense that
pr=Y_pi € Hi(n)UV(2p).
iel
That is, p; # 0 and is in the physical spectrum.
An easy special case is given in the following lemma:

Lemma 5. Let (u,P) € . Then

(i) Each outgoing point u; is in the future cone of at least one in-
coming point, and

(i) Fach incoming point u; is in the past cone of at least one out-
going point.

Proof. For (i), we may take I = {1,..., N}\{j}. Then (C1) says

—pj=p1+-+pia Pt oy € Hi(p) UV (20),

which gives a contradiction since by hypothesis (p;)o > 0.
For (ii), we may simply take I = {i}. O

We now state the main result of this handout.

Theorem 4. (i) Given that test functions of the form (2), T({y:r}) decays expo-
nentially, for any v > 0, in the T — oo limit, apart possibly from configurations
(u,p) € 2.

(i) Given test functions of the form (2) and (u,p) ¢ X, the rate of exponential
fall-off in T is at least equal (or arbitrarily close) to B(u,p;~y) for each v > 0, where
B is strictly positive and is determined as follows. For each I(# {1,...,N}), let
dr(u) be the distance from u to the set of points y such that y(I) contains other
points in its closed future, and let ry(p) denote the distance from p to the set of

points p’ such that {Zivzl P = 0} and {p}y € Hy(u) UV (2u)}. For each v, let

d[(u)2

ﬁz(uvp;7)=inf[ ™ ,T?(p)v}-

Then
B(u,p;vy) = sup Br(u, p; ).
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If v is chosen equal to 2dr11((7;)) for some I (such that d;(u) > 0, r7(p) > 0), then

B(u,p;7) is at least equal (or arbitrarily close) to 1dy(u)r;(p).

Proof. It suffices to prove (ii). We take I(# {1,...,N}), J = {1,...,N}\I, and
consider the sum

T=(T-17)+1Tr.
We recall (1) and Lemma 4:
(T —T1)(u1,...,uny) =0 if u(l) = u(J)
and

Tr(p1y-- s pn) =0 ifpr+--+pn #0 orif pr ¢ Hy(p) UV (2p).

Then the result follows from using f =T, f' =T — T}, and f” = T; in Theorem
3(b). O

5. NOTE TO READER

A few parts of this handout (especially the statements of some of the theorems)
are taken verbatim from the cited works of Iagolnitzer. Also, there are some minor
inconsistencies (a few unimportant wrong signs) that result, as usual, from the mul-
tiple conflicting conventions for the Fourier transform, etc. These inconsistencies
are also taken verbatim from the works cited.
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