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Preface to the Second Edition

In preparing this revised edition of the Tour, I have corrected several errors and
misprints for which I would like to take this opportunity of apologizing to readers
of the first edition.

By now, supersymmetry and string theory have become so prominent in
the theoretical physics literature (despite the more or less total absence of any
experimental evidence of their relevance to the real world!) as to be obligatory in
a book with this title. Accordingly, I have added introductory accounts of these
topics in §12.7 and chapter 15. A comprehensive treatment of either topic (were
I competent to write it) would require a book in itself, but I hope that the short
accounts I have given will serve to make the extensive technical literature a little
more accessible. I confess that I am no expert on string theory; Chris Hull and
Jim Gates have given me advice which is perhaps enough to ensure that what I
say is not grossly misleading, and I thank them for it.

Other new material in this edition includes a section on the applications of
differential geometry to Newtonian mechanics and classical electromagnetism
(§3.7) and a chapter on magnetic monopoles and other topological defects
(chapter 13). I have also expanded my discussions of quantum fields in curved
spacetimes (§7.7), grand unified theories (§12.6) and inflationary cosmology
(§14.8) and attempted to improve and update my presentation of various other
matters in minor ways.

I would like to thank IoP Publishing for giving me the opportunity of revising
and extending the Tour. I am grateful to Jim Revill for his continual friendship and
encouragement, and to Simon Laurenson for his unfailing patience and courtesy
in dealing with the technicalities of bringing the final product into being.

Ian D Lawrie
October 2001
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Preface to the First Edition

A few years ago, I decided to undertake some research having to do with the early
history of the universe. It soon became apparent that I should have to improve
my understanding of several aspects of theoretical physics, and it was from the
ensuing process of self-education that the idea of writing this book emerged.
I was particularly struck by two things. The first was the existence of many
interrelationships, both physical and mathematical, between branches of physics
that are traditionally treated as autonomous. The second was the lack of any
textbook which had the scope to bring out these interrelationships adequately,
or which would teach me at least the rudiments of what I needed to know in a
relatively short time. It is that gap in the literature which I hope this book will go
some way towards filling.

In trying to cover a wide range of topics, I have naturally been unable to
give each the more extensive treatment it would receive in a more specialized
work. I have tried to bear in mind the needs of three main categories of reader
to whom I hope the book will be of use. As an undergraduate, I recall feeling
annoying periods of frustration on encountering references to esoteric matters
such as field theory and general relativity which were obviously important but
said to be ‘beyond the scope’ of the lectures or recommended textbooks. Things
have moved on a little since then, but it is still largely true that undergraduate
courses devoted, for example, to gravitation and cosmology or elementary particle
physics are required to give a broad view of the phenomenological aspects of their
subjects, which leaves little room for exploring deeper aspects of their theoretical
foundations. Final-year undergraduates who feel such a deprivation should find
some enlightenment in these pages. Courses on ‘theoretical physics’ are also
offered to undergraduates in physics and mathematics, perhaps as an optional
alternative to some stint of laboratory work. The purpose of such a course is to
illustrate the ways theoretical physicists have of thinking about the world, rather
than to explore any of the subfields of physics exhaustively. I hope that this book
will be found suitable as a basis for such courses, and have tried to arrange the
material so that lecturers may select topics from it according to their own tastes.

Postgraduate students will no doubt find, as I have done, the need to acquire
some familiarity with a wide range of material which is treated adequately only
in rather forbidding technical treatises. They, I hope, will find here a palatable

Xiii



X1v Preface to the First Edition

introduction to much of what they need and, indeed, a sufficient coverage of those
topics which are peripheral to their chosen speciality.

Third, I have tried to provide for professional scientists and engineers who
are not theoretical physicists. They, I conceive, may find themselves unsatisfied
by semi-popular accounts of advances in the subject but without time for a
full-scale assault on the technical literature. For them, this book may perhaps
constitute a useful half-way house.

Responsibility for what appears herein is, of course, my own, but I should
like to acknowledge the assistance I have received along the way. Much of what
I understand of statistical mechanics was imparted some time ago by Michael
Fisher. Others who have benefitted from his wisdom may recognize his influence
in what I have to say, but he naturally bears no responsibility for anything I
failed to understand properly. During 1986-7, I spent a sabbatical year at the
University of British Columbia, where I had my first opportunity to teach a
substantial graduate course on quantum field theory. The discipline of preparing
the lectures and the perceptive response of the students who took the course did
much to sharpen the somewhat less advanced presentation offered here. Euan
Squires was instrumental in securing a contract for the book to be written. I have
greatly appreciated his enthusiastic support during the writing and his comments
on the first draft of the manuscript. I am also grateful to Gary Gibbons, who
read the chapters on relativity and gravitation and saved me from a number of
faux pas. Professor Jim Gates reviewed the entire manuscript, and I have greatly
appreciated his many detailed comments and suggestions. It is a pleasure to
thank Jim Revill, Neil Robertson and Jane Bartholomew at Adam Hilger for
their assistance and encouragement during the various stages of production. The
greatest thanks, perhaps, are due to my wife Ingrid who encouraged me through
the whole venture and patiently allowed herself to be supplanted by textbooks
and word processor through more evenings and weekends than either of us cares
to remember.

Ian D Lawrie
December 1989
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Chapter 1

Introduction: The Ways of Nature

In the eighteenth century, it became fashionable for wealthy young Englishmen
to undertake the Grand Tour, an excursion which may have lasted several years,
their principal destinations being Paris and the great cultural centres of Italy—
Rome, Venice, Florence and Naples. For many, no doubt, the joys of traveling
and occasional revelry were a sufficient inducement. For others, the opportunity
to observe at first hand the social, literary and artistic achievements of other
nations represented the completion of their liberal education. For a few, perhaps,
it was the starting point of an independent intellectual career. It is in somewhat
the same spirit that I wish to offer readers of this book a guided grand tour
of theoretical physics. The members of my party need be neither wealthy (my
publisher permitting), young, English nor male. I am, however, going to assume
that they have a sound knowledge of basic physics, such as a student in his or her
final year of undergraduate study ought to possess.

Our itinerary cannot, of course, include everything that is important in
theoretical physics. Our principal destinations are those central ideas which form
the foundations of our understanding of how the world works—our knowledge,
as it now stands, of the ways of nature. In outline, the topics I plan to explore
are: the theories of relativity, which concern themselves with the geometrical
structure of space and time and from which emerge an account of gravitational
phenomena; quantum mechanics and quantum field theory, which describe the
constitution of matter at the most microscopic level that is currently accessible to
experiments; and statistical mechanics, which, up to a point, allows us to deduce
from this microscopic constitution the properties of the macroscopic systems of
which the universe is principally composed. The universe itself, and especially its
early history, form the subject of the penultimate chapter, where many of the ideas
we shall have explored must be brought into play. In the final chapter, I give an
introduction to the more speculative theory of quantized relativistic strings (and,
as it turns out, of other objects too) which, in the eyes of its advocates at least,
promises to provide the most comprehensive account it has so far been possible
to devise of the ways of nature at the most fundamental level.



2 Introduction: The Ways of Nature

For some readers, the desire to gain a little insight into our contemporary
understanding of the ways of nature will, I hope, be a sufficient inducement to
read this book. For others, such as those nearing the end of their undergraduate
studies, I hope to provide the opportunity of rounding off that stage of their
education by delving a little more deeply into the ways of nature than the core of
an undergraduate curriculum normally does. For a few, such as those embarking
upon postgraduate research in fundamental theoretical physics, I hope to provide
areadily digestible introduction to many of the ideas that they will need to master.

Before setting out, I should say a few words about the point of view from
which the book is written. By and large, I have written only about what I know
and what I believe I understand. This, and the limited number of pages at my
disposal, have led to the omission of many topics that other writers might consider
essential to a theoretical understanding of physics, but that cannot be helped. The
topics I have included are those that I believe to be fundamental, in the sense that
I have tried to convey by speaking of the ‘ways of nature’. The philosopher Karl
Popper would have us believe that scientific theories exist only to be refuted by
experimental evidence. If practising scientists really thought in that way, then I
doubt that they would consider their expenditure of intellectual effort worthwhile.
A good scientific theory is seldom refuted by new experimental evidence for
which it cannot account. Much more often, it comes to be extended, generalized
or reinterpreted as a constituent part of some more comprehensive theory. Every
time this happens, we improve our understanding of what the world is really like:
we gain a clearer picture of the ways of nature.

The way in which such transformations in our understanding come about
is not necessarily apparent at the point where a detailed theoretical prediction is
confronted with an experimental datum. Take, for example, the transformation
of classical Newtonian mechanics into quantum mechanics. We have discovered,
amongst other things, that electrons can be diffracted by crystals: a phenomenon
for which quantum mechanics can account but classical mechanics cannot.
Therefore, it is often said, classical mechanics must be wrong, or at least no
more than an approximation to quantum mechanics with a restricted range of
usefulness. It is indeed true that, under appropriate circumstances, the predictions
of classical mechanics can be regarded as a good approximation to those of
quantum mechanics, but that is the less interesting part of the truth. There is,
as we shall see, a level of description (which is not especially esoteric) at which
classical and quantum mechanics are virtually identical, apart from a change of
interpretation, and it is the reinterpretation that is vital and profound. It is, I
maintain, at such a level of description that an understanding of the ways of nature
is to be sought, and it is that level of description that is emphasized in this book.

It would, of course, be absurd to lay claim to any understanding of the
ways of nature if our theories could not be tested in detail against experimental
observations. Unfortunately, the task of deriving from our fundamental theories
precise predictions that can be subjected to stringent experimental tests is often a
long and highly technical one. This task, like the devising of the experiments
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themselves, is essential and intellectually challenging but, for want of the
necessary space, I shall not often describe in detail how it can be accomplished.
I do not think that this requires any apology. The basic conceptual understanding
I hope to provide can, on first acquaintance, be obscured by the technical details
of specific applications. Readers will nevertheless want to know by what right
the theories I present can claim to describe the ways of nature, and I shall indeed
outline, at certain key points, the evidence on which this claim is based. Readers
who wish to become professional physicists will, in the end, have to master at
least those details that are relevant to their chosen speciality and will find them
described in many excellent, specialized textbooks, some of which are mentioned
in my bibliography.

Most good scientific theories have been born of the need to understand
certain puzzling observations. If, in retrospect, our improved insight into the ways
of nature shows us that those observations are no longer puzzling but entirely to be
expected, then we feel satisfied that the desired understanding has been achieved.
We feel this satisfaction most deeply when the theory we have constructed has a
coherent, logical, aesthetically pleasing internal structure, and rests on a few basic
assumptions which, though they may not be quite self-evident, have a convincing
ring of truth. Almost, though never entirely, we come to feel that things could not
really have been any other way. It may be presumptuous to suppose that the ways
of nature must necessarily have such a psychological appeal for us. The fact is,
though, that the most successful fundamental theories of physics are of this kind,
and that, for me and many others, is what makes the enterprise worthwhile.

My desire to bring out this aspect of theoretical physics strongly influences
the way this book is written. When discussing, in particular, relativity and
quantum mechanics, the main part of my treatment begins by describing the
theoretical concepts and mathematical structures that lie at the heart of these
theories, and later develops some of their consequences in particular physical
situations. The more traditional method of introducing these subjects is to set out
at the beginning the experimental facts that stand in need of explanation and then
to ask what new theoretical concepts are needed to accommodate them. I realize
that, for many readers, the traditional approach is the more easily accessible one.
For that reason, I have given in §§2.0 and 5.0 short summaries of the more
traditional development of elementary aspects of the theory. To some extent,
these should serve as previews of the more detailed accounts that follow and
enable readers to preserve a sense of direction and purpose while the mathematical
formalism is developed. Ideally, readers should already be acquainted with special
relativity, the wave-mechanical version of quantum mechanics and their simpler
applications. Readers who are thus equipped may prefer to skip these introductory
sections or to regard them and the more elementary exercises as a short revision
course.

In the main, my treatment of mathematical formalism is intended to be
complete and explicit. Where [ have omitted the algebraic details needed to derive
an equation, readers should be able to supply them, and should usually not be
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satisfied until they have done so. In some cases, the exercises offer guidance.
The exercises should, indeed, be regarded as an integral part of the tour; some
of them introduce important ideas that are not dealt with fully in the main text.
Occasionally, it is necessary for me merely to quote the result of a calculation that
is too lengthy or technical to be reproduced in detail, and I shall indicate when
this is so.

There is one other aspect of theoretical physics that I should like readers to
be aware of. It has become apparent that there are many similarities, some of
them physical and others mathematical, between areas of physics which, on the
face of it, appear to be quite separate. In the course of this book, I emphasize
two of these unifying themes particularly. One is that the geometrical ideas we
need to describe the structure of space and time also lie at the root of the gauge
theories of fundamental forces, described in chapters 8 and 12, of which the most
familiar is electromagnetism. Indeed, once we realize the importance of these
ideas, the existence of both gravitational and other forces is seen to be almost
inevitable, even if we had not already been aware of them. The other is a basic
mathematical similarity between quantum field theory and statistical mechanics
which, as I discuss in chapter 10, can appear in several different guises. This is not
altogether surprising, since both theories require us to average over uncertainties
of one kind or another. The extent of the similarity is, however, quite striking, and
becomes particularly apparent in the study of phase transitions, with which I deal
in chapter 11. One of my chief ambitions in writing this book is to offer a unified
account of theoretical physics in which these interconnections can properly be
brought out.

While the connections between different topics will be appreciated only by
those who read the book in its entirety, I have tried to arrange the material so
that not all of it need be mastered in one go. Readers who are mainly interested
in relativity and gravitation may read chapters 2, 3 and 4 and the first three
sections of chapter 14 without serious loss of continuity, though the remainder of
chapter 14 requires some knowledge of particle physics and statistical mechanics.
Similarly, those whose main interest is in particles and field theory may read
chapters 3, 5-9 and 12, together with the more speculative material of chapters 13
and 15, but should preferably look at §§2.0 and 11.4-11.7 for some background
information. They should then be able to follow most of chapter 14. Chapters 3,
5, 10 and 11 can be read as a short course on statistical physics and the theory of
phase transitions. Readers who follow one of these schemes may safely ignore
occasional references to unfamiliar material, or may like to dip into relevant
portions of the chapters they have omitted.

The purpose of this book is entirely pedagogical. I do not aim to describe the
history of theoretical physics, nor to give anything approaching a comprehensive
survey of the research literature. As far as possible, I have made at least passing
mention of important ideas which bear on the topics I discuss but cannot be
covered in detail, and the bibliography lists a number of good textbooks and
review articles to which interested readers may turn for further information and
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references to the original literature. I have given some references to the literature
where I think that readers will find an original paper particularly enlightening
or where it provides a useful historical perspective, but I have by no means listed
every paper in these categories. I have certainly not attempted to refer explicitly to
the work of every scientist who has made important contributions to the subjects
I discuss. To do so would require a book in itself.

It is time for our tour to begin.



Chapter 2

Geometry

Our tour of theoretical physics begins with geometry, and there are two reasons
for this. One is that the framework of space and time provides, as it were, the
stage upon which physical events are played out, and it will be helpful to gain a
clear idea of what this stage looks like before introducing the cast. As a matter of
fact, the geometry of space and time itself plays an active role in those physical
processes that involve gravitation (and perhaps, according to some speculative
theories, in other processes as well). Thus, our study of geometry will culminate,
in chapter 4, in the account of gravity offered by Einstein’s general theory of
relativity. The other reason for beginning with geometry is that the mathematical
notions we develop will reappear in later contexts.

To a large extent, the special and general theories of relativity are ‘negative’
theories. By this I mean that they consist more in relaxing incorrect, though
plausible, assumptions that we are inclined to make about the nature of space
and time than in introducing new ones. I propose to explain how this works in
the following way. We shall start by introducing a prototype version of space
and time, called a ‘differentiable manifold’, which possesses a bare minimum of
geometrical properties—for example, the notion of length is not yet meaningful.
(Actually, it may be necessary to abandon even these minimal properties if, for
example, we want a geometry that is fully compatible with quantum theory and
I shall touch briefly on this in chapter 15.) In order to arrive at a structure
that more closely resembles space and time as we know them, we then have to
endow the manifold with additional properties, known as an ‘affine connection’
and a ‘metric’. Two points then emerge: first, the common-sense notions of
Euclidean geometry correspond to very special choices for these affine and metric
properties; second, other possible choices lead to geometrical states of affairs that
have a natural interpretation in terms of gravitational effects. Stretching the point
slightly, it may be said that, merely by avoiding unnecessary assumptions, we
are able to see gravitation as something entirely to be expected, rather than as a
phenomenon in need of explanation.

To me, this insight into the ways of nature is immensely satisfying, and it
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is in the hope of communicating this satisfaction to readers that I have chosen to
approach the subject in this way. Unfortunately, the assumptions we are to avoid
are, by and large, simplifying assumptions, so by avoiding them we let ourselves
in for some degree of complication in the mathematical formalism. Therefore, to
help readers preserve a sense of direction, I will, as promised in chapter 1, provide
an introductory section outlining a more traditional approach to relativity and
gravitation, in which we ask how our naive geometrical ideas must be modified
to embrace certain observed phenomena.

2.0 The Special and General Theories of Relativity

2.0.1 The special theory

The special theory of relativity is concerned in part with the relation between
observations of some set of physical events in two inertial frames of reference
that are in relative motion. By an inertial frame, we mean one in which Newton’s
first law of motion holds:

Every body continues in its state of rest, or of uniform motion in a right line,
unless it is compelled to change that state by forces impressed on it.
(Newton 1686)

It is worth noting that this definition by itself is in danger of being a mere
tautology, since a ‘force’ is in effect defined by Newton’s second law in terms
of the acceleration it produces:

The change of motion is proportional to the motive force impressed; and is
made in the direction of the right line in which that force is impressed.
(Newton 1686)

So, from these definitions alone, we have no way of deciding whether some
observed acceleration of a body relative to a given frame should be attributed, on
the one hand, to the action of a force or, on the other hand, to an acceleration of
the frame of reference. Eddington has made this point by a facetious re-rendering
of the first law:

Every body tends to move in the track in which it actually does move, except
insofar as it is compelled by material impacts to follow some other track than
that in which it would otherwise move.

(Eddington 1929)

The extra assumption we need, of course, is that forces can arise only from the
influence of one body on another. An inertial frame is one relative to which any
body sufficiently well isolated from all other matter for these influences to be
negligible does not accelerate. In practice, needless to say, this isolation cannot
be achieved. The successful application of Newtonian mechanics depends on our
being able systematically to identify, and take proper account of, all those forces
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Figure 2.1. Two systems of Cartesian coordinates in relative motion.

that cannot be eliminated. To proceed, we must take it as established that, in
principle, frames of reference can be constructed, relative to which any isolated
body will, as a matter of fact, always refuse to accelerate. These frames we call
inertial.

Obviously, any two inertial frames must either be relatively at rest or have a
uniform relative velocity. Consider, then, two inertial frames, S and S’ (standing
for Systems of coordinates) with Cartesian axes so arranged that the x and x’ axes
lie in the same line, and suppose that S’ moves in the positive x direction with
speed v relative to S. Taking y’ parallel to y and 7z’ parallel to z, we have the
arrangement shown in figure 2.1. We assume that the sets of apparatus used to
measure distances and times in the two systems are identical and, for simplicity,
that both clocks are adjusted to read zero at the moment the two origins coincide.

Suppose that an event at the coordinates (x, y, z, t) relative to S is observed
at (x’, y’, 7/, t') relative to S’. According to the Galilean, or common-sense, view
of space and time, these two sets of coordinates must be related by

x'=x—vt y =y 7=z ' =t. 2.1

Since the path of a moving particle is just a sequence of events, we easily find that
its velocity relative to S, in vector notation # = dx /d¢, is related to its velocity
u' = dx’/dr’ relative to S’ by 4’ = u — v, with v = (v,0,0), and that its
acceleration is the same in both frames, a’ = a.

Despite its intuitive plausibility, the common-sense view turns out to be
mistaken in several respects. The special theory of relativity hinges on the fact
that the relation #’ = u — v is not true. That is to say, this relation disagrees with
experimental evidence, although discrepancies are detectable only when speeds
are involved whose magnitudes are an appreciable fraction of a fundamental
speed ¢, whose value is approximately 2.998 x 108 ms~!. So far as is known,
light travels through a vacuum at this speed, which is, of course, generally
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called the speed of light. Indeed, the speed of light is predicted by Maxwell’s
electromagnetic theory to be (eo,uo)’l/ 2 (in SI units, where €g and pg are called
the permittivity and permeability of free space, respectively) but the theory does
not single out any special frame relative to which this speed should be measured.
For quite some time after the appearance of Maxwell’s theory (published in its
final form in 1864; see also Maxwell (1873)), it was thought that electromagnetic
radiation consisted of vibrations of a medium, the ‘luminiferous ether’, and would
travel at the speed c relative to the rest frame of the ether. However, a number
of experiments cast doubt on this interpretation. The most celebrated, that of
Michelson and Morley (1887), showed that the speed of the Earth relative to the
ether must, at any time of year, be considerably smaller than that of its orbit
round the Sun. Had the ether theory been correct, of course, the speed of the
Earth relative to the ether should have changed by twice its orbital speed over a
period of six months. The experiment seemed to imply, then, that light always
travels at the same speed, c, relative to the apparatus used to observe it.

In his paper of 1905, Einstein makes the fundamental assumption (though
he expresses things a little differently) that light travels with exactly the same
speed, c, relative to any inertial frame. Since this is clearly incompatible with
the Galilean transformation law given in (2.1), he takes the remarkable step of
modifying this law to read

, X — vt ,

X = (1_U2/C2)1/2 y =y
2.2
t —vx/c? 22

(1— U2/c2)1/2’

7=z t'=

These equations are known as the Lorentz transformation, because a set of
equations having essentially this form had been written down by H A Lorentz
(1904) in the course of his attempt to explain the results of Michelson and Morley.
However, Lorentz believed that his equations described a mechanical effect of the
ether upon bodies moving through it, which he attributed to a modification of
intermolecular forces. He does not appear to have interpreted them as Einstein
did, namely as a general law relating coordinate systems in relative motion. The
assumptions that lead to this transformation law are set out in exercise 2.1, where
readers are invited to complete its derivation. Here, let us note that (2.2) does
indeed embody the assumption that light travels with speed c¢ relative to any
inertial frame. For example, if a pulse of light is emitted from the common origin
of Sand §" at t = ¢ = 0, then the equation of the resulting spherical wavefront
at time ¢ relative to S is x% + y2 + z2 = 2% Using the transformation (2.2), we
easily find that its equation at time ¢’ relative to S’ is x> + y? + 2% = %%
Many of the elementary consequences of special relativity follow directly
from the Lorentz transformation, and we shall meet some of them in later
chapters. What particularly concerns us at present—and what makes Einstein’s
interpretation of the transformation equations so remarkable—is the change that
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these equations require us to make in our view of space and time. On the face of
it, equations (2.1) or (2.2) simply tell us how to relate observations made in two
different frames of reference. At a deeper level, however, they contain information
about the structure of space and time that is independent of any frame of reference.
Consider two events with spacetime coordinates (x1, 1) and (x2, ) relative to
S. According to the Galilean transformation, the time interval t, — #; between
them relative to S is equal to the interval #;, — | relative to S’. In particular, it
may happen that these two events are simultaneous, so that 1, — #; = 0, and
this statement would be equally valid from the point of view of either frame
of reference. For two simultaneous events, the spatial distances between them,
|x1 — x2| and |x{ — xél are also equal. Thus, the time interval between two events
and the spatial distance between two simultaneous events have the same value in
every inertial frame, and hence have real physical meanings that are independent
of any system of coordinates. According to the Lorentz transformation (2.2),
however, both the time interval and the distance have different values relative to
different inertial frames. Since these frames are arbitrarily chosen by us, neither
the time interval nor the distance has any definite, independent meaning. The one
quantity that does have a definite, frame-independent meaning is the proper time
interval At, defined by

AAT? = AP — Ax? (2.3)

where At = tp — t; and Ax = |x2 — x1|. By using (2.2), it is easy to verify that
c2Ar’? — Ax"? is also equal to ¢>AT2.

We see, therefore, that the Galilean transformation can be correct only in
a Galilean spacetime; that is, a spacetime in which both time intervals and
spatial distances have well-defined meanings. For the Lorentz transformation to
be correct, the structure of space and time must be such that only proper-time
intervals are well defined. There are, as we shall see, many such structures. The
one in which the Lorentz transformation is valid is called Minkowski spacetime
after Hermann Minkowski who first clearly described its geometrical properties
(Minkowski, 1908). These properties are summarized by the definition (2.3) of
proper time intervals. In this definition, the constant ¢ does not refer to the speed
of anything. Although it has the dimensions of velocity, its role is really no more
than that of a conversion factor between units of length and time. Thus, although
the special theory of relativity arose from attempts to understand the propagation
of light, it has nothing to do with electromagnetic radiation as such. Indeed, it
is not in essence about relativity either! Its essential feature is the structure of
space and time expressed by (2.3), and the law for transforming between frames
in relative motion serves only as a clue to what this structure is. With this in
mind, Minkowski (1908) says of the name ‘relativity’ that it ‘... seems to me very
feeble’.

The geometrical structure of space and time restricts the laws of motion that
may govern the dynamical behaviour of objects that live there. This is true, at
least, if one accepts the principle of relativity, expressed by Einstein as follows:
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The laws by which the states of physical systems undergo change are not
affected, whether these changes of state be referred to the one or the other of
two systems of coordinates in uniform translatory motion.

(Einstein 1905)

Any inertial frame, that is to say, should be as good as any other as far as the
laws of physics are concerned. Mathematically, this means that the equations
expressing these laws should be covariant—they should have the same form in
any inertial frame. Consider, for example, two objects, with masses m and m>,
situated at x; and x, on the x axis of S. According to Newtonian mechanics and
the Newtonian theory of gravity, the equation of motion for particle 1 is

d’x

—l= (Gmymy)

7 (2.4)

X2 — X1
mi _
|x

2 —x1]3

where G ~ 6.67 x 107"!Nm?kg~? is Newton’s gravitational constant. If
spacetime is Galilean and the transformation law (2.1) is valid, then d%x’/dt"> =
dzx/dt2 and (xé — xi) = (x3 — x1), so in S’ the equation has exactly the same
form and Einstein’s principle is satisfied. In Minkowski spacetime, we must
use the Lorentz transformation. The acceleration relative to S is not equal to
the acceleration relative to S’ (see exercise 2.2), but worse is to come! On
the right-hand side, x; and x; refer to two events, namely the objects reaching
these two positions, which occur simultaneously as viewed from S. As viewed
from §’, however, these two events are separated by a time interval (té — ti) =
(x] — x5)v/c?, as readers may easily verify from (2.2). In Minkowski spacetime,
therefore, (2.4) does not respect the principle of relativity. It is unsatisfactory as
a law of motion because it implies that there is a preferred inertial frame, namely
S, relative to which the force depends only on the instantaneous separation of the
two objects; relative to any other frame, it depends on the distance between their
positions at different times, and also on the velocity of the frame of reference
relative to the preferred one. Actually, we do not know a priori that there is no
such preferred frame. In the end, we trust the principle of relativity because the
theories that stem from it explain a number of observed phenomena for which
Newtonian mechanics cannot account.

We might imagine that electrical forces would present a similar problem,
since we obtain Coulomb’s law for particles with charges g; and g> merely
by replacing the constant in parentheses in (2.4) with —q1q2/4meg. In fact,
Maxwell’s theory is not covariant under Galilean transformations, but can be
made covariant under Lorentz transformations with only minor modifications.
We shall deal with electromagnetism in some detail later on, and I do not want
to enter into the technicalities at this point. We may note, however, the features
that favour Lorentz covariance. In Maxwell’s theory, the forces between charged
particles are transmitted by electric and magnetic fields. We know that the fields
due to a charged particle do indeed appear different in different inertial frames:
in a frame in which the particle is at rest, we see only an electric field, while in
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a frame in which the particle is moving, we also see a magnetic field. Moreover,
disturbances in these fields are transmitted at the speed of light. The problem
of simultaneity is avoided because a second particle responds not directly to the
first one, but rather to the electromagnetic field at its own position. The expression
analogous to the right-hand side of (2.4) for the Coulomb force is valid only when
there is a frame of reference in which particle 2 can be considered fixed, and then
only as an approximation.

2.0.2 The general theory

The experimental fact that eventually led to the special theory was, as we have
seen, the constancy of the speed of light. The general theory, and the account that
it provides of gravitation, also spring from a crucial fact of observation, namely
the equality of inertial and gravitational masses. In (2.4), the mass m appears in
two different guises. On the left-hand side, m denotes the inertial mass, which
governs the response of the body to a given force. On the right-hand side, it
denotes the gravitational mass, which determines the strength of the gravitational
force. The gravitational mass is analogous to the electric charge in Coulomb’s
law and, since the electrical charge on a body is not necessarily proportional
to its mass, there is no obvious reason why the gravitational ‘charge’ should be
determined by the mass either. The equality of gravitational and inertial masses
is, of course, responsible for the fact that the acceleration of a body in the Earth’s
gravitational field is independent of its mass, and this has been familiar since the
time of Galileo and Newton. It was checked in 1889 to an accuracy of about one
part in 10° by E6tvés, whose method has been further refined more recently by R
H Dicke and his collaborators.

It seemed to Einstein that this precise equality demanded some explanation,
and he was struck by the fact that inertial forces such as centrifugal and Coriolis
forces are proportional to the inertial mass of the body on which they act. These
inertial forces are often regarded as ‘fictitious’, in the sense that they arise from
the use of accelerating (and therefore non-inertial) frames of reference. Consider,
for example, a spaceship far from any gravitating bodies such as stars or planets.
When its motors are turned off, a frame of reference S fixed in the ship is inertial
provided, as we assume, that it is not spinning relative to distant stars. Relative
to this frame, the equation of motion of an object on which no forces act is
md?x/dt> = 0. Suppose the motors are started at time r = 0, giving the ship
a constant acceleration a in the x direction. S is now not an inertial frame. If S’ is
the inertial frame that coincided with S for ¢ < 0, then the equation of the object
is still md?x’/dr”?=0, at least until the object collides with the cabin walls. Using
Galilean relativity for simplicity, we have x’ = x + %at2 and ¢’ = 1, so relative to
S the equation of motion is

d?x

mﬁ = —ma. 2.5

The force on the right-hand side arises trivially from the coordinate transformation
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and is definitely proportional to the inertial mass.

Einstein’s idea is that gravitational forces are of essentially the same kind as
that appearing in (2.5), which means that the inertial and gravitational masses are
necessarily identical. Suppose that the object in question is in fact a physicist,
whose ship-board laboratory is completely soundproof and windowless. His
sensation of weight, as expressed by (2.5), is equally consistent with the ship’s
being accelerated by its motors or with its having landed on a planet at whose
surface the acceleration due to gravity is a. Conversely, when he was apparently
weightless, he would be unable to tell whether his ship was actually in deep space
or freely falling towards a nearby planet. This illustrates Einstein’s principle of
equivalence, according to which the effects of a gravitational field can locally be
eliminated by using a freely-falling frame of reference. This frame is inertial and,
relative to it, the laws of physics take the same form that they would have relative
to any inertial frame in a region far removed from any gravitating bodies.

The word ‘locally’ indicates that the freely-falling inertial frame can usually
extend only over a small region. Let us suppose that our spaceship is indeed
falling freely towards a nearby planet. (Readers may rest assured that the
pilot, unlike the physicist, is aware of this and will eventually act to avert the
impending disaster.) If he has sufficiently accurate apparatus, the physicist can
detect the presence of the planet in the following way. Knowing the standard
landing procedure, he allows two small objects to float freely on either side of his
laboratory, so that the line joining them is perpendicular to the direction in which
he knows that the planet, if any, will lie. Each of these objects falls towards the
centre of the planet, and therefore their paths slowly converge. As observed in
the freely-falling laboratory, they do not accelerate in the direction of the planet,
but they do accelerate towards each other, even though their mutual gravitational
attraction is negligible. (The tendency of the cabin walls to converge in the same
manner is, of course, counteracted by interatomic forces within them.) Strictly,
then, the effects of gravity are eliminated in the freely-falling laboratory only
to the extent that two straight lines passing through it, which meet at the centre
of the planet, can be considered parallel. If the laboratory is small compared
with its distance from the centre of the planet, then this will be true to a very
good approximation, but the equivalence principle applies exactly only to an
infinitesimal region.

The principle of equivalence as stated above is not as innocuous as it might
appear. We illustrated it by considering the behaviour of freely-falling objects,
and found that it followed in a more or less trivial manner from the equality
of gravitational and inertial masses. A version restricted to such situations
is sometimes called the weak principle of equivalence. The strong principle,
applying to all the laws of physics, has much more profound implications. It led
Einstein to the view that gravity is not a force of the usual kind. Rather, the effect
of a massive body is to modify the geometry of space and time. Particles that are
not acted on by any ordinary force do not accelerate; they merely appear to be
accelerated by gravity if we make the false assumption that the geometry is that
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of Galilean or Minkowski spacetime and interpret our observations accordingly.

Consider again the expression for proper time intervals given in (2.3). It
is valid when (x, y, z, t) refer to Cartesian coordinates in an inertial frame of
reference. In the neighbourhood of a gravitating body, a freely-falling inertial
frame can be defined only in a small region, so we write it as

c2(d1)? = 2(dr)? — (dx)? (2.6)

where d¢ and dx are infinitesimal coordinate differences. Now let us make a
transformation to an arbitrary system of coordinates (x°, x!, x2, x3), each new
coordinate being expressible as some function of x, y, z and ¢. Using the chain

rule, we find that (2.6) becomes

3
2 (dr)? = Z gy (x)dxtdx” 2.7
w,v=0

where the functions g, (x) are given in terms of the transformation functions.
They are components of what is called the metric tensor. In the usual version
of general relativity, it is the metric tensor that embodies all the geometrical
structure of space and time. Suppose we are given a set of functions g, (x) which
describe this structure in terms of some system of coordinates {x**}. According to
the principle of equivalence, it is possible at any point (say X, with coordinates
X™) to construct a freely falling inertial frame, valid in a small neighbourhood
surrounding X, relative to which there are no gravitational effects and all other
processes occur as in special relativity. This means that it is possible to find a set
of coordinates (ct, x, y, z) such that the proper time interval (2.7) reverts to the
form of (2.6). Using a matrix representation of the metric tensor, we can write

1 0 0 0
0 -1 O 0

gu(X) =nu = 0 0 —1 0 (2.8)
0 O 0o -1

where 7, is the special metric tensor corresponding to (2.6).

If the geometry is that of Minkowski spacetime, then it will be possible to
choose (ct, x, y, z) in such a way that g,, = 1, everywhere. Otherwise, the
best we can usually do is to make g, = 1, at a single point (though that point
can be anywhere) or at every point along a curve, such as the path followed by an
observer. Even when we do not have a Minkowski spacetime, it may be possible
to set up an approximately inertial and approximately Cartesian coordinate system
such that g, differs only a little from 7, throughout a large region. In such a
case, we can do much of our physics successfully by assuming that spacetime is
exactly Minkowskian. If we do so, then, according to general relativity, we shall
interpret the slight deviations from the true Minkowski metric as gravitational
forces.
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This concludes our introductory survey of the theories of relativity. We
have concentrated on the ways in which our common-sense ideas of spacetime
geometry must be modified in order to accommodate two key experimental
observations: the constancy of the speed of light and the equality of gravitational
and inertial masses. It is clear that the modified geometry leads to modifications in
the laws that govern the behaviour of physical systems, but we have not discussed
these laws in concrete terms. That we shall be better equipped to do after we have
developed some mathematical tools in the remainder of this chapter. At that stage,
we shall be able to see much more explicitly how gravity arises from geometry.

2.1 Spacetime as a Differentiable Manifold

Our aim is to construct a mathematical model of space and time that involves
as few assumptions as possible, and to be explicitly aware of the assumptions
we do make. In particular, we have seen that the theories of relativity call into
question the meanings we attach to distances and time intervals, and we need
to be clear about these. The mathematical structure that has proved to be a
suitable starting point, at least for a non-quantum-mechanical model of space
and time, is called a differentiable manifold. 1t is a collection of points, each
of which will eventually correspond to a unique position in space and time, and
the whole collection comprises the entire history of our model universe. It has
two key features that represent familiar facts about our experience of space and
time. The first is that any point can be uniquely specified by a set of four real
numbers, so spacetime is four-dimensional. For the moment, the exact number
of dimensions is not important. Later on, indeed, we shall encounter some recent
theories which suggest that there may be more than four, the extra ones being
invisible to us. Even in more conventional theories, we shall find that it is helpful
to consider other numbers of dimensions as a purely mathematical device. The
second feature is a kind of ‘smoothness’, meaning roughly that, given any two
distinct points, there are more points in between them. This feature allows us to
describe physical quantities such as particle trajectories or electromagnetic fields
in terms of differentiable functions and hence to do theoretical physics of the usual
kind. We do not know for certain that space and time are quite as smooth as this,
but at least there is no evidence for any granularity down to the shortest distances
we are able to probe experimentally.

Our first task is to express these properties in a more precise mathematical
form. It is of fundamental importance that this can be done without recourse to
any notion of length. The properties we require are topological ones, and we begin
by introducing some elementary ideas of topology. Roughly speaking, we want to
be able to say that some pairs of points are ‘closer together’ than others, without
having any quantitative measure of distance. As an illustration, consider a sheet
of rubber, marked off into different regions as in figure 2.2. For the purposes of
this illustration, we shall say that there is no definite distance between two points



16 Geometry

(“'*.
N\

Figure 2.2. A deformable sheet of rubber, divided into several regions. Although there
is no definite distance between the points indicated by @ , there are always other points
between them, because any curve joining them must pass through at least one of the regions
b, e and h.

on the sheet, because it can be deformed at will. No matter how it is deformed,
however, any given region is still surrounded by the same neighbouring regions.
Given a point in d and another in f, we can never draw a line between them that
does not pass through at least one of regions b, e and h. The same holds, moreover,
of more finely subdivided regions, as shown for subdivisions of a, each of which
could be further subdivided, and so on. In this sense, points on the sheet are
smoothly connected together. The smoothness would be lost if the rubber were
vaporized, the individual molecules being considered as the collection of points.
Mathematically, the kind of smoothness we want is a property of the real line
(that is, the set of all real numbers, denoted by R). So, as part of the definition
of the manifold, we demand that it should be possible to set up correspondences
(called ‘maps’) between points of the manifold and sets of real numbers. We shall
next look at the topological properties of real numbers, and then see how we can
ensure that the manifold shares them.

2.1.1 Topology of the real line R and of R4

The topological properties we are interested in are expressed in terms of ‘open
sets’, which are defined in the following way. An open interval (a, b) is the set of
all points (real numbers) x such thata < x < b:

A
~
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Figure 2.3. (a) An open set in RZ. It is a union of open rectangles constructed from unions
of open intervals in the two copies of R which form the x! and x2 axes. (b) Another open
set in R2, which can be constructed as a union of open rectangles.

The end points x = a and x = b are excluded. Consequently, any point x in
(a, b) can be surrounded by another open interval (x — €, x + ¢€), all of whose
points are also in (a, b). For example, however close x is to a, it cannot be equal
to a. There are always points between a and x, and if x is closer to a than to b,
we can take € = (x — a)/2. An open set of R is defined as any union of 1, 2, 3,
... open intervals:

( N () ( ( N
N 7 or — —) or ¢ )

)

s )
J X J

etc. (The union AUBUC - - - of a number of sets is defined as the set of all points
that belong to at least one of A, B, C, ... . The intersection AN BNC ---isthe
set of all points that belong to all the sets A, B, C, ....) In addition, the empty
set, which contains no points, is defined to be an open set.

The space R? is the set of all pairs of real numbers ()c1 , x2), which can be
envisaged as an infinite plane. The definition of open sets is easily extended to R?,
as illustrated in figure 2.3. If x! lies in a chosen open interval on the horizontal
axis, and x2 in a chosen open interval on the vertical axis, then (x L xz) lies in an
open rectangle corresponding to these two intervals. Any union of open rectangles
is an open set. Since the rectangles can be arbitrarily small, we can say that any
region bounded by a closed curve, but excluding points actually on the curve, is
also an open set, and so is any union of such regions. Obviously, the same ideas
can be further extended to RY, which is the set of all d-tuples of real numbers
(x!, X, xd).

An important use of open sets is to define continuous functions. Consider,
for instance, a function f which takes real numbers x as arguments and has real-
number values y = f(x). An example is shown in figure 2.4. The inverse image
of a set of points on the y axis is the set of all those points on the x axis for
which f(x) belongs to the original set. Then we say that f is continuous if the
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Figure 2.4. The graph y = f(x) of a function which is discontinuous at xo. Any open
interval of y which includes f(x() has an inverse image on the x axis which is not open.
The inverse image of an interval in y which contains no values of f(x) is the empty set.

inverse image of any open set on the y axis is an open set on the x axis. The
example shown fails to be continuous because the inverse image of any open
interval containing f (xp) contains an interval of the type (x1, xo], which includes
the end point x¢ and is therefore not open. (Readers who are not at home with this
style of argument should spend a short while considering the implications of these
definitions: why, for example, is it necessary to include not only open intervals
but also their unions and the empty set as open sets?)

The open sets of R? have two fairly obvious properties: (i) any union of
open sets is itself an open set; (ii) any intersection of a finite number of open
sets is itself an open set. Given any space (by which we mean a set of points),
suppose that a collection of subsets of its points is specified, such that any union
or finite intersection of them also belongs to the collection. We also specify that
the entire space (which counts as a subset of itself) and the empty set belong to
the collection. Then the subsets in this collection may, by analogy, be called open
sets. The collection of open sets is called a fopology and the space, together with
its topology, is called a fopological space. 1t is, of course, possible to endow a
given space with many different topologies. For example, the collection of all
subsets of the space clearly satisfies all the above conditions, and is called the
discrete topology. By endowing the real line with this topology, we would obtain
a new definition of continuity—it would not be a particularly useful definition,
however, as any function at all would turn out to be continuous. The particular
topology of R? described above is called the natural topology and is the one we
shall always use.

It is important to realize that a topology is quite independent of any notion
of distance. For instance, a sheet of paper may be regarded as a part of RZ.
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The natural topology reflects the way in which its points fit together to form
a coherent structure. If it is used to draw figures in Euclidean geometry,
then the distance D between two points is defined by the Pythagoras rule as

D = [(Ax)* + (Ay)2]1/2. But it might equally well be used to plot the mean
atmospheric concentration of carbon monoxide in central London (represented
by y) as a function of time (represented by x), in which case D would have no
sensible meaning.

A topology imposes two kinds of structure on the space. The local
topology—the way in which open sets fit inside one another over small regions—
determines the way in which notions like continuity apply to the space. The global
topology—the way in which the open sets can be made to cover the whole space—
determines its overall structure. Thus, the plane, sphere and torus have the same
local structure but different global structures. Physically, we have no definite
information about the global topology of spacetime, but its local structure seems
to be very similar to that of R* (though we shall encounter speculative theories
that call this apparently simple observation into question).

2.1.2 Differentiable spacetime manifold

In order that our model of space and time should be able to support continuous
and differentiable functions of the sort that we rely on to do physics, we want it
(for now) to have the same local topology as R*. First of all, then, it must be
a topological space. That is, it must have a collection of open sets, in terms of
which continuous functions can be defined. Second, the structure of these open
sets must be similar, within small regions, to the natural topology of R*. To this
end, we demand that every point of the space belong to at least one open set,
all of whose points can be put into a one-to one correspondence with the points
of some open set of R*. More technically, the correspondence is a one-to-one
mapping of the open set of the space onfo the open set of R*, which is to say
that every point of the open set in the space has a unique image point in the open
set of R* and vice versa. We further demand that this mapping be continuous,
according to our previous definition. When these conditions are met, the space is
called a manifold. The existence of continuous mappings between the manifold
and R* implies that a function f defined on the manifold (that is, one that has a
value f(P) for each point P of the manifold) can be re-expressed as a function g
defined on R*, so that f(P) = g(xo, .. .,x3), where (xO, R x3) is the point of
R* corresponding to P. In this way, continuous functions defined on the manifold
inherit the characteristics of those defined on R*.

This definition amounts to saying that the manifold can be covered by
patches, in each of which a four-dimensional coordinate system can be set up,
as illustrated in figure 2.5 for the more easily drawn case of a two-dimensional
manifold. Normally, of course, many different coordinate systems can be set up
on any part of the manifold. The definition also ensures that, within the range
of coordinate values corresponding to a given patch, there exists a point of the
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A

Figure 2.5. A coordinate patch on a two-dimensional manifold. Each point in the patch is
mapped to a unique image point in a region of R2 and vice versa.

Figure 2.6. Two overlapping coordinate patches. A point in the overlap region can be
identified using either set of coordinates.

manifold for each set of coordinate values—so there are no points ‘missing’ from
the manifold, and also that there are no ‘extra’ points that cannot be assigned
coordinates. Within a coordinate patch, a quantity such as an electric potential,
which has a value at each point of the manifold, can be expressed as an ordinary
function of the coordinates of the point. Often, we shall expect such functions to
be differentiable (that is, to possess unique partial derivatives with respect to each
coordinate at each point of the patch).

Suppose we have two patches, each with its own coordinate system, that
partly or wholly overlap, as in figure 2.6. Each point in the overlap region has
two sets of coordinates, say (xO, e, x3) and (yO, e, y3), and the y coordinates
can be expressed as functions of the x coordinates: y0 = yO(xO, e, x3), etc.
Given ‘reasonable’ coordinate systems, we might suppose that a function which
is differentiable when expressed in terms of the x* ought also to be differentiable
when expressed in terms of the y*. This will indeed be true if the transformation
functions y* (x) are differentiable. If the manifold can be completely covered by a
set of coordinate patches, in such a way that all of these transformation functions
are differentiable, then we have a differentiable manifold. In order for a function
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Figure 2.7. (a) A manifold M, part of the surface of this page, with a coordinate patch.
(b) Part of R?, showing the coordinate values used in (a).

to remain differentiable at least n times after a change of coordinates, at least the
first n derivatives of all the transformation functions must exist. If they do, then
we have what is called a C" manifold. Intuitively, we might think it possible to
define functions of space and time that can be differentiated any number of times,
for which we would need n = co. We shall indeed take a C* manifold as the
basis for our model spacetime. Mathematically, though, this is a rather strong
assumption, and for many physical purposes it would be sufficient to take, say,
n=4.

2.1.3 Summary and examples

Our starting point for a model of space and time is a C* manifold. The essence of
the technical definition described above is, first, that it is possible to set up a local
coordinate system covering any sufficiently ‘small’ region and, second, that it is
possible to define functions on the manifold that are continuous and differentiable
in the usual sense. It is, of course, perfectly possible to define functions that are
neither continuous nor differentiable. The point is that, if a function fails to be
continuous or differentiable, this will be the fault either of the function itself or
of our choice of coordinates, but not the fault of the manifold. The word ‘small’
appears in inverted commas because, as I have emphasized, there is as yet no
definite notion of length: it simply means that it may well not be possible to
cover the entire manifold with a single coordinate system. The coordinate systems
themselves are not part of the structure of the manifold. They serve merely as an
aid to thought, providing a practical means of specifying properties of sets of
points belonging to the manifold.
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vala

Figure 2.8. Same as figure 2.7, but using different coordinates.

The following examples illustrate, in terms of two-dimensional manifolds,
some of the important ideas. Figure 2.7(a) shows a manifold, M, which is part
of the surface of the paper on which it is printed. For the sake of argument, I
am asking readers to suppose that this surface is perfectly smooth, rather than
being composed of tiny fibres. For the definitions to work, we must take the
manifold to be the interior of the rectangular region, excluding points on the
boundary. The interior of the roughly circular region is a coordinate patch. Inside
it are drawn some of the grid lines by means of which we assign coordinates x !
and x? to each point. Figure 2.7(b) is a pictorial representation of part of the
space R? of pairs of coordinates. The interior of the shaded region represents
the coordinates actually used. To every point of this region there corresponds a
point of the coordinate patch in M and vice versa. Figure 2.8 shows a similar
arrangement, using a different coordinate system. Here, again, the interior of the
shaded region of R? represents the open set of points that correspond uniquely
to points of the coordinate patch. As before, the boundary of the coordinate
patch and the corresponding line x! = 4 in R? are excluded. Also excluded,
however, are the boundary lines x! = 0, x> = 0 and x> = 27 in R?, which
means that points on the line labelled by x> = 0 in M do not, in fact, belong to
the coordinate patch. Since the coordinate system is obviously usable, even when
these points are included, their exclusion may seem like an annoying piece of
bureaucracy: however, it is essential to apply the rules correctly if the definitions
of continuity and differentiability are to work smoothly. For example, the function
g(x!, x?) = x? is continuous throughout R?, but the corresponding function on
M is discontinuous at x> = 0.

It should be clear that, whereas a single coordinate patch like that in
figure 2.7 can be extended to cover the whole of M, at least two patches of
the kind shown in figure 2.8 would be needed. Readers should also be able to
convince themselves that, if M were the two-dimensional surface of a sphere,
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no single patch of any kind could cover all of it. These examples also illustrate
the fact that, although the coordinates which label the points of M have definite
numerical values, these values do not, in themselves, supply any notion of a
distance between two points. The distance along some curve in M may be defined
by some suitable rule, such as (i) ‘use a ruler’ or (ii) ‘measure the volume of
ink used by a standard pen to trace the curve’ or, given a particular coordinate
system, (iii) ‘use the mathematical expression D = (function of coordinates)’.
Any such rule imposes an additional structure—called a metric—which is not
inherent in the manifold. In particular, there is no naturally occurring function
for use in (iii). Any specific function, such as the Pythagoras expression, would
have quite different effects when applied to different coordinate systems, and the
definition of the manifold certainly does not single out a special coordinate system
to which that function would apply. We do have a more or less unambiguous
means of determining distances on a sheet of paper, and this is because the paper,
in addition to the topological properties it possesses as a manifold, has physical
properties that enable us to apply a definite measuring procedure. The same is
true of space and time and, although we have made some initial assumptions
about their topological structure, we have yet to find out what physical properties
determine their metrical structure.

2.2 Tensors

From our discussion so far, it is apparent that coordinate systems can be
dangerous, even though they are often indispensable for giving concrete
descriptions of a physical system. We have seen that the topology of a manifold
such as that of space and time may permit the use of a particular coordinate system
only within a small patch. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that the surface
of the Earth is a smooth sphere. We encounter no difficulty in drawing, say,
the street plan of a city on a flat sheet of paper using Cartesian coordinates, but
we should obviously be misled if we assumed that this map could be extended
straightforwardly to cover the whole globe. By assuming that two-dimensional
Euclidean geometry was valid on the surface of the Earth, we should be making a
mistake, owing to the curvature of the spherical surface, but the mistake would not
become apparent as long as we made measurements only within a region the size
of a city. Likewise, physicists before Einstein assumed that a frame of reference
fixed on the Earth would be inertial, except for effects of the known orbital motion
of the Earth around the Sun and its rotation about its own axis, which could be
corrected for if necessary. According to Einstein, however, this assumption is also
mistaken. It fails to take account of the true geometry of space and time in much
the same way that, by treating a city plan as a Euclidean plane, we fail to take
account of the true geometry of the Earth. The mistake only becomes apparent,
however, when we make precise observations of gravitational phenomena.

The difficulty here is that we often express the laws of physics in the form
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which, we believe, applies to inertial frames. If we do not know, a priori, what the
true geometry of space and time is, then we do not know whether any given frame
is truly inertial. Therefore, we need to express our laws in a way that does not rely
on our making any special assumption about the coordinate system. There are two
ways of achieving this. The method adopted by Einstein himself is to write our
equations in a form that applies to any coordinate system: the mathematical tech-
niques for doing this constitute what is called fensor analysis. The other, more
recent method is to write them in a manner that makes no reference to coordi-
nate systems at all: this requires the techniques of differential geometry. For our
purposes, these two approaches are entirely equivalent, but each has its own ad-
vantages and disadvantages in terms of conceptual and notational clarity. So far
as I can, I will follow a middle course, which seems to me to maximize the ad-
vantages. Both techniques deal with objects called fensors. Tensor analysis, like
elementary vector analysis, treats them as being defined by sets of components,
referred to particular coordinate systems. Differential geometry treats them as
entities in their own right, which may be described in terms of components, but
need not be. When components are used, the two techniques become identical, so
there is no difficulty in changing from one description to the other.

Many, though not all, of the physical objects that inhabit the spacetime
manifold will be described by tensors. A tensor at a point P of the manifold
refers only to that point. A fensor field assigns some property to every point
of the manifold, and most physical quantities will be described by tensor fields.
(For brevity, I shall often follow custom by referring to a tensor field simply as
a ‘tensor’, when the meaning is obvious from the context.) Tensors and tensor
fields are classified by their rank, a pair of numbers (Z)

Rank (8) tensors, also called scalars, are simply real numbers. A scalar
field is a real-valued function, say f(P), which assigns a real number to each
point of the manifold. If our manifold were just the three-dimensional space
encountered in Newtonian physics, then at a particular instant in time, an electric
potential V (P) or the density of a fluid p(P) would be examples of scalar fields.
In relativistic physics, these and all other simple examples I can think of are
not true scalars, because their definitions depend in one way or another on the
use of specific coordinate systems or on metrical properties of the space that our
manifold does not yet possess. For the time being, however, no great harm will
be done if readers bear these examples in mind. If we introduce coordinates x*,
then we can express f (P) as an algebraic function f(x#). (For convenience, I am
using the same symbol f to denote two different, though related functions: we
have f(x*) = f(P) when x* are the coordinates of the point P.) In a different
coordinate system, where P has the coordinates x| the same quantity will be
described by a new algebraic function f '(x"), related to the old one by

£y = f(") = f(P). (2.9)

In tensor analysis, this transformation law is taken to define what is meant by
a scalar field.
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Rank ((1)) tensors are called vectors in differential geometry. They correspond
to what are called contravariant vectors in tensor analysis. The prototypical
vector is the tangent vector to a curve. In ordinary Euclidean geometry, the
equation of a curve may be expressed parametrically by giving three functions
x(A), y(1) and z(A), so that each point of the curve is labelled by a value of XA
and the functions give its coordinates. If A is chosen to be the distance along
the curve from a given starting point, then the tangent vector to the curve at the
point labelled by A has components (dx/dA, dy/dA, dz/dX). In our manifold,
we have not yet given any meaning to ‘distance along the curve’, and we want
to avoid defining vectors in terms of their components relative to a specific
coordinate system. Differential geometry provides the following indirect method
of generalizing the notion of a vector to any manifold. Consider, in Euclidean
space, a differentiable function f (x, y, z). This function has, in particular, a value
f (1) at each point of the curve, which we obtain by substituting for x, y and z the
appropriate functions of A. The rate of change of f with respect to A is

df dxoaf dyof dzaf 210
drn ~ drdx  dady  dx oz (2.10)
s0, by choosing f = x, f = y or f = z, we can recover from this expression each
component of the tangent vector. All the information about the tangent vector
is contained in the differential operator d/dX, and in differential geometry this
operator is defined to be the tangent vector.

A little care is required when applying this definition to our manifold.
We can certainly draw a continuous curve on the manifold and label its points
continuously by a parameter . What we cannot yet do is select a special
parameter that measures distance along it. Clearly, by choosing different
parametrizations of the curve, we shall arrive at different definitions of its tangent
vectors. It is convenient to refer to the one-dimensional set of points in the
manifold as a path. Then each path may be parametrized in many different ways,
and we regard each parametrization as a distinct curve. This has the advantage
that each curve, with its parameter A, has a unique tangent vector d/dX at every
point. Suppose we have two curves, corresponding to the same path, but with
parameters A and u that are related by u = aA + b, a and b being constants. The
difference is obviously a rather trivial one and the two parameters are said to be
affinely related.

If we now introduce a coordinate system, we can resolve a vector into
components, in much the same way as in Euclidean geometry. At this point,
it is useful to introduce two abbreviations into our notation. First, we use the
symbol 9, to denote the partial derivative 9/dx*. Second, we shall use the
summation convention, according to which, if an index such as u appears in
an expression twice, once in the upper position and once in the lower position,
then a sum over the values u = 0 ... 3 is implied. (More generally, in a d-
dimensional manifold, the sum is over the values O ... (d — 1). In contexts other
than spacetime geometry, there may be no useful distinction between upper and
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lower indices, and repeated indices implying a sum may both appear in the same
position.) I shall use bold capital letters to denote vectors, such as V = d/dA.
If, then, a curve is represented in a particular coordinate system by the functions
xM (L), we can write

\4

d St 9

ax__22-5r5;;=‘/auz=vﬂxﬂ 2.11)
n=0

where the partial derivatives X, = 9/0x" are identified as the basis vectors in this

system and V# are the corresponding components of V. Note that components

of a vector are labelled by upper indices and basis vectors by lower ones. In a

new coordinate system, with coordinates x“/, and basis vectors X, = 9/ 8x“/,

the chain rule 9, = (dx* /9x#)d,, shows that the same vector has components

’ 0x ’u/
VH = —VH, (2.12)

oxH
In tensor analysis, a contravariant vector is defined by specifying its components
in some chosen coordinate system and requiring its components in any other
system to be those given by the transformation law (2.12). It will be convenient

to denote the transformation matrix by
a2 2.13

s @1
The convention of placing a prime on the index ' to indicate that x* and x*
belong to different coordinate systems, rather than writing, say, x’#, is useful here
in indicating to which system each index on A refers. Using the chain rule again,

we find )

, ox* oxV oxH

M v _ _u

A" AN, = el 8 (2.14)

so the matrix A" , is the inverse of the matrix A”/M.

Rank (?) tensors are called one-forms in differential geometry or covariant
vectors in tensor analysis. Consider the scalar product # - v of two Euclidean
vectors. Normally, we regard this product as a rule that combines two vectors
u and v to produce a real number. As we shall see, this scalar product involves
metrical properties of Euclidean space that our manifold does not yet possess.
There is, however, a different point of view that can be transferred to manifold.
For a given vector u, the symbol u- can be regarded as defining a function,
whose argument is a vector, say v, and whose value is the real number u - v.
The function u- is linear. That is to say, if we give it the argument av + bw,
where v and w are any two vectors, and a and b are any two real numbers, then
u-(av+bw) = au - v+ bu - w. This is, in fact, the definition of a one-form. In
our manifold, a one-form, say w, is a real-valued, linear function whose argument
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is a vector: w(V) = (real number). Because the one-form is a linear function, its
value must be a linear combination of the components of the vector:

o(V) =, V" (2.15)

The coefficients w,, are the components of the one-form, relative to the coordinate
system in which V has components V#. A one-form field is defined in the same
way as a linear function of vector fields, whose value is a scalar field. In the
definition of linearity, @ and » may be any two scalar fields.

The expression (2.15) is, of course, similar to the rule for calculating the
scalar product of two Euclidean vectors from their components. Nevertheless, it
is clear from their definitions that vectors and one-forms are quite different things,
and (2.15) does not allow us to form a scalar product of two vectors.

An example of a one-form field is the gradient of a scalar field f, whose
components are d, f. Notice the consistency of the convention for placing
indices: the components of a one-form have indices that naturally appear in the
lower position. Call this gradient one-form w . If V = d/dA is the tangent vector
to a curve x*(A), then the new scalar field w ¢ (V) is the rate of change of f along
the curve: o dxlt df

wr(V) = e AL dn (2.16)

Since vectors and one-forms exist independently of any coordinate system,
the function w (V) given in (2.15) must be a true scalar field—it must have
the same value in any coordinate system. This means that the matrix which
transforms the components of a one-form between two coordinate systems must

be the inverse of that which transforms the components of a vector:

— oA = w2 2.17
CL)M/—CL)M M/—O)MW. ( . )

Then, on transforming (2.15), we get
(V) = o, V¥ = a)MA“M,A";V” = w, 8" VY = w, VH (2.18)

In tensor analysis, a covariant vector is defined by requiring that its components
obey the transformation law (2.17). Clearly, this is indeed the correct way of
transforming a gradient.

Rank (Z) tensors and tensor fields can be defined in a coordinate-independent
way, making use of the foregoing definitions of vectors and one-forms, and I
shall say more about this in §3.7. For our present purposes, however, it becomes
rather easier at this point to adopt the tensor analysis approach of defining higher-
rank tensors in terms of their components. A tensor of contravariant rank a and
covariant rank b has, in a d-dimensional manifold, detb components, labelled by
a upper indices and b lower ones. The tensor may be specified by giving all of
its components relative to some chosen coordinate system. In any other system,
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the components are then given by a transformation law that generalizes those for
vectors and one-forms in an obvious way:

ap.. . B m
T ,,._.—AO‘O(A/S...AM/AVV/...TOU3

Wy o (2.19)

From this we can see how to construct laws of physics in a way that will make
them true in any coordinate system. Suppose that a fact about some physical
system is expressed in the form S = T, where S and T are tensors of the same
rank. On multiplying this equation on both sides by the appropriate product of A
matrices, we obtain the equation S’ = T’, which expresses the same fact, in an
equation of the same form, but now applies to the new coordinate system. The
point that may require some effort is to make sure that S and 7 really are tensors
that transform in the appropriate way.

If w is a one-form and V a vector, then the d? quantities Tlf = w, V" are

the components of a rank (%) tensor. As we saw in (2.15), by setting u = v and
carrying out the implied sum, we obtain a single number, which is a scalar (or a
rank () tensor). This process is called contraction. Given any tensor of rank (}),
witha > 1 and b > 1, we may contract an upper index with a lower one to obtain
a new tensor of rank (Z:i) Readers should find it an easy matter to check from

(2.19) that, for example, the object SV, = 7% y”}sv... does indeed transform
in the right way.

2.3 Extra Geometrical Structures

Two geometrical structures are needed to endow our manifold with the familiar
properties of space and time: (i) the notion of parallelism is represented
mathematically by an affine connection; (ii) the notions of length and angle are
represented by a metric. In principle, these two structures are quite independent.
In Euclidean geometry, of course, it is perfectly possible to define what we mean
by parallel lines in terms of distances and angles, and this is also true of the
structures that are most commonly used in general-relativistic geometry. Thus
there is, as we shall see, a special kind of affine connection that can be deduced
from a metric. It is called a metric connection (or sometimes, the Levi-Civita
connection). We shall eventually assume that the actual geometry of space and
time is indeed described by a metric connection. From a theoretical point of view,
however, it is instructive to understand the distinction between those geometrical
ideas that rely only on an affine connection and those that require a metric.
Moreover, there are manifolds other than spacetime that play important roles in
physics (in particular, those connected with the gauge theories of particle physics),
which possess connections, but do not necessarily possess metrics. To emphasize
this point, therefore, I shall deal first with the affine connection, then with the
metric, and finally with the metric connection.



Extra Geometrical Structures 29

(a) 6]

Figure 2.9. (a) A geodesic curve: successive tangent vectors are parallel to each other. (b)
A non-geodesic curve: successive tangent vectors are not parallel.

2.3.1 The affine connection

There are four important geometrical tools provided by an affine connection: the
notion of parallelism, the notion of curvature, the covariant derivative and the
geodesic. Let us first understand what it is good for.

a) Newton'’s first law of motion claims that ‘a body moves at constant speed
in a straight line unless it is acted on by a force’. In general relativity, we shall
replace this with the assertion that ‘a test particle follows a geodesic curve unless
it is acted on by a non-gravitational force’. As we saw earlier, gravitational
forces are going to be interpreted in terms of spacetime geometry, which itself is
modified by the presence of gravitating bodies. By a ‘test particle’, we mean one
that responds to this geometry, but does not modify it significantly. A geodesic is
a generalization of the straight line of Euclidean geometry. It is defined, roughly,
as a curve whose tangent vectors at successive points are parallel, as illustrated in
figure 2.9. Given a definition of ‘parallel’, as provided by the connection, this is
perhaps intuitively recognizable as the natural state of motion for a particle that is
not disturbed by external influences.

b) The equations of physics, which we wish to express entirely in terms
of tensors, frequently involve the derivatives of vector or tensor fields. Now,
the derivatives of a scalar field 9, f are, as we have seen, the components of a
one-form field. However, the derivatives of the components of a vector field,
9, V", are not the components of a tensor field, even though they are labelled by
a contravariant and a covariant index. On transforming these derivatives to a new
coordinate system, we find

oV = A" L0 (A", V)
= A" A0V A @A)V (2.20)

Because of the last term, this does not agree with the transformation law for
a second-rank tensor. The affine connection will enable us to define what is
called a covariant derivative, V,,, whose action on a vector field is of the form
V,V¥ = 9,V" + (connection term). The transformation of the extra term
involving the affine connection will serve to cancel the unwanted part in (2.20),
so that V, V¥ will be a tensor.

c) The fact that the functions 9, V" do not transform as the components of a
tensor indicates that they have no coordinate-independent meaning. To see what
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Figure 2.10. V(P) and V(Q) are the vectors at P and Q belonging to the vector field V.
V(P — Q) is the vector at Q which results from parallelly transporting V (P) along the
curve.

goes wrong, consider the derivative of a component of a vector field along a
curve, as illustrated in figure 2.10(a), where P and Q are points on the curve
with parameters A and A + §A respectively. The derivative at P is

dv#A  dxV oVH B VE(Q) — VE(P)
_ = = l1im —F——— .
da dr oxV 8§1—0 SA

2.21)

For a scalar field, which has unique values at P and Q, such a derivative makes
good sense. However, the values at P and Q of the components of a vector
field depend on the coordinate system to which they are referred. It is easy to
make a change of coordinates such that, for example, V#(Q) is changed while
VH(P) is not, and so the difference of these two quantities has no coordinate-
independent meaning. If we try to find the derivative of the vector field itself,
we shall encounter the expression V(Q) — V(P). Now, V(P) is the tangent
vector to some curve passing through P (though not necessarily the one shown in
figure 2.10(a)) and V (Q) is the tangent vector to some curve passing through Q.
The difference of two vectors at P is another vector at P: each vector is tangent
to some curve passing through P. However, V(Q) — V (P) is not, in general, the
tangent vector to a curve at a specific point. It is not, therefore, a vector and has,
indeed, no obvious significance at all.

To define a meaningful derivative of a vector field, we need to compare
two vectors at the same point, say Q. Therefore, we construct a new vector
V(P — Q), which exists at Q but represents V (P). Then a new vector, DV /dA,
which will be regarded as the derivative of V along the curve, may be defined as

DV V(Q) —V(P — Q)

—| = lim
di |p 820 S

(2.22)

In the limit, of course, Q coincides with P and this is where the new vector
exists. There is no natural way in which a vector at Q corresponds to a vector at
P, so we must provide a rule to define V(P — Q) in terms of V(P). This
rule is the affine connection. In figure 2.10(b), V(P — Q) is shown as a
vector at Q that is parallel to V(P). The figure looks this way because of the
Euclidean properties of the paper on which it is printed. Mathematically, the affine
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Figure 2.11. Parallel transport of a vector from P to Q on a spherical surface by two
routes.

connection defines what it means for a vector at Q to be parallel to one at P: it is
said to define parallel transport of a vector along the curve. From a mathematical
point of view, we are free to specify the affine connection in any way we choose.
Physically, on the other hand, we shall need to find out what the affine connection
is, with which nature has actually provided us, and we shall address this problem
in due course. It might be thought that a vector which represents V (P) should
not only be parallel to it but also have the same length. In Euclidean geometry,
the magnitude of a vector is (v - v)l/ 2 and, as we have seen, the scalar product
needs a metric for its definition. The metric connection, mentioned above, does
indeed define parallel transport in a manner that preserves the magnitude of the
transported vector.

The concrete definition of parallel transport is most clearly written down by
choosing a coordinate system. If P and Q lie on a curve x*()) and are separated
by an infinitesimal parameter distance §A, then the components of V(P — Q)
are defined by

o

dx
VP — Q) = VH¥(P) — (SM‘MW(P)V”(P)K (2.23)

and the functions I'*,, are called the affine connection coefficients. These
coefficients exist at each point of the manifold and are not associated with any
particular curve. However, the rule (2.23) for parallel transport involves, in
addition to the vector V itself, both the connection coefficients and the tangent
vector dx? /dA, so parallel transport is defined only along a curve. To transport
V along a curve by a finite parameter distance, we have to integrate (2.23). If
we wish to transport a vector from an initial point P to a final point Q, we must
choose a curve, passing through both P and Q, along which to transport it. There
will usually be many such curves and it is vital to realize that the vector which
finally arrives at Q depends on the route taken: the functions I'*,, will generally
not take the same values along two different curves. This fact lies at the root of
the idea of the curvature of a manifold, as we shall see shortly.
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The idea of parallel transport is illustrated in figure 2.11, which shows the
surface of a Euclidean sphere. For the purposes of this example, we assume the
usual metrical properties of Euclidean space, so that distances and angles have
their usual meanings. The manifold we consider is the two-dimensional surface of
the sphere, so every vector is tangential to this surface. P and Q are points on the
equator, separated by a quarter of its circumference, and N is the north pole. The
equator and the curves PN and QN are parts of great circles on the sphere and
are ‘straight lines’ as far as geometry on the spherical surface is concerned: one
would follow such a path by walking straight ahead on the surface of a perfectly
smooth Earth. Consider a vector V(P) that points due north—it is a tangent
vector at P to the curve PN. We shall transport this vector to Q, first along the
equator and second via the north pole. The rule for parallel transport of a vector
along a straight line is particularly simple: the angle between the vector and the
line remains constant. For transport along the equator, the vector clearly points
north at each step and so V(P — Q) also points north along QN. Along PN,
the vector also points north, so on arrival at the pole it is perpendicular to QN.
On its way south, it stays perpendicular to QN. Thus, the transported vector
V(P — Q) as defined by the polar route points along the equator.

At this point, readers should consider parallel transport along the sides
of a plane equilateral triangle PN Q. It is easy to see that V(P — Q) is
independent of the route taken. Clearly, the difference between the two cases
is that the spherical surface is curved while the plane surface is flat. The rule for
parallel transport, embodied mathematically in the affine connection coefficients,
evidently provides a measure of the curvature of a manifold, and we shall later
formulate this precisely. It should be emphasized that a manifold possesses a
curvature only when it has an affine connection. If it has no connection, then it
is neither curved nor flat: the question just does not arise. Finally, returning to
figure 2.11, suppose that we had chosen Q to lie close to P and considered only
paths contained in a small neighbourhood of the two points. The surface would
have been almost indistinguishable from a flat one and the transported vector
would have been almost independent of the path. This is consistent with the
mathematical expression (2.23). If P has coordinates x** and Q is infinitesimally
close to P, with coordinates x* 4+dx*, then we may substitute dx* for §Adx* /dA,
and all reference to the path between P and Q disappears. The affine connection
of two-dimensional Euclidean geometry is explored in exercise 2.10.

One of our motivations for introducing the affine connection was to be able
to define a meaningful derivative of a vector field. The covariant derivative
along a curve was to be defined, using the idea of parallel transport, by (2.22).
As we have just seen, it is not actually necessary to specify a curve when P
and Q are infinitesimally close. In terms of components, then, let us write
DVH#/dx = (dx?/dA)V, V# and calculate the covariant derivative V, V# using
(2.22) and (2.23). We find

Vo VA =3, V4 TH V. (2.24)
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Notice that the three indices of the connection coefficient have different functions.
There are, indeed, important situations in which the connection is symmetric in
its two lower indices: T'*,, = I'*,,. In general, however, it is the last index that
corresponds to that of V,;. Since DV# /d and dx° /dA are both vectors, it follows
from their transformation laws that the functions V, V# are the components of a
rank (%) tensor, with the transformation law

Vo VH = A"U,A“MV(, VH, (2.25)
From this, we can deduce the transformation law for the connection coefficients
themselves, which can be written as

g = (A A7 AT, ) TH AR, (00A7) (2.26)

vie! T

Readers are urged to verify this in detail, bearing in mind that 3, (A" ;A"v,) =
(B A" DAY+ A B A ) = 350 (8%) = 0.

Evidently, the affine connection is not itself a tensor. However, the covariant
derivative that contains it acts on any tensor to produce another tensor of one
higher covariant rank. So far, we have defined only the covariant derivative of a
vector field, which was given in (2.24). The covariant derivative of a scalar field
is just the partial derivative, V, f = 9, f, since this is already a vector field. In
order for the covariant derivative of a one-form field to be a second-rank tensor
field, we must have

Vowy = dgwy — FUWa)v. 2.27)

Notice that the roles of the upper and first lower indices have been reversed,
compared with (2.24), and that the sign of the connection term has changed.
It is straightforward to check that these changes are vital if this derivative is to
transform as a rank ((2)) tensor field. The covariant derivative of a tensor field of
arbitrary rank is

Vo T”‘ﬁ"'lwm = 05 T"‘ﬂ"'ﬂvm + (connection terms). (2.28)

There is one connection term for each index of the original tensor. For each upper
index, it is a term like that in (2.24) and for each lower index it is like that in (2.27).
Exercise 2.11 invites readers to consider in more detail how these definitions are
arrived at.

There is a convenient notation that represents partial derivatives of tensor
fields by a comma and covariant derivatives by a semicolon. That is:

6T, =T%, 4 and  V,T%,=T%, . (2.29)

2.3.2 Geodesics

As mentioned earlier, a geodesic is, in a sense, a generalization of the straight
line of Euclidean geometry. Of course, we can reproduce only those properties
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of straight lines that make sense in our manifold with its affine connection. For
example, the idea that a straight line is the shortest distance between two points
will make sense only when we have a metric to measure distances. The idea of
a geodesic is that, if we are to walk along a straight line, each step we take must
be parallel to the last. Consider, then, the special case of the parallel transport
equation (2.23) in which the vector transported from P to Q is the curve’s own
tangent vector at P: V¥ = dx*/dA. If the curve is a geodesic, the transported
vector V(P — Q) will be proportional to V(Q). Since the vectors have no
definite length, the constant of proportionality may well depend on A, but if
P and Q are separated by an infinitesimal parameter distance, it will be only
infinitesimally different from 1. So we may write

dxH dxH

e A [ = f(R8A] — - . (2.30)

where f()) is an unknown function. Using this in (2.23) and taking the limit
81 — 0, we obtain the geodesic equation

dZxH dx’ dx° dxH
M = = f(\)—. 2.31
di? e dr da f()dk (23D

A curve x* (1) is a geodesic if and only if it satisfies an equation of this form,
where f(A) can be any function.

Remember now that a given path through the manifold can be parametrized
in many different ways, each one being regarded as a different curve. It is easy
to see that if the curve given by one parametrization is a geodesic, then so is the
curve that results from another parametrization of the same path. We need only
express the new parameter, say u, as a function of A and use the chain rule in
(2.31):

2 vV 4,0 -2 2
S di=<d—“) [f(x d—“—d—“] & em
du? YO du dp da dr da? | du

This has the same form as (2.31) but involves a different function of « on the right-
hand side. In particular, it is always possible to find a parameter for which the
right-hand side of (2.32) vanishes. Such a parameter is called an affine parameter
for the path. It is left as a simple exercise for the reader to show that if A is an
affine parameter, then any parameter that is affinely related to it (that is, it is a
linear function u = aX + b) is also an affine parameter.

2.3.3 The Riemann curvature tensor

We saw in connection with figure 2.11 that parallel transport of a vector between
two points along different curves can be used to detect curvature of the manifold.
This is because both parallel transport and curvature are properties of the affine
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X2+ a2

x + 8!

Figure 2.12. Two paths, PRQ and P SQ, for parallelly transporting a vector from P to Q.

connection. The definition of curvature is made precise by the Riemann curvature
tensor. Consider two points P and Q with coordinates x* and x* + Sx*
respectively, such that §x* = 0, except for u = 1 or 2. A region of the (x!, x?)
surface near these points is shown in figure 2.12. By transporting a vector V (P)
to Q via R or S, we obtain at Q the two vectors V(P — R — () and
V(P - § — Q). To first order in §x* these two vectors are the same, as
we have seen. If we expand them to second order, however, they are different,
and we obtain an expression of the form

VAP — S — Q) — V(P - R— Q)= R" ,V"sx'sx> +... (233)

where the quantities le;u depend on the connection coefficients and their
derivatives. Readers are invited to verify that they are components of the Riemann
tensor we are about to define.

It should be clear that the process of transporting the vector from P to Q
along the two paths is related to that of taking two derivatives, with respect to x!
and x2, in either order. If we act on a vector field with the two covariant derivatives
Vs and V7 in succession, the result depends on the order of the two operations;
they do not commute. To work out the commutator, we use the definition (2.28),
bearing in mind that V,, V# is itself a rank (%) tensor. The result is

[Vo, Vel VE =V, (Ve VE) = Vo (Vo V) = RE VY + (T% =T ) Vi VA
(2.34)
where
s s
RV . =TH —Th 407 T4 —Th T . (2.35)

VoT VvT,0 Vo,T

This formidable expression defines the Riemann tensor. As a rank-4 tensor, it has
4* = 256 components! Actually, owing to various symmetry properties, of which
the most obvious is antisymmetry in the indices ¢ and 7, it can be shown that
only 80 of these are independent. When I'*},, is a metric connection of the kind
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to be described in §2.3.5, there is a further symmetry that reduces the number
of independent components to 20. Even so, the Riemann tensor is clearly an
inconvenient object to deal with. Readers should not panic yet, though. Many
of the most important applications of general relativity (including all those to be
discussed in this book) do not require the complete Riemann tensor. In practice,
we shall need only a simpler tensor derived from it. This is the Ricci tensor,
defined by contracting two indices of the Riemann tensor:

— phi A A A s
Ry =RY;, =T% o —Th,  +T4. 19, —T% %, (2.36)

Although the definition still looks complicated, the components of this tensor can
often be calculated with just a little patience, and it is relatively simple to use
thereafter.

The second term on the right-hand side of (2.34) involves the antisymmetric
part of the affine connection, I'", . — I',;, which is called the forsion tensor.
(Readers should find it instructive to verify, using (2.26) and (2.13) that this really
is a tensor, even though I'”__ itself is not.) In most versions of general relativity, it
is assumed that spacetime has no torsion. We shall always assume this too, since
it makes things much simpler. I do not know, however, of any direct method of
testing this experimentally.

Some simple illustrations of the idea of curvature are given in the exercises.
These make more obvious sense when we have a metric at our disposal, and we
turn to that topic forthwith.

2.3.4 The metric

Yes, we are finally going to give our manifold a metrical structure that will make
the notion of length meaningful. To define the infinitesimal distance ds between
two points with coordinates x* and x* + dx*, we use a generalization of the
Pythagoras rule:

ds® = gy (x)dxtdx". (2.37)

Naturally, we want this distance to be a scalar quantity, independent of our choice
of coordinate system, and it is easy to see that the coefficients g, (x) must
therefore be the components of a rank ((2)) tensor field. It is called the metric
tensor field or, for brevity, the ‘metric tensor’, or simply the ‘metric’. Since an
antisymmetric part would obviously make no contribution to ds, it is taken to be
symmetric in its indices @ and v. Any finite distance between two points can be
uniquely defined only as the length of a specified curve joining them. For the
distance between P and Q on a curve x*()), we have the integral

Q ds 0 dx# dxv'?
= —dA = A)) — dAi. 2.38
5PO fpdk fp[gw(x( )5 dk} (2.38)

In the space of three-dimensional Euclidean geometry, the squared element of
distance expressed in Cartesian coordinates is ds? = (d)cl)2 + (d)cz)2 + (dx3)2,
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so the components of the metric tensor in these coordinates are

1 00
8uv = (0 1 0) . (2.39)
0 0 1

The metric tensor has several other geometrical uses, arising from the fact
that it serves to define a scalar product of two vectors or vector fields:

U.-V =U*x)gu@x) V' (x). (2.40)

Clearly, this reduces to the usual ‘dot product’ in Euclidean space. Taking the two
vectors to be the same, we get a definition of the magnitude or length of a vector,

VI = gun () V* (@) VY (x) (2.41)
and we can then define the angle between two vectors by writing
guUH*VY =1|U||V|cosH. (2.42)

A non-Euclidean metric does not necessarily give a positive value for the quantity
|V (x)|%, so the lengths and angles defined in this way might turn out to be
complex.

When introducing one-forms, I pointed out that the symbol u-, which
appears in the Euclidean dot product, can be regarded as a linear function that
takes a vector as its argument, and is, in fact, a one-form. From the scalar product
(2.40), we see that g,,, plays the role of the dot, and that the functions

Uy = Ukg,, (2.43)

are the components of a unique one-form corresponding to the vector U. The
metric tensor is said to lower the index of the vector to produce a one-form. In
the same way, the metric associates a unique vector with each one-form w: it is
the vector whose corresponding one-form is w. Actually, this assumes that the
metric is non-singular. That is, it has an inverse matrix g/V, whose elements are
the components of a rank (§) tensor field, such that

8uog”" =5l (2.44)

The geometrical properties of the metric would be rather peculiar if this were not
so, and the existence of the inverse is sometimes included as part of the definition
of a metric. So long as the inverse metric does exist, we can say that it raises the
index of a one-form to produce a vector:

o = g"w,. (2.45)

In fact, any index of any tensor can be raised or lowered in this way. Since g, is
symmetric, it does not matter which of its indices is contracted.
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Now that we have a metric tensor at our disposal, it is clearly possible in
practice to regard vectors and one-forms as different versions of the same thing—
hence the terms contravariant and covariant vector. In Euclidean geometry, we
do not notice the difference, as long as we use Cartesian coordinates, because
the metric tensor is just the unit matrix. In non-Cartesian coordinates, the metric
tensor is not the unit matrix, and some consequences of this are explored in the
exercises. Does this mean that there is, after all, no real distinction between
vectors and one-forms, or between the contravariant and covariant versions of
other tensors? This depends on our attitude towards the metric. In the relativistic
theory of gravity, the metric embodies information about gravitational fields, and
different metrics may represent different, but equally possible, physical situations.
The relation between the contravariant and covariant versions of a given physical
quantity depends on the metric, and it is legitimate to ask which version is intrinsic
to the quantity itself and which is a compound of information about the quantity
itself and about the metric. To decide this, we must ask what kind of tensor would
be used to represent the quantity in question were a metric not available. For
example, the Riemann tensor that appears in (2.34) has an index w, which is in
the upper position because it originates from parallel transport of a vector, and two
indices o and t that must be in the lower position because they label directions
along which the vector is being differentiated. Since metrical notions are taken
for granted in much of our physical thinking, though, the answer to this may not
always be obvious. If, as in Euclidean geometry, the metric is taken to be fixed
and unalterable, then such questions need not arise.

2.3.5 The metric connection

Now that the magnitude of a vector and the angle between two vectors have
acquired definite meanings, it is natural to demand that the rule for parallel
transport should be consistent with them. Thus, if two vectors are transported
along a curve, each one remaining parallel to itself, then the angle between them
should remain constant. This requirement leads to a relation between the metric
and the affine connection that we shall now derive. Consider a curve x* (1)
passing through the point P and two vectors V and W at P. We can define a
vector field V (x) such that its value at any point Q on the curve is equal to the
transported vector V(P — (), and a similar vector field W(x). If U is the
tangent vector to the curve, then U° V,; V# is the covariant derivative of V* along
the curve. It is given by the expression (2.22) and is clearly equal to zero, as is the
corresponding derivative of W. The consistency condition we want to impose is
that the scalar product g, V# W" has the same value everywhere along the curve.
Recalling that the covariant derivative of a scalar field is equal to the ordinary
derivative, we may express this condition as

UV (g, VW) = 0. (2.46)
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Now, the covariant derivative of a product of tensors obeys the same Leibniz (or
product) rule as an ordinary derivative:

Vo (gp.v VEWY) = (V(,gw)V“W” +gp.v(vo VYWY +guvvu(va WY). (2.47)

Readers may verify this explicitly or turn to exercise 2.11 for some further
enlightenment. If we use this in (2.46), the last two terms vanish and our condition
becomes U’ (Vo guv) V# WY = 0. This must hold for any three vectors U, V and
W, and therefore the covariant derivative of g, must be zero:

Vcrg/w = 8uv,oc — Frﬂagrv - thg;u =0. (2.48)

This is sometimes expressed by saying that the metric is ‘covariantly constant’.
By combining this equation with two others obtained by renaming the indices, we
get

8op,v +gav,u —8uv,o = (FTGU - Frug)gru + (FTGM - F;(r)gl'l) + (F;v +F§u_)gra~

(2.49)
Assuming, as we discussed above, that the connection is symmetric in its lower
indices, the first two terms on the right-hand side vanish. Then, on multiplying
by g*?, we find that this symmetric connection is completely determined by the
metric:

F)L;w = %gka(gap.,v + &ov,u — uv.o)- (2.50)

When F)‘W is used to denote this expression, it is often called a Christoffel symbol.
This metric connection expresses the definition of parallelism that is implied by
the metric. In principle, there is no reason why a manifold should not possess one
or more affine connections that would be quite independent of the metric. Indeed,
it might also possess several different metrics. In such a case, there would exist
several different kinds of ‘distance’ and several different meanings of ‘parallel’.
It appears, however, that a single metric and its associated connection given by
(2.50) are sufficient to describe the properties of space and time as we know them.

Finally, we can now construct a scalar quantity that gives a measure of
curvature (though it obviously contains much less information than the full
Riemann tensor). The Ricci curvature scalar R is defined by

R =g"" Ry, 2.51)

and its interpretation in terms of a ‘radius of curvature’ is explored in
exercise 2.15.

2.4 What is the Structure of Our Spacetime?

We have now invested considerable effort in understanding the mathematical
nature of the affine and metrical structures that give precise meaning to our
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o o
Figure 2.13. Fibre bundle structure of Galilean spacetime and the trajectory of a particle

moving through it. Each fibre is a copy of three-dimensional Euclidean space S, which
possesses a metric for measuring distances. The base manifold T has its own metric for

measuring time intervals. There is no unique way of measuring the ‘length’ of the particle’s
trajectory.

intuitive geometrical ideas. The question naturally arises, what are the particular
structures that occur in our real, physical space and time? Let us first consider
what kind of an answer is needed.

Before Einstein’s theories of relativity, it had seemed obvious that the
geometry of space was that described by Euclid. (The logical possibility of
non-Euclidean geometry had, however, been investigated rather earlier by Gauss,
Bolyai, Lobachevski, Riemann and others. The history of this subject is nicely
summarized by Weinberg (1972).) The Galilean spacetime that incorporates
Euclidean geometry does not have exactly the kind of metrical structure we have
been considering. It is a combination (in mathematical jargon, a direct product)
of two manifolds 7' (time) and S (space), each of which has its own metric.
This structure, illustrated in figure 2.13, is called a fibre bundle. It has a base
manifold, T, to each point of which is attached a fibre. Each fibre is a copy of
the three-dimensional Euclidean space S. A curve such as P QR passing through
the spacetime has no well-defined length, although its projection onto one of the
fibres does have a definite length / and its projection onto T spans a definite time
interval 7.

The big difference between Galilean spacetime and the spacetimes of
Einstein’s theories is that the latter are metric spaces (or, more accurately,
manifolds-with-metrics). That is, the spacetime is a manifold in which a single
metric tensor field defines, as we saw in our initial survey, the arc length of any
curve. This ‘length’ is a combination of temporal and spatial intervals, but there is
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no unique way in which the two can be separated. There is, of course, a profound
difference between space and time as we experience them, and we shall discuss
in later chapters how this difference fits in with the mathematics.

An important similarity between Galilean spacetime and the Minkowski
spacetime of special relativity is that their metrical properties are assumed to
be known a priori, as specified either by (2.39) or by (2.8). Readers may be
puzzled to see that the spatial components in (2.8) have changed sign relative to
(2.39). This is purely a matter of convention: the squared proper time intervals
in (2.3) or (2.6) are taken to be positive if the separation of two events in time
is greater than 1/c times their spatial separation, and negative otherwise. (Since
proper time intervals are scalar quantities, having the same values in all frames of
reference, this distinction is also independent of the frame in which the time and
distance measurements are made.) If we chose to think in terms of proper distance
rather than proper time, the opposite convention would be more natural, and every
component in (2.8) would have the opposite sign. In fact, both conventions are
used in the literature, although the one we are using is somewhat more popular
amongst high-energy physicists than amongst relativity theorists.

The crux of the general-relativistic theory of gravity is that neither of these
simple assumptions about the metric tensor is in fact correct. Indeed, the most
important conceptual step we have taken in this chapter is to recognize that the
metric tensor is not an intrinsic part of the spacetime manifold, but rather an object
that lives in the manifold. It is the same sort of thing as an electric or magnetic
field. Electric and magnetic fields vary with position and time in accordance
with definite physical laws, which relate them to distributions of charged particles
and currents. In the same way, the metric tensor field can be expected to vary
in accordance with its own laws of motion and to depend on the distribution of
matter. So far, we have no idea what the laws of motion for the metric tensor
field are. Electromagnetic fields are easy to produce and control under laboratory
conditions, and the laws that govern them were, for the most part, inferred from
comprehensive experimental investigations. In contrast, the gravitational forces
that are the observable manifestations of the metric tensor field are extremely
weak, unless they are produced by bodies of planetary size, and there is little hope
of deducing the laws that govern them from a series of controlled experiments.
What Einstein did was to guess at what these laws might be, assuming that they
would be reasonably similar to other known laws of physics. After one or two
false guesses, he arrived at a set of equations, the field equations of general
relativity, which are consistent with the most precise astronomical observations
that it has so far been possible to make.

With the benefit of hindsight, it is possible to see that these equations and
all the other laws of classical (non-quantum-mechanical) physics can be deduced
in exactly the same way from a single basic principle, called an action principle.
This seems to me to be most satisfactory. I should be vastly more satisfied if [
could explain why an action principle rather than something else is what actually
works, but I cannot imagine how that would be done. (It is possible to derive the
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classical action principle from what amounts to a quantum-mechanical version
of the same thing, but that is only to rephrase the question!) At this point, then,
I propose to interrupt our study of geometry to examine how classical physics
works in Galilean and Minkowski spacetimes. This is an important topic in its
own right, because classical physics and the simple spacetimes often provide
excellent approximations to the real world. In the course of understanding them,
however, we shall also meet the action principle, whereupon we shall be equipped
to embark upon general relativity and the theory of gravity.

Exercises

2.1. Consider two coordinate systems S and S” whose spatial Cartesian axes lie in
the same three directions. The origin of S’ moves with constant velocity v relative
to S, and the origins of S and S’ coincide at r = ¢/ = 0. Assume that the relation
between the two sets of coordinates is linear and that space is isotropic. The most
general form of the transformation law can then be written as

x’=a[(1 —)\uz)x+(xv-x—/3z)v] /=y [r— (5/c2)v-x]

where «, 8, ¥, 8 and A are functions of vZ2. For the case that v is in the positive x
direction, write out the transformations for the four coordinates. Write down the
trajectory of the S’ origin as seen in S and that of the S origin as seen in S and
show that 8 = 1 and @ = y. Write down the trajectories seen in S and S’ of a light
ray emitted from the origin at + = ¢/ = 0 that travels in the positive x direction,
assuming that it is observed to travel with speed ¢ in each case. Show that § = 1.
The transformation from S’ to S should be the same as the transformation from S
to S’, except for the replacement of v by —v. Use this to find y. By considering
the equation of the spherical wavefront of a light wave emitted from the origin at
t =t = 0, complete the derivation of the Lorentz transformation (2.2).

2.2. Two coordinate frames are related by the Lorentz transformation (2.2). A
particle moving in the x direction passes their common origin at 1 = ¢’ = 0
with velocity u and acceleration a as measured in S. Show that its velocity and
acceleration as measured in S’ are

_ g A=)
1 —uv/c? (1 —uv/c?)3

, u—v
u

2.3. A rigid rod of length L is at rest in ', with one end at x’ = 0 and the other
at x’ = L. Find the trajectories of the two ends of the rod as seen in S and show
that the length of the rod as measured in S is L/y, where y = (1 — v?/c?)~1/2,
This is the Fitzgerald contraction. If the rod lies along the y’ axis of S’, what is
its apparent length in §? A clock is at rest at the origin of §’. It ticks at ¢/ = 0
and again at ¢/ = 7. Show that the interval between these ticks as measured in S
is y t. This is time dilation.
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2.4. As seen in S, a signal is emitted from the origin at = 0, travels along the
x axis with speed u, and is received at time t at x = ut. Show that, if u > c2/v
then, as seen in S, the signal is received before being sent. Show that if such
paradoxes are to be avoided, no signal can travel faster than light.

2.5. A wheel has a perfectly rigid circular rim connected by unbreakable joints to
perfectly rigid spokes. When measured at rest, its radius is r and its circumference
is 2zrr. When the wheel is set spinning with angular speed w, what, according to
exercise 2.3, is the apparent circumference of its rim and the apparent length of
its spokes? What is the speed of sound in a solid material of density p whose
Young’s modulus is Y? Is the notion of a perfectly rigid material consistent with
the conclusion of exercise 2.4?

2.6. Consider the following three curves in the Euclidean plane with Cartesian
coordinates x and y: (i) x = 2sinA, y = 2cosi, 0 < A < 2m; (ii)
x = 2cos(s/2), y = 2sin(s/2),0 < s < 4m; (iii) x = 2cos(e’), y = 2sin(e"),
—00 < p < In(2m). Show that all three curves correspond to the same path,
namely a circle of radius 2. Show that A and s are affinely related. What is the
special significance of s? Find the components of the tangent vectors to each
curve. Compare the magnitudes and directions of the three tangent vectors at
various points on the circle. What is special about the tangent vectors to curve

(ii)?

2.7. Consider a four-dimensional manifold and a specific system of coordinates
x*. You are given four functions, a(x*), b(x*), c(x*) and d(x*). Can you tell
whether these are (i) four scalar fields, (ii) the components of a vector field, (iii)
the components of a one-form field or (iv) none of these? If not, what further
information would enable you to do so?

2.8. In the Euclidean plane, with Cartesian coordinates x and y, consider
the vector field V whose components are V* = 2x and VY = y, and the
one-form field wy which is the gradient of the function f = x2 4+ y%/2.
Show that in any system of Cartesian coordinates x’ = xcosa + ysina,
y' = ycosa — xsina, where « is a fixed angle, the components of w are
identical to those of V. In polar coordinates (r, 6), such that x = r cosf and
y = rsinf, show that V has components (r(1 + cos2 ), — sin 6 cos 8) while wf
has components (r(1 + cos? 0), —r2sin6 cos 0). Note that the ‘gradient vector’
defined in elementary vector calculus to have the components (3f/dr, r~19f/90)

does not correspond to either V or wy.

2.9. Given a rank (Z) tensor, show that the result of contracting any upper index
with any lower index is a rank (Z:}) tensor.

2.10. In the Euclidean plane, parallel transport is defined in the obvious way. If, in
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Cartesian coordinates, the components of V (P) are (u, v), then the components of
V(P — Q) are also (u, v). Thus, the affine connection coefficients in Cartesian
coordinates are all zero. Work out the matrices A" ;L for transforming between
Cartesian and polar coordinates related by x = r cosd and y = r sin 6. Show that
in polar coordinates, the only non-zero connection coefficients are Iy, = —r
and %, =T% = 1/r. Let P and Q be the points with Cartesian coordinates
(a, 0) and (a cos «, a sin &) respectively, and let V (P) have Cartesian components
(1, 0). Using polar coordinates and parallel transport around the circle of radius a
centred at the origin and parametrized by the polar angle 6, show that V(P — Q)
has polar components (cos &, —a ™! sin &). By transforming this result, verify that
V(P — Q) has Cartesian components (1, 0). [N.B. The notation here is intended
to be friendly: if, say, x! =r and x? = 6, then F’QQ means F122 and so on.]

2.11. The covariant derivatives of tensors of arbitrary rank can be defined
recursively by the following rules: (i) for a scalar field f, we take V, f = 05 f;
(i1) the covariant derivative of a vector field is given by (2.24); (iii) the covariant
derivative of a rank (}) tensor is a tensor of rank (,,% ); (iv) for any two tensors A
and B, the Leibniz rule V,(AB) = (V,A)B + A(Vs B) holds. By considering
the fact that w(V) = w, V# is a scalar field, show that the covariant derivative
of a one-form is given by (2.27). Convince yourself that the recursive definition

leads to (2.28) for an arbitrary tensor field.

2.12. In the Euclidean plane, consider the straight line x = a. Using A = y
as a parameter, show, in both Cartesian and polar coordinates, that the geodesic
equation (2.31) is satisfied and that A is an affine parameter. Repeat the exercise
using both affine and non-affine parameters of your own invention.

2.13. Write down the components of the metric tensor field of the Euclidean
plane in the polar coordinates of exercise 2.8. Show, using both Cartesian and
polar coordinates, that the vector V is obtained by raising the indices of s and
vice versa. Show that |V |* = wy(V). What is the magnitude of the ‘gradient
vector’? How does it involve the metric? Can a ‘gradient vector’ be defined in a
manifold with a non-Euclidean metric, or in a manifold that possesses no metric?

2.14. Show that the affine connection of exercise 2.10 is the metric connection.

2.15. In three-dimensional Euclidean space, define polar coordinates in the usual
way by x = rsinf cos¢, y = rsinf sin ¢ and z = r cos 6. The spherical surface
r = a is called a 2-sphere, and the angles 6 and ¢ can be used as coordinates for
this two-dimensional curved surface. Show that the line element on the sphere
is ds?2 = a2(dh? + sin” 6 d¢?). Show that the only non-zero coefficients of the
metric connection are F9¢¢ = —sinf cos 6 and F%d, = quw = cot6. Show that

the Ricci tensor is diagonal, with elements Rgp = 1 and Ryy = sin? 6, and that
the Ricci scalar is R = 2/a?.



Chapter 3

Classical Physics in Galilean and
Minkowski Spacetimes

This chapter is mostly about classical mechanics. By ‘classical’, I mean to
indicate that we are not yet going to take any account of quantum mechanics.
(In the literature, ‘classical’ is sometimes used to mean that no account is
taken of special relativity either, and sometimes also to describe any venerable
theory that has been superseded by a more ‘modern’ one.) I shall actually be
assuming that readers already have a fair understanding of the elementary aspects
of Newtonian mechanics: for example, we shall not spend time developing
techniques for calculating the trajectories of projectiles or planetary orbits,
important though these topics undoubtedly are. The aim of this chapter is to set
out the mathematics of classical mechanics in a way that makes clear the nature
of the basic physical laws embodied in it and which, to a large extent, will enable
us to see the principles of general relativity and of the quantum theory as natural
generalizations of these laws. In a later chapter, this mathematical description
will also help us towards setting up a statistical description of the macroscopic
behaviour of large assemblages of particles.

There is, of course, nothing final or unalterable about the ‘laws’ of physics
as they appear to physicists at any particular time. It is possible, however, to
identify two mathematical ideas which lie at the heart of all theories that have so
far had success in describing how the world is at a fundamental level. The first
is a function called the action which, as we shall soon see, summarizes all the
equations of motion for a given system. It is easy to invent equations of motion
that cannot be summarized in this way. For example, equations that involve
dissipative effects such as friction usually cannot be. These effects, however,
can be understood as arising only on a macroscopic scale, and the fundamental
equations that apply at the microscopic level do seem to be derivable from an
action. Why this should be so, I do not know.

The action is fundamental to both classical and quantum theories, although
in somewhat different guises. It is a function of all the dynamical variables (in the
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classical mechanics of particles, the positions and velocities of all the particles)
that are needed to specify the state of a system. Once we know what this function
is, we know what the laws of motion are, but the only way of finding this out is
by guesswork. It seems that the possibilities amongst which we have to choose
are quite considerably restricted by a variety of symmetries that are respected by
nature. This is the second of the ideas mentioned above, and the role of symmetry
in theoretical physics will be a recurring theme. Symmetry is, of course, an
aesthetically pleasing feature of any theory, and this has come to weigh heavily
with many physicists. At the same time, it is not really clear why nature should
share our aesthetic tastes, if indeed she really does. But symmetry is more than
a theoretician’s fancy. As we shall soon discover, every symmetry leads to a
conservation law, the best-known examples being, perhaps, the conservation of
energy, momentum and electric charge. These conservation laws are amenable
to quite rigorous experimental checks and, conversely, the empirical discovery of
conserved quantities may point to new symmetries that should be incorporated in
our mathematical models.

These, then, are the issues to which the present chapter is primarily
addressed.

3.1 The Action Principle in Galilean Spacetime

The basic problem we set ourselves in classical mechanics is, given the state of
a system at some initial time, to predict what its state will be at some later time.
If we can do this correctly or if, at least, we are satisfied that only computational
difficulties stand in the way of our doing it, then we feel that we understand how
the system works. We shall be concerned more or less exclusively with systems
consisting of particles that are small enough to be considered as points. Large
rigid bodies can be treated as being composed of such particles and introduce no
new questions of principle.

Let us consider first what information we need to specify uniquely the
instantaneous state of such a system. It is normally taken for granted that we have
to know the positions and velocities of all the particles—whether these are given
in Cartesian coordinates for each particle, in polar coordinates, in terms of relative
positions and velocities for some of the particles, etc. does not matter. But why
is this? A snapshot of the system can be completely described by giving just the
positions of the particles. Evidently, this is not enough, but if we go on to specify
the velocities, then why not the accelerations and higher-order time derivatives
as well? By saying that the state of the system is uniquely specified, we imply
that, given the equations of motion, any future state is uniquely determined. The
equations of motion come simply from Newton’s second law, which gives a set of
second-order differential equations for the positions of the particles as functions of
time. They have unique solutions if the initial positions and velocities are given.
I emphasize this point because I am going to illustrate the role of symmetries
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by using them to derive Newton’s second law, and I want to be clear about the
assumptions that are needed to do this. The first assumption is that the state of the
system is uniquely specified by giving the positions and velocities, and it is more
or less equivalent to assuming that the equations of motion will be of second order
in the time derivatives. I do not know of any justification for this beyond the fact
that it works.

At this point, we must introduce the action principle. As a simple example,
consider a single particle in a Galilean spacetime with one spatial dimension. If
its mass is m and it has potential energy V (x), then Newton’s law gives

mi = —dV /dx. @3.1)

This is equivalent to the statement that the quantity

S = /12 [lmxz — V(x)] dr (3.2)
= [ .
1

called the action, is stationary with respect to variations in the path x(¢). That is
to say, if x(¢) is the actual path of the particle, and we imagine changing it by
a small but otherwise arbitrary amount, x(¢) — x(¢) + 8x(¢), then the resulting
first-order change in S is zero:

t
88 = / ’ [mxéx — (dV/dx)éx]dt = 0. (3.3)

I

To be precise, we must choose §x(¢) to vanish at #; and f,. Then, taking into
account that x = d(§x)/dt, we may integrate the first term by parts, giving

5]
/ [mX + (dV /dx)]8x dr = 0. (3.4)
1

Since §x(¢) is an arbitrary function, the expression in square brackets must be
zero, and in this way we recover the equation of motion (3.1). The integrand
in (3.2) is called the Lagrangian and in this case it can be identified as
(kinetic energy — potential energy).

In general, for a system of N particles in three-dimensional space, its
instantaneous state is specified by a set of 3N quantities {g;}, called generalized
coordinates, which may be distances, angles, or any other quantities that serve
to specify all the positions, together with the 3N generalized velocities {q;}.
Then the Lagrangian may be a function of all 6N of these quantities and of
time, L = L({qi}, {qi}, t). By repeating the above calculation, but allowing for
independent variations in all the coordinates, readers may easily verify that the
resulting equations of motion are the 3N equations

d /oL JL
(=)= 2= (3.5)
dr aqi aqi
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These are called the Euler—-Lagrange equations. The quantity p; = dL/dq; is
called the generalized momentum conjugate to the coordinate ¢;, and dL/dq; is
the generalized force. The rate of change of a generalized momentum is thus
a generalized force and, by choosing the Lagrangian function correctly, these
equations can be made to reproduce those given by Newton’s law.

Suppose, however, we do not assume Newton’s law to be valid. Can we
discover what the Lagrangian is on a priori grounds? In fact, quite a lot can be
discovered by considering spacetime symmetries, as we shall now see. Consider
first the case of a single, isolated particle. Since it is free from external influences,
its equation of motion can depend only on the structure of spacetime itself: any
symmetry of this structure must also be a symmetry of the equation of motion. In
Galilean spacetime, there are three quite obvious symmetries, which place definite
constraints on the Lagrangian.

(i) Invariance under time translations. In terms of the geometrical ideas
in the last chapter, Galilean time has its own metric, which gives a definite
quantitative meaning to time intervals. We assume that the time coordinate ¢,
as well as labelling instants of time, is a linear measure of time. This means
that, given any other parameter ¢’ that labels instants of time (say, the readings
of an imperfect clock), there is a temporal metric tensor with a single component
g(t) such that dr? = g(¢/)dr’?. In terms of ¢ itself, g = 1, so there is nothing
to distinguish one moment from any other. Thus, the equation of motion of
an isolated particle must be the same at any instant, and therefore L cannot
depend explicitly on time. Another way of saying this is that L is invariant
under the coordinate transformation that shifts or ‘translates’ the origin of time
measurement by an amount fy: L(x, X, + t9) = L(x,x,t) so L is independent
of ¢, which can be omitted.

(ii) Invariance under spatial translations. In Cartesian coordinates, the
Pythagoras rule for finding the length of a segment of a curve is unchanged by
a translation of the origin x — x + xo or, in the terminology of the last chapter,
the spatial metric tensor (2.39) is unchanged. By the same reasoning as above, we
conclude that L(x + xo, x) = L(x, x) or that L must be a function of x only.

(iii) Invariance under rotations. Similarly, the Pythagoras rule or the
metric tensor is unchanged by a rotation to a new Cartesian coordinate system.
Therefore, L must be invariant under rotations. This means that it cannot depend
on individual components of % but only on the magnitude |¥| = (& - %)/ 2 which
is unchanged by rotations.

In order to tie down the Lagrangian completely, we have to assume a further
symmetry:

(iv) Invariance under Galilean transformations. This is the assumption that
the equation of motion has the same form in two frames of reference that have
a constant relative velocity v. The interpretation of this symmetry in terms of
the geometry of Galilean spacetime is somewhat obscure, although it can be
understood as a limiting case of the invariance under Lorentz transformations
that applies in Minkowski spacetime. Clearly, it involves assuming the existence
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of a privileged class of unaccelerated or inertial frames of reference in which
the equation of motion has a special form. We found above that L can depend
only on |x|, and it is now convenient to express L as a function of the variable
X = %lfc|2. If we choose the generalized coordinates in (3.5) to be Cartesian,
then the equation of motion can be written as

d (.dL .dL . d’L
E(Xa)—xa‘i‘x(X'x)m—o. (36)

If we make a Galilean transformation, replacing x by x — v¢, then x and X
are changed, but ¥ is not. To ensure that the form of (3.6) remains unchanged,
we must take L to be such that dL/dX is simply a constant, which means that
d2L/dX 2 — (. The constant is, of course, what we usually call the mass of
the particle, and the Lagrangian has turned out to be just the kinetic energy,
L= %m:’c2, as it ought to be.

The Lagrangian for a system of non-interacting particles will clearly be the
sum of the kinetic energies of all the particles. If the particles interact with each
other, it will contain further terms to account for the forces. To maintain the
invariance under space translations and Galilean transformations, we can include
in these additional terms only functions of the separations r;; = x; — x; and
relative velocities 7;; = X; — x; of pairs of particles, so the general form of the
Lagrangian is

L= Z Imix} — V({ri} Fud). (3.7

To maintain rotational invariance, V can depend only on scalar quantities
constructed from these vectors, r;; « ri, (rij X ry;) « Fmn and so on, but no more
can be said a priori about the function V, unless we can identify other symmetries
that apply to specific systems.

Our original example (3.2) is not of this form and, unless V is a trivial
constant, V (x + xo) does not equal V (x). If our symmetry arguments are correct,
then a Lagrangian of this kind can arise only when the potential is produced by
some external system whose own behaviour is not taken properly into account.
This may well be an excellent approximation. For example, the motion of a
small object (mass m, position x) near the Earth (mass M, position X) would,
according to Newtonian gravity, be described by a Lagrangian of the form (3.7),
with V. = —GmM /|x — X|. For many purposes, we can simply take the Earth
to be fixed, say at X = 0, so that V becomes a function of x only. For the small
object on its own, translational invariance does not hold because of the presence of
the Earth, but for the combined system of object 4 Earth, translational invariance
does hold, so long as we neglect any influence of the rest of the universe. Thus,
we expect the symmetries to be valid for any isolated system.
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3.2 Symmetries and Conservation Laws

We saw above that the symmetry of invariance under time translations implied
that the Lagrangian could not depend explicitly on time. Therefore, all the time
dependence of L is through the generalized coordinates and velocities, and we
may write

@ Z %% dg; 9L :Z ,8L+qaL (3.8)
dr ag; | dt 3¢ - Yagi )" '

0gi

When the functions g;(¢) represent the actual trajectories of the particles, and
therefore obey the equations of motion (3.5), this becomes

T 0 (Z Gi— ) (3.9)

which shows that dE /dt = 0, where
aL
E=Y 4 L. (3.10)

This quantity, therefore, is conserved: it is a ‘constant of the motion’. When the
Lagrangian is that in (3.2), we see that E is the total energy. In general, since the
concept of energy is useful only because of the conservation law, we might as well
regard (3.10) as defining the energy of the system. (There are awkward cases in
which other definitions of energy give a different result from (3.10), but we shall
not be meeting them.) Thus, if the Lagrangian does not depend explicitly on time,
or is invariant under time translations, then energy is conserved. As discussed
above, we would expect this symmetry, and thus the conservation law, to hold for
any isolated system. This seems to me to be a remarkable and most satisfying
result. Far from depending on the details of forces that act within any particular
system, the law of conservation of energy is simply a consequence of the fact
that one instant of time is as good as any other, as far as the laws of physics are
concerned. This ‘fact’ might, indeed, have seemed to be more or less self evident,
had we not encountered in the last chapter the idea that spacetime geometry, as
embodied in the metric, might after all vary from one time and place to another. In
Galilean or Minkowski spacetime, this does not happen, but we might anticipate
that conservation of energy will not be so straightforward an idea in the context
of general relativity.

A variety of other conservation laws can be deduced from symmetry or
invariance properties of the Lagrangian. Mathematically, this works in the
following way. We replace the coordinates g; by ¢; + €f; and the velocities by
gi + edf;/dt, where each f; is a function of the coordinates, velocities and time,
and € is a small, constant parameter. The Lagrangian can be expanded as a Taylor
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series in €:

) df; ) oL oL df; 2
L (f]i +efi.qi +GEJ> = L(qz',qz',l)+€; <£jfj + 9, di +0(€9)

(3.11)
and if the first-order term is zero, we say that L is invariant under the infinitesimal
transformation specified by the functions f;. I shall discuss the meaning of
this shortly, but let us first derive its consequences. Using the equations of
motion (3.5), and the fact that the coefficient of € in (3.11) vanishes, we find
that dF/dt = 0, where

F=Zﬁ§—;=2ﬁpi (3.12)

where p; are the generalized momenta defined earlier. The quantity F is therefore
conserved. For a classical system of point particles, this result constitutes what is
known as Noether’s theorem.

The simplest conservation law of this kind is the conservation of linear
momentum, which follows from invariance under spatial translations. If we use
Cartesian coordinates, a Lagrangian of the form (3.7) is unchanged when we
replace each x; by x; + €a, where a is any constant vector, but the same for
each particle. The velocities are unaffected because a is constant, and a cancels
out of all the differences of pairs of coordinates. Thus, not only the first-order
term but all the higher-order terms in (3.11) vanish. The conserved quantity F is
a- P, where P = ), p; is the sum of the linear momenta of all the particles,
or the total momentum of the system. So if the Lagrangian is invariant under
spatial translations, then the total linear momentum is conserved. In the same
way, invariance under rotations leads to the conservation of angular momentum,
details of which are explored in exercise 3.1.

The symmetry transformations we have been using can be interpreted in two
ways. According to what is known as the active point of view, by making the
mathematical transformation x — x + a, we are comparing the behaviour of
the system when it occupies one or other of two regions of space, separated by
the vector a. Because the geometrical properties of our Galilean spacetime are
the same everywhere, we expect that the laws of physics will be too. So the
behaviour of the system, and therefore the form of the Lagrangian, should be
the same in each location, so long as the system is isolated from any external
influence. According to the passive point of view, we are comparing descriptions
of the system referred to two sets of coordinates, whose origins are separated
by the vector —a. Again, since geometry is the same everywhere, equations of
motion should have the same form, regardless of where we choose to place the
origin of coordinates. Similar remarks apply to time translations and rotations.

Of course, these considerations apply to displacements or rotations of any
size, not just infinitesimal ones. In fact, if the Lagrangian is unchanged at first
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order, it will also be unchanged by a large transformation which can be built from
a sequence of infinitesimal ones. In general, however, it is only the infinitesimal
ones which have the right form for the derivation to work. For example, the
rotation (x, y) — (xcose€ + ysine, ycose — x sin€) can be written, when € is
infinitesimal, as (x, y) — (x 4+ €y, y — €x), and only the infinitesimal version
can be used in (3.11). However, a rotation through a finite angle can obviously
be built up from many infinitesimal ones. If the first-order change in L vanishes,
then xdL/dy = ydL/dx, from which it is easy to show that L must be a function
only of (x?> 4+ y2). But in that case, L is invariant under rotations through any
angle.

3.3 The Hamiltonian

At the beginning of our discussion, we assumed that the state of a system would
be uniquely specified by the coordinates and velocities of all its particles. For
many theoretical purposes, however, the momenta play a more fundamental role
than the velocities, and it is convenient to reformulate the theory in terms of them.
To do this, we introduce a new function H ({g;}, { pi}) called the Hamiltonian. In
terms of this function, a new set of equations of motion can be derived which
are equivalent to the Euler-Lagrange equations, but which involve the momenta
instead of the velocities.

The mathematical process of exchanging one set of variables for another is
called a Legendre transformation and works as follows. We consider a set of small
changes dg; and dg; in the coordinates and velocities and write the corresponding
small change in the Lagrangian as

aL ,
dL = Z <8—qidqi + pidqi) (3.13)
1

where we have used the definition p; = dL/dq;. Next, we define the Hamiltonian
as

H(gi} {pih =) pidi — L (3.14)

which implies that, on the right-hand side, all the velocities have been expressed in
terms of the coordinates and momenta. Apart from this last step, the Hamiltonian
is, of course, just the same as the total energy defined by (3.10). We can now use
(3.13) to write down the small change in the Hamiltonian that results from a small
change in the state of the system:

dH = ) (pidgi + Gidpi) — dL

. oL
= > (@dpi — —dg; ) . (3.15)
agi
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According to the Euler-Lagrange equations (3.5), dL/dq; is equal to dp; /dt. So,
by allowing independent variations in each of the coordinates and momenta in
turn, we may deduce from (3.15) the equations of motion

_9H L

= L (3.16)
dpi PE= g

qi

These are Hamilton’s equations.

3.4 Poisson Brackets and Translation Operators

It may not be obvious that we have gained anything from these formal
manipulations. In fact, when it comes to solving equations of motion for specific
systems containing a few particles, it makes little practical difference whether we
use the original equations of Newton, the Euler—Lagrange equations or Hamilton’s
equations: they all amount to the same thing, and exercise 3.2 invites readers to
explore this equivalence in detail. However, the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian
formulations of classical mechanics do reveal some mathematical features that
are important for further developments. In modern theoretical physics, there
are two situations in which an understanding of the mathematical structure of
classical mechanics is especially useful. The first is that, when we deal with large
collections of particles, it rapidly becomes impractical to solve the equations of
motion directly. We must resort to a statistical description of such systems, and the
Hamiltonian formulation is, as we shall discover in chapter 10, an indispensable
tool for setting up this description.

An appreciation of the formal structure of classical mechanics is also useful
when making the transition to quantum mechanics, which appears to supersede
classical mechanics as a means of accounting for the behaviour of physical
systems on atomic or sub-atomic scales. It is very difficult to infer directly from
our experience what the rules of quantum mechanics should be. However, it turns
out that the formal mathematical structures of classical and quantum mechanics
have quite a lot in common. From a theoretical point of view, it seems to me
that the most satisfactory way of approaching quantum theory is by exploiting
the mathematical analogy with classical mechanics, which we shall explore in
chapter 5. In this section, we shall construct some of the mathematical tools that
make this analogy clear.

We saw in §3.2 that when the equations of motion are invariant under time
translations, the total energy of the system, which is obtained by substituting into
the Hamiltonian the actual coordinates and momenta of the particles, is conserved.
Now, Hamilton’s equations (3.16) offer us a deeper understanding of the role
played by this quantity in the evolution of the state of the system with time.
Suppose we wish to know how some quantity A changes with time, and that A
can be expressed in terms of the coordinates and momenta as A({g;}, { p;i}). Using
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Hamilton’s equations, we can write

8A
— Z ={A, Hlp (3.17)
3q,
where, for any two quantities A and B, the Poisson bracket {A, B}p is defined as

(A.B) _Z JA 0B 0B 0A (3.18)
e — \9qi dpi ~ 0q; Opi ’ '

It is implied, of course, that we treat the g; and p; as independent variables to
evaluate the Poisson bracket and then substitute their actual values at time ¢ to
find the rate of change of A at that time.

Alternatively, we can define the differential operator H by

9H 9 9H 9
=i{H, = — 3.19
H=i e = IZ (8% api i 8%) (3-19)

which means that HA = i{H, A}p = —i{A, H}p for any function A. The
factor of i has no significance in classical mechanics, and I have included it
just in order to bring out the quantum-mechanical analogy. Let us now make
explicit the procedure for evaluating (3.17). We denote by A(¢) the value of
A at time t, obtained by substituting into A({g;}, {pi}) the functions g; () and
pi(t) that describe the actual state of the system (they are solutions of Hamilton’s
equations). This substitution can be represented by using the Dirac delta function,
which is described in appendix A for readers unfamiliar with its use. If we define

pai). pit. ) = 18 (¢ = ai(0) & (pi = pi(0) (3.20)

1

then A(t) can be written as

A = | [Taaidrie (tab. tph.1) A (1a). A1) (3.21)

To find dA/dr from this expression, we can proceed in two ways. One is simply
to differentiate, which gives dp/dt inside the integral, since A ({q}, { p}) does not
depend on time. The other, according to (3.17), is to act on A ({q}, {p}) with i H.
On integrating by parts, we see that this is equivalent to acting on p with —iH.
The two results must be identical, so we find that p satisfies the equation

8p

3.22
i =Hp (3.22)

as readers may verify directly using (3.20), (3.19) and (3.17).
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Readers who are familiar with elementary quantum mechanics will
recognize (3.22) as having a similar form to Schrédinger’s equation, and this was
the main point of the exercise. Equation (3.17) can be written as idA /dt = —HA,
but it should be clear that this is not to be interpreted in quite the same way as
(3.22). In (3.17), we use H to differentiate with respect to the g; and p;, treating
them as independent variables, and then substitute the appropriate functions of
time. On the other hand, p is a function of the ¢g; and p; that appear as dummy
integration variables in (3.21) and also of time, and (3.22) is to be taken at face
value as a partial differential equation in all of these variables. Bearing these
points in mind, we can express A(f) as a Taylor series

1
At) = Z;t”A(”)(O)
n=0 "
00 1
= Z—(le)”A
n=0n!

— explitH)A. (3.23)

Here, the nth derivative of A(¢) evaluated at t = 0 is denoted by A™(0), and
the derivative can be replaced by iH in the manner I have just described. The
exponential of the differential operator is a convenient shorthand for the power
series. Obviously, we evaluate the final expression by substituting the g; (0) and
pi(0) corresponding to the state at r = 0 after acting with . The exponential
operator is responsible for transforming A(0) into A(¢) and in this context  is
called the generator of time translations.

In Cartesian coordinates, we can transform any function f({x;}) of the
coordinates into f ({x; +a}) by means of a similar Taylor series using the operator
expfia - P}, where the generator of spatial translations is

P= —iZVi. (3.24)

The sum here is over the N particles in the system rather than the 3N coordinates.
It is easy to see that this generator may be written in a form similar to (3.19)
as P = i{P, }p, where P is the total linear momentum, and we recall
that P is the quantity whose conservation law follows from invariance under
spatial translations. Again, knowledgeable readers will recognize (3.24) as
being closely related to the momentum operator that acts on quantum-mechanical
wavefunctions.

Equation (3.22) also serves as the starting point of classical statistical
mechanics, if we regard p as expressing the probability that the coordinates
and momenta have, at time ¢, the values {g;} and {p;}. Then (3.21) is the
usual expression for the mean value of A. In the case we have considered,
the probability is zero unless the coordinates and momenta correspond to the
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evolution of the system from a definite initial state, but more general probability
distributions can be constructed, as we shall see in chapter 10. In this context,
(3.22) is called the Liouville equation and H the Liouville operator.

3.5 The Action Principle in Minkowski Spacetime

In earlier sections of this chapter, we have investigated the way in which the
geometrical structure of Galilean spacetime constrains the possible kinds of
behaviour of particles that live there. A source of difficulty was the fact that
the geometrical roles of space and time are quite different. This leads to a certain
amount of confusion about the exact significance of invariance under Galilean
transformations and the meaning of inertial frames of reference. In particular, it
does not seem to be possible to arrive at a purely geometrical definition of inertial
frames that is independent of considerations about the way in which physical
objects are actually observed to behave. In the Minkowski spacetime of special
relativity, and in the more general spacetimes envisaged in general relativity and
similar theories, space and time appear on much the same footing, and a more
clear-cut discussion is possible. Conversely, to my mind, the relativistic view
makes it rather more difficult to understand the obvious dissimilarity of space
and time as they enter our conscious experience. I do not propose to enter into
the philosophical perplexities of this question here, but interested readers may
like to consult, for example, the books by Block ef al (1997), Landsberg (1982),
Lockwood (1989), Lucas (1973), Morris (1986), Ornstein (1969), Prigogine
(1980), Smart (1964) and Whitrow (1975).

We learned in chapter 2 that the relativistic spacetimes are manifolds whose
points can be labelled by a set of four coordinates x* (u = 0,1,2,3). The
separation of two points cannot be uniquely decomposed into spatial and temporal
components. What we can do is to assign a proper time interval to a specific
curve that joins them. The proper time interval dt for an infinitesimal segment
of the curve is given by (2.7). In that expression, the coefficients g, are the
components of the metric tensor, which contains all our information about the
geometrical structure. In general, they vary from point to point and their values
depend on the coordinate system we are using. The value of dt is the same in all
coordinate systems, however. If the metric tensor is that of Minkowski spacetime
then, by definition, it will be possible to find a Cartesian coordinate system (and,
in fact, infinitely many of them) such that its components are given by the matrix
(2.8). Relative to such a system, time is measured by x°/c, where c is the speed
of light, while the other three coordinates measure spatial distances.

We may now define an inertial system of Cartesian coordinates as one in
which the metric tensor has the special form (2.8). More generally, an inertial
system is one that can be obtained from an inertial Cartesian system by keeping
the time coordinate and redefining the spatial ones in a time-independent manner.
For example, if we simply exchange (x!, x2, x3) for polar coordinates (r, 6, ¢)
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we still have an inertial system, but if we exchange them for a set of rotating axes,
we get a non-inertial system. In the rest of this chapter, I shall use only inertial
Cartesian coordinates.

As with Galilean spacetime, we want to see how geometrical symmetries
constrain the behaviour of physical systems. These symmetries consist of all the
coordinate transformations that leave the form of the metric tensor unchanged:
that is, they convert one inertial frame into another. They are called isometries,
meaning ‘same metric’. Space and time translations can now be considered
together. They are transformations of the type x* = xM 4 gk, where a* are
the components of a constant 4-vector. We see from (2.6) that this leaves g,
unchanged, since dx* = dx™. The other isometries are Lorentz transformations.
These include both spatial rotations and ‘boosts’, such as (2.2), which relate two
systems with a constant relative velocity. They can be expressed in the form

X = AP (3.25)

where, as in chapter 2, we are using a prime on the index p to indicate the
new coordinates. For example, a rotation about the x! axis through an angle 6
corresponds to the transformation matrix

1 0 0 0
/ 0 1 0 0
v
Ay = 0 0O cosf® sinh (3.26)

0 O —sinf coséb

while the boost written in (2.2) is represented by

coshe —sinha 0 O
o _ | —sinha cosha 0 0O
Rl I 0 10 (3.27)
0 0 0 1
with sinha = (1 — v?/c®)"2v/c (and so cosha = (1 — v?/c?)~1/2).

The set of all rotations and boosts is called the proper Lorentz group. The
set of all rotations, boosts and translations is called the proper Poincaré
group. The full Poincaré group includes time reversal and space reflections,
(xo/,xll,xz,xy) = (—xo,xl,x2,x2) or (xo, —xl,x2,x3), etc, and is the
isometry group of Minkowski spacetime.

Any Poincaré transformation—that is, the net effect of any sequence of
translations, rotations and boosts—can be expressed as o = AM ;Lx“ + ak’.
Let f(x) be a scalar function of the coordinates (one that depends on the
spacetime point, but not on the choice of coordinate system). Under a Poincaré
transformation, both infinitesimal coordinate differences and derivatives of scalar
functions transform in a manner that depends only on A:

dx’' = AF dx” (3.28)
o f = A“M/au 1. (3.29)
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(Recall the following from chapter 2: repeated indices, occurring once in the
upper position and once in the lower position are summed over; 9, is an

abbreviation for 9/dx*; the matrix A” , is the inverse of A" ;L—see (2.14).) An
object with four components V# that transform like dx* is called a contravariant
4-vector; an object with components V,, that transforms like 9, f is a covariant
4-vector. More complicated entities, with transformation laws similar to (2.19),
are 4-tensors: for example, the metric tensor, with two lower indices, is said to
have covariant rank 2. These 4-tensors are not necessarily true tensors as defined
in chapter 2, because we are considering only A matrices with constant elements.
For example, 9, V" is a 4-tensor, but not a true tensor. Readers may readily verify
that any expression such as 7, U*U" composed of tensors, in which all indices
appear in pairs and the implied summations have been carried out (the process
called contraction in chapter 2), is invariant under Lorentz transformations: it is
a Lorentz scalar.

The path of a particle through Minkowski spacetime may be described
parametrically by a set of four functions x*(7), each point on the path being
labelled by a value of the proper time 7. Since t is a scalar, the set of functions
dx*/dt are the components of a 4-vector, the tangent vector to the path. As in
our discussion of Galilean spacetime, we expect the equations of motion for an
isolated system to have the same form in any two coordinate systems in which
the metric tensor is the same. Thus, the form of these equations should be
unchanged by any Poincaré transformation: we say that they should be covariant
under these transformations. To achieve this, we need an action which is Poincaré
invariant. That is, the action must be a Lorentz scalar and translationally invariant.
Following the arguments of §3.1, we see that for a single particle it must be of the
form

S = / dt L(4"4") (3.30)

where x* denotes dx*/dz. Using the notation X = %nw)'c“)'c", we find that the
Euler-Lagrange equations are

d?x#dL dx*dX d’L

— =+ ——— =0.

dr?2 dX = dr dr dx2
In Galilean spacetime, the function L(X) could be determined by requiring
invariance under Galilean transformations. Here, this symmetry is replaced by
Lorentz invariance, which we have already taken into account. In fact, the form
of L(X) is quite irrelevant! According to (2.6), when x*(7) is the actual path of
a particle through Minkowski spacetime, it must satisfy X = %cz and therefore
dX/dt = 0 as well as (3.31). Therefore, the only feature of L that has any real
meaning is the value of dL/dX at X = %cz. As long as this value is non-zero, the

(3.31)

equation of motion is simply d2x#/dt? = 0. We may as well make the simplest

choice
1 dx* dxV

L= —gmi g 3-32)
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where, as before, m will be identified with the mass of the particle. (Many authors
refer to m as the ‘rest mass’ to distinguish it from a velocity-dependent ‘mass’,
which is in fact the energy divided by ¢?. T do not recommend this practice and
will not follow it in this book.) In a frame of reference where the particle moves
very slowly compared to ¢, the proper time t is approximately equal to 7, and

x% = cr. In this frame, therefore, we find L ~ —%m(c2 — 5c2), which differs

only by an unimportant constant —%mc2 from the Lagrangian for a Newtonian
particle.

The canonical momenta obtained from this Lagrangian, which are conserved
as a consequence of translational invariance, are the four components of the
energy—momentum 4-vector or 4-momentum

oL dx”

Pu = _8)7 = mnwg (3.33)
or in the contravariant form p* = n*" p,, = mdx*/dr. (The contravariant version
of the metric tensor n**" used here to ‘raise’ the index is the inverse of the matrix
(2.8), which is numerically the same matrix, as long as we confine ourselves to
Cartesian coordinates.) This definition differs by a minus sign from the one that
we used in the Galilean theory. The sign results from my convention about the
sign of 1, (see section 2.4) and is needed to make the contravariant momentum
pH agree with what we normally call energy and momentum. (The mathematics
would work perfectly well with either sign, so long as we do things consistently.)
The velocity of the particle relative to the frame of reference with coordinates
(ct, x', x%, x3) is u = dx /dr. We see from (2.3) that dz/dr = (1 — u?/c*)'/?, so
using dx*/dt = (dr/dr)~'dx*/dt, we can write the 4-momentum as

o B mc mu 3.34
(r, p) = ((1 — W2/ (1 _uz/cz)m)' o

Since this is conserved, we may identify the zeroth, time-like component as 1/c¢
times the energy (to make its dimensions agree with the non-relativistic definition)
and the other three as the linear momentum. Using either (3.34) or (3.33) we find
that p, p* = m*n,, (dx*/dt)(dx"/dr) = m?c?.

Because there is no unique time in Minkowski spacetime, the integration
variable t in (3.30) is associated with the path of a specific particle. The action
for a collection of non-interacting particles, labelled by i, following paths sz (i)
is therefore

dx! dx?
S=— Z/dn%mmwd—r’i dr’i ) (3.35)
14

It will soon be useful to us to have expressions for the number density n(x)
(number per unit volume) and current density j(x) (number crossing unit area
per unit time) of these particles. At the microscopic level, these are zero unless
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the point x lies exactly on the path of one of the particles. They may be written as

ntx) =Y 8 (x - xi(t)) (3.36)
jexn=Y ?53 (x - xi(t)) . (3.37)

1

So long as no particles are created or destroyed, they should satisfy the equation
of continuity dn/dt 4+ V - j = 0. Readers are invited to verify this and to consider
what happens if particles are created or destroyed. Using the fact that dx°/dr = ¢,
we can assemble the quantities (3.36) and (3.37) into a 4-vector

. . . . dx! (1)
i x) = (cn(t,x), i %), 2 x), ]3(t,x)> - Z %53@ —xi(t)).

1

(3.38)
Although dx* is a 4-vector, neither dr nor the § function is a scalar, so it is
not obvious that this really is a 4-vector, which would transform correctly under
Lorentz transformations. It is left as an exercise for readers to show that the
4-vector current density can be rewritten in the form

M) = cZ/dn$ 84(x - x,'(ri)> (3.39)

which manifestly is a 4-vector. In terms of j#, the equation of continuity reads
A" =0. (3.40)

A current that satisfies this equation is said to be a conserved current.

If A is some physical quantity carried by the particles, we can define a current
whose zeroth component is the density of A (the amount of A per unit volume)
and whose spatial components represent the rate at which A is transported by the
flow of particles (the amount of A carried across unit area per unit time). It is

fw=e) / dr; Aidxg(i”) 8 (x — 1) (3.41)

T

where A; is the amount of A carried by the ith particle. Two important examples
are the electromagnetic current, obtained by taking A to be electric charge, and
the stress—energy—momentum tensor, which I shall refer to as the stress tensor for
brevity. This tensor is formed from the four currents obtained by taking A to be
the components of the 4-momentum:

™ =cy / dz; m; dx;(_r" ) dx;(_t" ) 54<x - x,'(t,')) . (3.42)
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The stress tensor plays a central role in the relativistic theory of gravity. It is
symmetric in the indices u and v and is conserved, since 9, 7*" = 0, as readers
are invited to prove. This simply reflects the fact that energy and momentum are
conserved quantities, so their densities and currents must obey the equation of
continuity. It should be borne in mind, however, that (3.42) is the stress tensor
for a collection of non-interacting particles. If, for example, the particles interact
via electromagnetic fields, then energy and momentum can be transferred to and
from these fields and the stress tensor will be conserved only when a suitable
electromagnetic contribution is included. The same goes for fields associated
with other forces, including gravitational fields, but the nature of conservation
laws in non-Minkowski spacetimes can be a little subtle.

A simple example of a stress tensor is afforded by what cosmologists call a
perfect fluid. This is a fluid that has a rest frame, in which its density is spatially
uniform and the average velocity of its particles is zero. For such a fluid, as
discussed in exercise 3.4, the stress tensor is

p 0 0 0
0 p 0 0

ny _

™ =100 » 0 (3.43)
00 0 p

where p is the energy density and p the pressure.

3.6 Classical Electrodynamics

The only fully-fledged classical theory of interacting particles in Minkowski
spacetime is electrodynamics, in which the forces are described by electric and
magnetic fields E(¢,x) and B(¢, x), which obey Maxwell’s equations. In a
suitable system of units, these equations are

V.-E=p. (3.44)
V.B= (3.45)
10B

VXE+-—=0 (3.46)
c ot
10E 1.

VXB——-——=-j. (3.47)
c ot c

where pe is the electric charge density and je is the electric current density. The
first of these equations is Gauss’ law which, for a static charge distribution, is
a simple consequence of the Coulomb force law. The second asserts that there
are no magnetic monopoles, which would be the magnetic analogues of electric
charges. The grand unified theories of fundamental forces discussed in chapter 12
suggest that such monopoles may exist but, at the time of writing, there is no
firm evidence that they do. The third equation (3.46) is Faraday’s law, which
describes the generation of electric fields by time-varying magnetic fields, and
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the fourth (3.47) is Ampere’s law which, conversely, describes the generation
of magnetic fields by both the flow of electric currents and changing electric
fields. Readers who are not familiar with the derivation of these equations from
simple physical observations will find this discussed in any standard textbook
on electromagnetic theory. This form of Maxwell’s equations is valid in the
Heaviside-Lorentz system of units and is the microscopic version. The fields
D and H that are often used to take approximate account of the properties of
dielectric and magnetic materials on a macroscopic scale are not used here.

As far as the classical theory is concerned, I know of no convincing way of
arriving at Maxwell’s equations other than by inferring them from experimental
observations. On the other hand, we shall see in chapter 8 that in quantum
mechanics they arise in a rather natural way from geometrical considerations. For
now, we shall take them as given and briefly derive some important and elegant
properties. Two of the equations, (3.45) and (3.46), are satisfied automatically if
we express the fields in terms of an electric scalar potential ¢ (¢, x) and a magnetic
vector potential A (¢, x) as

104
E=—-V¢p— —— (3.48)
c ot

B=VxA (3.49)

which follows from the identities V x V¢ = O and V - (V x A) = 0. The
two remaining equations take on a much more compact appearance if we express
them in 4-vector notation. The potentials can be assembled into a contravariant
4-vector A* with components (¢, A) or its covariant version A, with components
(¢, —A). The electric and magnetic fields then form the components of an
antisymmetric field strength 4-tensor

Fiy =0, A, — A, (3.50)
whose contravariant form may be written explicitly as

0 —-E!' —E? _—E3

E! 0 —-B> BZ

ny _

F'" =1 ps 0 _pg! (3.51)
E3 —-B? B! 0

In terms of this tensor, the remaining Maxwell equations (3.44) and (3.47) are
simply

1
P = (3.52)

where j! is the 4-vector current density with components (cpe, Je).

These equations can be derived from an action principle in more or less the
same way as the equations of motion for particles. Because we are now dealing
with electromagnetic fields that exist at each point of spacetime rather than with
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the trajectories of particles, the action must be written as the integral over all space
and time of a Lagrangian density L.

S = é/d“xﬁ(x) (3.53)

where . :
L(x)= -2 v (X)) FHY (x) — ;jé‘(X)A,L(X). (3.54)

The factor 1/c in (3.53) arises from the fact that x° = ¢z. By varying A, readers
may readily verify that the Euler—Lagrange equations are (3.52). To obtain a
complete theory of charged particles, we must add to (3.53) the action (3.35) for
the particles themselves.

Consider the case of a single particle with charge ¢g. The current is given by
(3.41) with A = g and, on substituting this into (3.53), the spacetime integral in
the ji' A, term can be carried out. Thus, the total action is given by

1 dx*dx¥ g dx*
S = —/dtzmnMV?E _Z/dT?AM(x(T))

1
- —/d4x Fu F™. (3.55)

By varying the path of the particle, we find the equation of motion

d>x* g dxV

= - FHo, 3.56
m dT2 c nvo d'L' ( )
Its zeroth component can be written as
d mc?
- — ) =gu-E 3.57
dt ((1 —uz/cz)l/z) an (3:57)

which asserts that the rate of change of the energy of the particle is the rate
at which work is done on it by the electric field, while the spatial components
reproduce the usual Lorentz force

d I
—pzq(E—i——uxB). (3.58)
dr c

The momentum p here is that written in (3.34). However, the components of the
4-momentum shown there are now not equal to the canonical momenta conjugate
to the coordinates of the particle, which are

dx* ¢
Péan = mar T ;A“(x(f))' (3.59)

The canonical structure of electrodynamics is explored further in the exercises.
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Electromagnetism possesses an important symmetry known as gauge
invariance. In the classical theory, this symmetry seems to appear more or less
by accident but, as we shall see in chapter 8, it has a deep-seated significance
in quantum mechanics and underlies most of our present understanding of the
fundamental forces of nature. Let 6(x) be any function of x and consider
redefining the 4-vector potential according to

AL(x) = Ap(x) — 8,6 (x). (3.60)

The field strengths given by (3.50) are the same functions of A;; as they were of
Ay, because the 9,,9,0 terms cancel. This clearly has to do with the antisymmetry
of Fj,. This antisymmetry also has the consequence that the electric current
must be conserved (it must obey (3.40)), as we see by differentiating (3.52).
Suppose we demand that the action (3.53) with Lagrangian density (3.54) should
be gauge invariant: that is, its form should be preserved after the change of
variable (3.60), which is called a gauge transformation. The change in the action
is —(1/c) [ d*x jt 9,0 so, after integrating by parts, we see that this vanishes
provided that the current is conserved. Therefore, the quantity whose conservation
is associated with the symmetry of gauge invariance is electric charge. If there
is no mechanism whereby charged particles can be created or destroyed, then
electric charge will naturally be conserved. If there is such a mechanism, then
charge may or may not be conserved and, if it is not, then the presence of
electromagnetic forces will not make it so. In the latter case, (3.52) could not
be true, and Maxwell’s theory would not be self-consistent. Readers will recall (I
hope!) that the so-called displacement current d E /9t in (3.47) was introduced by
Maxwell precisely in order to make his equations consistent with the conservation
of electric charge. Experimentally, of course, even though individual charged
particles can be created and destroyed, these processes are always found to occur
in such a way that electric charge is conserved overall.

3.7 Geometry in Classical Physics

This section is something of a detour from our main line of enquiry. Its
purpose is to offer a glimpse of the geometrical view of classical physics
that is often encountered in the more advanced literature and of some of the
associated terminology. We shall see, in particular, how Maxwell’s equations
can be expressed in an extremely compact form, once we have the appropriate
geometrical tools to hand, and that the Poisson bracket (3.18), which we met in
connection with Hamilton’s equations, can be understood as part of a geometrical
structure that captures the essence of classical mechanics in a rather elegant
manner. The perspective we shall gain serves to illustrate the remarkable
unifying power of modern differential geometry as applied to theoretical physics
(which extends in important ways to the study of quantum as well as classical
phenomena). On the other hand, we shall learn no essentially new physics and
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the remainder of the Tour will not make extensive use of the new geometrical
tools, so this section might well be omitted at a first reading.

3.7.1 More on tensors

In §2.2, T showed how vectors and one-forms can be defined as geometrical
objects in their own right, but then took the easy option of defining higher-rank
tensors in terms of the transformation laws for their components, referred to
definite systems of coordinates. It will now be useful to see how these higher-rank
tensors can be defined without recourse to coordinates. Recall that a one-form is
a linear function whose argument is a vector and whose value is a scalar. A rank
(2) tensor T can be defined similarly as a multilinear, scalar-valued function of n
arguments, each of which is a vector. If we do use components, then the value of
this function is

T(U,V, ) =Ty, UVl ... (3.61)

Here, I use Latin indices a, b, ... (each of which has values 1,2,...,d) to
indicate coordinates in a general d-dimensional manifold, reserving w, v, ...
(with values running from O to d — 1) to indicate that the manifold is a relativistic
spacetime. The term ‘multilinear’ means that T is a linear function of each of its
arguments:

TWU,aV +BW,--)=aTU,V, )+ BTU,W,--) (3.62)

and similarly for all the other arguments. Unless the tensor has a special
symmetry, the order of the arguments is important. That is to say, T(U,V,---)
does not necessarily mean the same as T(V, U, ---). Furthermore, a rank ('Z)
tensor is a multilinear, scalar-valued function of m + n arguments, of which n are
vectors and m are one-forms. In components, we have, for example

TWU,0,V)=TL U",V¢. (3.63)

Since a vector is a rank ((1)) tensor, this definition tells us that it is a linear function,
whose value is a scalar and whose argument is a one-form. Originally, of course,
we defined a vector as a differential operator d/dX representing a rate of change
along a curve parametrized by A. Readers who have difficulty in reconciling these
two points of view, or who suspect an element of circularity in this entire sequence
of definitions, may find it helpful to reflect on the example of a one-form wy,
which represents the gradient of a scalar field f. To say that wy is a function
of vectors means that we have a specific scalar field f whose gradient is wy
and, given any curve with tangent vector V, we can find the rate of change of
f (namely wy(V) = df/d)) along this curve. To say that V is a function of
one-forms means that we have a specific curve whose tangent vector is V and,
given any scalar field f with gradient w ¢, we can find its rate of change along our
curve (namely V(wy) = df/dA). In terms of components, the symmetry of the
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expressions w(V) = w,V* = V(w) makes the equivalence of these two points
of view rather obvious.

Given a system of coordinates x“, we saw in (2.11) that the partial derivatives
d/90x“ serve as a set of basis vectors. Correspondingly, we can introduce a set of
basis one-forms, which are denoted by dx“ and specified by giving their values
when presented with any basis vector as an argument:

dx®(d/0x") = 5. (3.64)

To my physicist’s eye, this notation is a little disconcerting. In particular, we
must be careful not to confuse the one-form dx¢ with an infinitesimal coordinate
difference dx“, which looks exactly the same but is actually a component of a
vector! It is worth noting, though, that these two different objects transform in
the same way under a change of coordinates. In fact, a one-form w = w,dx“ is a
coordinate-independent object, so we must have dx? = A”/adx“, in order that

® = wrdx® = w, A%, AV dx? = w, 8 dxb = w,dx”. (3.65)

Thus, basis one-forms transform in the same way as the components of a vector.
Evidently, the converse is also true: basis vectors d/dx? transform in the same
way as the components of a one-form, such as af/dx“.

Bases for tensors of higher rank can be constructed by means of the tensor
product, ®, which is defined as follows. Suppose that S is a rank (’;) tensor and

! !
T is arank (7)) tensor. Then S ® T is the rank (’:‘li;",) tensor such that

ST, ..., Umgn, V1, ooy V) = S@1, ooy Uingn) TWL, oo, V)
(3.66)
where each of the arguments u; and v; is either a vector or a one-form, as required
by the character of S and 7. The right-hand side is just the ordinary product of
two numbers (or, in the case of tensor fields, of two scalar fields) S(u1, .. ., #y+n)
and T (vy, ..., Uy 4,) and the components of S ® T are the ordinary products

(S@ TV g = Sed T (3.67

In particular, the product dx® ® dx” ® dx¢ - - - is the covariant tensor which, when
presented with the vector arguments U, V, W, ... in that order, produces the
value

dx¢(@)dx?(V)dx¢ (W) - -- = UVEPWe . ... (3.68)

It should now be readily understood that a wholly covariant tensor, say of rank
(2), can be expressed as a linear combination

T = Talaz...a,,dxa] Q@ dx® ... @ dx“ (369)

and that other tensors can be expressed as linear combinations of appropriate
tensor products of basis one-forms and basis vectors.
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3.7.2 Differential forms, dual tensors and Maxwell’s equations

Astute readers will long ago have suspected that where there are one-forms, there
ought also to be 2-forms, 3-forms and so on. Indeed there are. A 2-form is
an antisymmetric rank (g) tensor. In coordinate-free language, this means that
wU,V) = —w(V,U) for any two vectors U and V; in terms of components
it means that w,p, = —wpe. A p-form is a totally antisymmetric rank (2) tensor.
That is, it changes sign when any two neighbouring arguments or indices are
interchanged: w(U,...,V,W,..)) = —oU,...,W,V, ..) of w4 pe.. =
—wq. ch..- As a matter of fact, the tensor also changes sign when two non-
neighbouring arguments or indices are interchanged, w,. p.c.. = —®q..c..b...
because moving b and ¢ to their new positions one step at a time always requires
an odd number of steps in total. In component language, it should be clear that
wqp... = 0 if any two indices are equal. In a d-dimensional manifold, each index
can take only d different values, so if there are more than d indices, at least two of
them must be the same. Thus, p-forms with p > d do not exist (or, at least, they
are uninteresting, being identically zero). For p = d, the component wg, 4,...q,
vanishes unless its indices (ap, aa, . . ., aq) have values that are a permutation of
(1,2,...,d), in which case it is equal to £w12. 4. Every d-form is therefore
proportional to the Levi-Civita tensor density €4,q4,...q, (discussed in appendix A
for the case d = 4) whose components are 1 for an even permutation, —1 for an
odd permutation and zero otherwise.
A basis for 2-forms is constructed by defining the wedge product

OANTC=w®0 —0Qw (3.70)

for any two 1-forms w and o. The object w A o is a 2-form, because its value
when presented with two vector arguments U and V in that order is

woANo(U,V)=wlU)o(V)—w(V)oU). (3.71)
Clearly, its components are (w A 0)gp = Wa0p — Wpo; = —(w A 0)pg and the
wedge product itself has the property w A 0 = —o A w. Any 2-form can now be
expressed as
1 a b
w= Ea)abdx A dx (3.72)
because then
— l ayb _ yprbyral _ aysb
wU,V) = 2'w“b u‘v UVY) = wap U V7. (3.73)

This idea can be extended to p-forms in a natural way. A 3-form will be expressed
in terms of a totally antisymmetric set of components wyp. as

1 a b c
w= ;wabcdx Adx? Adx (3.74)
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where the multiple wedge product is given by
e AdP A =dx* @dxP @ —dx? @ dx* @ dx -+, (3.75)

The right-hand side is a sum of 3! = 6 terms, giving all the permutations of
(a, b, c), with a + sign for each even permutation and a — sign for each odd
permutation, and the extension to higher p should be obvious. By adopting the
rule that

(XA AdXP)YA @A A AdxP) = XD A AdX AdXPTA - AdxPe

(3.76)
we arrive at a definition of the wedge product, or exterior product, of a p-form w
and a g-form o

1
WAO = ——q,..a,0b,..b,dX A - AdxP A dxP' A A dxbe. (3.77)
plg! 7 q

The coordinate-free version of this definition is that, presented with the sequence

of vector arguments (V1, ..., V,14), the (p + g)-form w A o has the value
wANo(Vi, ..., Vpig)
1
=l XP:S(P)CU (Vo). -2 Vep) 0 (Vep1)s -+ Veipg)) -
(3.78)

The news that I do not plan to wield this expression in anger may be greeted
by some readers with relief, but it is not as bad as it looks. The labels
1,...,(p + gq) label a sequence of vectors, not their components, and the set
{P(1),...,P(p + ¢q)} is a permutation of these labels. The sum is over all these
permutations P, and S(P) is equal to 1 if P is an even permutation and -1 if P is
an odd permutation. It should be quite straightforward to show that the exterior
product is associative, (w A o) A€ = w A (0 A &), and that, if w is a p-form and
o ag-form,then w Ao = (—1)P90 A w.

A simple example of this machinery is afforded by the ‘cross product’
u x v of two vectors which, in elementary 3-dimensional vector algebra (using
Cartesian coordinates) is defined to have the components

wX = ((u2v3 —i30?), @B — u'v?), (w'? — uzvl)) . (3.79)

It is easily seen that the three independent 2-forms dx? A dx3, dx3 A dx'and
dx! A dx? with the arguments (u, v) produce exactly these components, but not
in the form of a vector. We can combine them into the components of a one-form,
by using the 3-dimensional Levi-Civita symbol

(U X v)q = Seapedx® A dx(u, v) (3.80)
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and then, if we wish, use the Euclidean metric to convert this into a vector:
(u x v)* = $g%€peqdx® A dx (u, v). (3.81)

There may seem to be a puzzle here. According to our definition, a one-
form takes a vector argument to produce a scalar value, yet here the values
dx*(U) = U seem to be the components of a vector. Indeed, according to
the discussion following (3.64), these values must transform as the components
of a vector. How can this be? Consider an observer, Olivia, who measures the
component v! of the velocity of a particle relative to her own frame of reference.
Her apparatus, which takes the velocity vector v and returns the number v', is a
physical manifestation of the one-form dx!. But is this value a component of a
vector, or is it a scalar? Other observers (say, Oliver and Orson) have their own
frames of reference, with x 1" and x!” axes that point in different directions. Their
values, v!" and vl”, are related to v! by the familiar coordinate transformations,
and in this sense v!, v!" and v are components of the same vector relative to
different coordinate systems. On the other hand, the quantity that we can call
‘Olivia’s result for v!” is a single number, whose value can be agreed on by all.
In this sense it is a legitimate scalar. We see that, although the value of dx! is a
scalar, the definition of dx! is tied to a particular coordinate system. If we regard
dx! as a fixed one-form then it has a fixed, scalar value when presented with a
given vector. However, if we compare the value produced by dx! with those that
would be produced, given the same vector, by other one-forms, dxl/, dx!” defined
in an analogous way, but with respect to other coordinate systems, then these
different scalar quantities will be related in the same way as the components of a
vector, referred to the various coordinate systems.

The example of the cross product has two features that are worth elaborating
on. In one sense, it is an object unique to 3-dimensional geometry, for the
following reason. The components of a p-form, wg,. .4 , are totally antisymmetric.
How many independent components are there? Well, the p indices ay, ..., ap
must all have different values, and in d dimensions there are d values to choose
from. The number of possible choices is the binomial coefficient (Z) =d!/p\(d—
p)!, so this is the number of independent components, and also the number of
independent basis p-forms dx?! A--- Adx“?r. Obviously, we get the same number
of independent components for a (d — p)-form. Now, we obtained the cross
product by presenting the vectors u and v as arguments to the basis 2-forms
dx?® A dx?, of which there are (g) = 3. In d dimensions, the same procedure

would lead to a set of (”21) components, and these can be assembled into a vector or

a 1-form only if (g) = d, which is true only for d = 3. Thus, the notion of a cross
product of two vectors that is itself a vector applies only in three dimensions. If,
however, we do not insist that the resulting object be a vector, then an interesting
and useful generalization is possible.

This brings me to the second feature of the cross product, which is that it
illustrates the general notion of dual tensors. It would clearly be natural to regard
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the objects U?V? — UPV“ as the components not of a vector or a 1-form, but
rather of an antisymmetric rank (3) tensor. By analogy with a p-form, a totally
antisymmetric rank (g) tensor may be called a p-vector, but we must be careful
not to confuse this terminology with the quite different notion of a 4-vector in
special relativity. The number of independent components of a p-vector is the
same as for a p-form and, while these components might be constructed, as in
the cross product, from those of p vectors, they need not be. Given a p-vector,
Va4 we can generalize the second stage of our construction of the cross
product by using the Levi-Civita symbol to create the (d — p)-form *V, which
has components

A

w
*Va]...ad,p = Fea]...ad,pb]...bp Vb]'"bp. (3.82)

The extra factor that I have called @ here is needed to make sure that *V is a
genuine tensor. As explained in appendix A, the Levi-Civita symbol transforms as
a tensor density of weight 1, with an extra factor of det | A|, and the transformation
of & must cancel this factor. In a manifold equipped with a metric, a natural
choice is @ = /]g[, where g = det(gup), so if we restrict ourselves to Cartesian
coordinates in Euclidean space or Minkowski spacetime, then @ = 1. If we
want to define dual tensors in a manifold without a metric, then we can do so
by choosing a d-form, with components wy, ., = ®1..d€q,..ay> and setting @
equal to its one independent component w; . 4. The meaning of ‘duality’ will then
depend on which d-form we have chosen to play this special role. Note that, since
both the p-vector V and the (d — p)-form *V have (i) independent components,
there is exactly enough information in V to construct *V and vice versa. That
being so, we might expect that the process can be reversed to convert a p-form w
into a (d — p)-vector *w. Indeed it can, and the components of *w are

~A—1
w
* p@1e-ld—p — ' Galmad_pblmbpwbl...bp' (3.83)
p!

Equally, we might guess that the tensor dual to *V is V. The correct relation
turns out to be **V = (—1)?“=P)V_ and similarly v = (—1)?“Py (see
exercise 3.7). The duality operation represented by * is called the ‘Hodge star’
operation.

An important example of a 2-form in Minkowski spacetime is the
electromagnetic field strength tensor (3.50). I shall show shortly that Maxwell’s
equations can be expressed in a compact and elegant form by using this tensor and
its dual, but to do this, we need a further new idea. The exterior derivative d is
a differential operator, which is nicely illustrated by the way in which the 2-form
F, whose components are F),,, is obtained from the 1-form vector potential A.
The operator d is defined so as to produce from a p-form w a (p + 1)-form dw.
For this purpose, it is convenient to regard a scalar field f as a 0-form, in which
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case df is the gradient that we have already met:
af
df = ﬁdx“. (384)

The notation here is quite consistent. If we take a special scalar field which,
in a suitable coordinate system, can be expressed as f(x) = xl, say, then
df = (3x!'/3x%)dx® = §}dx® = dx!. The action of d on a 1-form w = w,dx is

_ dwy

do =~ dx” A dr = —w pdx? A dx” (3.85)
X

where I have used the antisymmetry of the wedge product and the comma notation
from chapter 2 for partial derivatives. Now, a 2-form is supposed to have
antisymmetric components, (dw),» = —(dw)p,. In general, w, , will not be equal
to —wy, 4, but because of the antisymmetry of dx? A dx?, only the antisymmetric
combination wp , — wqy,p actually contributes to dw. Since a and b are dummy
summation variables in (3.85), we can rename them as b and a to get

do = —wp odx” A dx® = +wyp odx® A dx? (3.86)

and therefore
dw = Y (wpa — wap)dx? A dx”. (3.87)

In view of the general expression (3.72) the components of dw are actually the
antisymmetric quantities (dw),p = wp,a — wq,p. Evidently, the electromagnetic
field strength (3.50) can be written in coordinate-free language simply as F' = dA.
(Readers should also have little difficulty in convincing themselves that in 3-
dimensional Euclidean geometry the curl of a vector field V x v can be constructed
using d in much the same way as the cross product of two vectors.)

In general, the action of d on a p-form w is

1
do = — (8170)611,.,“)) dxb Adx® Ao A dx9r (3.88)
p! !

and this could be rewritten in a totally antisymmetric form analogous to (3.87).
Using the definition of the exterior product (3.77), it is not hard to show that d
obeys a modified version of the Leibniz rule: for a p-form w and a g-form o,

dlwAno)=doAro+ (—1)Pw Ado. (3.89)

Consider, in particular, the case that w is itself the exterior derivative of a (p — 1)-
form, say w = do. Each component of dw will be a sum of terms of the form
(040p — 0p0q)0e..., which are identically zero. Thus, for any p-form, we have
d?w = 0. The mathematical jargon for this says that the operator d is nilpotent.
In 3-dimensional Euclidean geometry, the well-known identities V x (V¢) = 0
and V - (V x v) = 0, valid for any scalar field ¢ and any vector field v can be
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understood in terms of the identity d> = 0. As far as Maxwell’s equations are
concerned, the two equations (3.45) and (3.46) are equivalent to the statement

dF = 0. (3.90)

Usually, given that d> = 0, we take this to imply that F can be expressed in terms
of a vector potential as F = dA, but there is a subtlety here. Suppose that a p-
form w satisfies dw = 0. It is said to be closed. According to a theorem known
as the Poincaré lemma, we can always find a (p — 1)-form ¢ such that = do,
provided that we restrict attention to a sufficiently simple region of the manifold
on which w is defined; an open set that is topologically equivalent to the interior
of the unit sphere in R¢ will do. If w can be expressed as do, then it is said
to be exact, so the Poincaré lemma says that any closed form is ‘locally exact’.
However, a closed form may not be exact over the whole manifold. That is to say,
although we can express w as do in any local region of the appropriate kind, there
may not be a single o that works throughout the whole manifold. This depends
on the global topology of the manifold, and one way of characterizing this global
topology is in terms of those forms that are closed, but not exact. Roughly
speaking, this constitutes what is called the cohomology of the operator d. In
electromagnetism, the Maxwell equation (3.45) forbids the existence of magnetic
monopoles unless we allow for the possibility that a single 1-form potential A
may not be valid through the whole of spacetime, and I shall take up this question
again in chapter 13.

To express the remaining Maxwell equations (3.44) and (3.47) in our new
language, we start from the contravariant version of the field strength tensor (3.51)
which, according to our present terminology is a 2-vector F. Its dual is a 2-form
*F, whose components are

0 -B! —-B? -B3

B! 0 —-E3 E?
*FHU = B2 E3 O —El (391)
B3 —E* E! 0

Notice that duality has the effect of interchanging electric and magnetic fields, and
that this would be a symmetry of Maxwell’s equations in the absence of charged
particles. The exterior derivative d* F is a 3-form, whose components are

(d*F),uvo = 8/1.*Fvcr + 8\)*F(r,u + 8(7*F,uv« (392)

It is a simple matter to check that these are totally antisymmetric, owing to the
antisymmetry of * F. The electromagnetic current is a vector j and its dual tensor
is a 3-form, with components *j,,c = €uv0rj°. Each of these 3-forms has, as
we saw above, only (431) = 4 independent components; for example, * jo;2 = j°.
Thus, the tensor equation

d*F = ¢ 1% (3.93)
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is a set of four equations, which are equivalent to the Maxwell equations (3.44)
and (3.47). For example,
* * * * 1JE ’ 1 .3

(d*F)o12 = 00" F12 + 01 Foo+ 02" Fo1 = <V x B — ZE) =2J (3.94)
While Maxwell’s equations as expressed by (3.90) and (3.93) are somewhat more
compact than the original versions, readers may well feel that this is more than
offset by the amount of space needed to say what the notation means! However,
the compactness of the notation for dealing with antisymmetric tensors and the
fact that these equations are now in a completely coordinate-free form bring
significant advantages when one is dealing, for example, with the non-Abelian
generalizations of electromagnetism that I shall discuss in chapters 8 and 12 or
with manifolds that are more complicated than Minkowski spacetime.

3.7.3 Configuration space and its relatives

By now, it should come as no surprise that the antisymmetric structure of the
Poisson bracket (3.18) has a geometrical interpretation in terms of differential
forms. The version of this interpretation that I plan to explain applies to non-
relativistic physics, in which physical events are regarded as taking place in a 3-
dimensional space, rather than in a 4-dimensional spacetime. Relativistic versions
are possible, but they involve subtleties in which I do not want to get embroiled.
For present purposes, then, we regard time not as a coordinate but as a parameter
that labels points on the path of a particle through space. For a system of N
particles, it becomes a little awkward to deal with N paths, all labelled by the
same parameter. It is more convenient to deal instead with a 3 N-dimensional
manifold, in which a single point represents the positions of all the particles. The
3N generalized coordinates {¢'} introduced in §3.1 serve as coordinates on this
manifold, which is called configuration space, and which I will denote by Q. A
possible history of the entire system corresponds to a single path through this
manifold. However, a point in configuration space does not represent a unique
state of the system. To do that, we have to take account either of the velocities of
the particles or of their momenta as well as their positions.

From a geometrical point of view, the natural way of doing this is to construct
a suitable manifold, which is an example of a fibre bundle analogous, but by no
means identical, to the Galilean spacetime illustrated in figure 2.13. Consider
first how we might take account of velocities. Given a point P in configuration
space and a curve passing through it that represents a possible history of the
system, the 3N generalized velocities {¢'} that the particles have at the instant
when their positions correspond to P are the components of the tangent vector
d/dr to this curve at P. The set of all tangent vectors at P (or, equivalently, the
set of tangent vectors to all possible curves through P) forms a vector space,
called the tangent space to Q at the point P and denoted by TpQ. (The precise
mathematical definition of a vector space is given in appendix A, but for the
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Figure 3.1. A one-dimensional configuration space QQ, with coordinate g, and its tangent
bundle T*Q, with coordinates ¢ and v.

purposes of our present discussion, readers’ intuition gained from the elementary
study of Euclidean vectors should serve just as well.)

We now construct a new manifold, called the tangent bundle of Q and
denoted by TQ. Intuitively, we can think of doing this by ‘bundling up’ the
tangent spaces at all points of Q to form a single object. This is illustrated in
figure 3.1 for the only case that can easily be drawn, namely a single particle in
one dimension, for which Q is just the real line. To be mathematically precise, we
have do things the other way round, because we want TQ to be a differentiable
manifold in its own right. Thus we say that TQ is a 6 N-dimensional manifold
(though in figure 3.1 it has only two dimensions), topologically equivalent to ROV
and equipped with a projection w. This projection is a map which, for each point
P of the configuration space QQ picks out the 3 N-dimensional slice (or fibre) of
T Q corresponding to 7p(QQ and maps each point of this slice to the appropriate
point P of Q. Given the existence of this projection, there is a natural way of
setting up coordinates on the tangent bundle. That is, half the coordinates, {g'},
serve to identify a slice of the bundle, corresponding to a point P in Q whose
coordinates are {g'}, while the other half, say {v'} identify a point within this
slice corresponding to a possible set of velocities for the particles whose positions
correspond to P. I will use {v'} to denote these coordinates in the tangent bundle
and {¢ (1)} for the actual velocities corresponding to a specific state of the system
of particles. In figure 3.1, I found it impossible to draw a 1-dimensional curve
inside the 1-dimensional configuration space Q, but the arrows at P, Q and R
represent the tangent vectors to such a curve at these points. The vector field in
Q that comprises all these tangent vectors gives rise to a curve C in the tangent
bundle which, for reasons that should be apparent, is called a cross section of
the bundle. Each point on C now represents a unique state of the system, being
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specified by both positions and velocities. (In higher dimensions, a vector field
on Q would correspond to a family of curves representing a family of possible
histories of the system, but I will not develop this point in detail.)

The Lagrangian L({g'}, {v'}) is a scalar field defined on the tangent bundle
TQ. It must be a genuine scalar, because it has a definite value for each state of
the system and, therefore, at each point of 7'Q, regardless of how we choose the
generalized coordinates and velocities. To avoid tiresome complications, I shall
deal with the most usual case in which L can be expressed as

L = }gij(qv'v — V(g). (3.95)

The objects g;; (¢) are the components of a metric tensor field on the configuration
space Q. This metric is, of course, related to that of the ordinary 3-dimensional
space from which we started. For example, if we consider two particles in
Euclidean space, whose positions in Cartesian coordinates are x and y, and
whose masses are m and mj, then we can choose generalized coordinates
(ql, e qﬁ) = (xl,xz, x3, yl, yz, y3), in which case g;; is diagonal, with
elements (m1, my, my, mo, mp, my), related in an obvious way to the Euclidean
metric 84p (a, b =1, ..., 3). More generally, g;; may depend on the positions g,
either because we want to think about a non-Euclidean space or because we are
not using Cartesian coordinates. The generalized momenta p; conjugate to ¢’ are

oL ;
pi= =i (@, (3.96)

d

We see that they are obtained by lowering the indices of the components v/ of
a vector field on the configuration space Q, and are therefore themselves the
components of a 1-form field, or of a 1-form if we restrict our attention to a
particular point P. Now, the set of all 1-forms at P forms a vector space,
called the cotangent space T;(Q, and we can bundle together all the cotangent
spaces at different points to form the cotangent bundle T*Q just as we previously
constructed the tangent bundle. On this manifold, a natural set of coordinates is
provided by the 6N quantities ({¢'}, {p:}).

3.7.4 The symplectic geometry of phase space

The fibre bundle 7*Q is known to physicists as phase space. Since it is
a differentiable manifold, we might well choose to place on it a system of
coordinates £%, the index « running from 1 to 6N, with associated bases 9/9&“
and d&* for vector and 1-form fields. For the most part, it will prove sensible
to retain the natural division of these coordinates into ¢’ and p;, with i running
from 1 to 3N. The lower indices on the p; are inherited from the role of these
quantities as the components of a 1-form field on configuration space QQ rather
than as coordinates on phase space. It is worth observing, though, that a change
of coordinates in QQ with, say, A"/i = qu/ /dq" leads to a corresponding change of
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coordinates in phase space, in which the momenta still transform ‘covariantly’ as
pir = A", pi. This means that the large transformation matrix A%, = 9&% /9&%

is constructed from both of the matrices Ai/i and A ;+» and readers may enjoy
finding out for themselves exactly how this works.

Normally, a manifold has a useful application in physics only when we
endow it with some geometrical structure that is apposite for the phenomena we
want to describe, so the central question that now arises is, what is the natural
geometrical structure for phase space? In principle, we might try to endow phase
space with a metric, but this is unlikely to be of much use because an expression
such as (Ag)? + (Ap)? has, except by accident, no sensible meaning. The
structure that turns out to be meaningful in the context of Hamiltonian dynamics
is one that we have not yet met. It is called a symplectic structure. In the same way
that the metrical structure of a relativistic spacetime is implemented by a special
rank (g) tensor g, the symplectic structure of phase space is implemented by a rank

((2)) tensor 2. The difference is that while g is symmetric, €2 is antisymmetric: it
is called the symplectic 2-form. With our preferred system of coordinates, it is

Q=dg' Adp;, (3.97)

where a sum over i = 1,...,3N is implied, as the notation suggests. The
meanings of the 1-forms dg’ and dp; are the same as in (3.64), but we have now
split our coordinates into two sets. Thus, a vector field on phase space will have
‘g-type’ and ‘ p-type’ components, say

~ 0

]
V=V-—+4+V,i— 3.98
oq + o (3.98)

and the values of the basis 1-forms when presented with this vector field are
dg' (V) = V! and dpi(V) = V. (3.99)

The 2-form 2 is actually the exterior derivative of what is called the canonical
1-form 6 = p;dq’. In fact, the rule (3.85) tells us that 2 = —d6. The significance
of this is the following. Given a curve with tangent vector d/d¢ that represents
a history of our system, the velocities are §'(f) = dg’(d/dr). Thus, the scalar
quantity 6(d/d¢t) = p;¢' is what appears in the Legendre transformation (3.14)
that enables us to move from a Lagrangian to a Hamiltonian description of the
system. Its geometrical manifestation 8 plays the analogous role when we move
from a description in terms of the tangent bundle to one in terms of the cotangent
bundle.

Like the metric tensor, the symplectic 2-form can be used to define a
correspondence between vectors and 1-forms on phase space. Given a vector
V, the object oy = Q(V, ) isa l-form, because it can accept one more vector
argument to produce a scalar. In components, the 6N quantities (wy)g = QqgV«
are the components of a unique 1-form associated with the vector V. Can we
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invert this to find a unique vector V,, associated with a given one-form w? In
other words, do the equations wg = Q45(V,)* have a unique solution for the
components of V,,? The answer is yes, provided that the matrix Qg has an
inverse, which means that its determinant is nonzero. If this condition is met,
then 2 is said to be non-degenerate. Mathematically, this property is normally
insisted on as part of the definition of a symplectic structure. In the case we have
considered, the 2-form defined by (3.97) is indeed non-degenerate. If we arrange
our coordinates in the order (£!,...,&%V) = (¢!,..., ¢, p1,..., p3n), then
the components of €2 are

Qup = (_OH g) (3.100)

where I is the 3N x 3N unit matrix. Each row and each column of this matrix
has exactly one nonzero element and its determinant is either 1 or -1. There
are, however, important physical examples in which € is degenerate. This
typically indicates a mismatch between the numbers of coordinates and momenta
and comes about when there are ‘unphysical’ degrees of freedom, such as the
gauge degrees of freedom in electromagnetism. A Hamiltonian description of the
dynamics of such systems is often possible, but requires special techniques that
are beyond the scope of the present discussion. (A simple example is discussed
by Lawrie and Epp (1996).)

The application of the general idea of symplectic geometry to Hamiltonian
dynamics depends on our identifying a special class of vector fields on phase
space, namely those whose associated 1-forms 2(V, ) are the gradients of
scalar quantities that represent physical properties of our system. That is to say,

given a quantity A({¢'}, {pi}), we can associate with it a vector field V4 such that
Q(Vy, )=dA. (3.101)

A vector field for which this equation can be solved to find the corresponding
scalar A is called a Hamiltonian vector field, although A is not necessarily the
Hamiltonian. Let us find the components of V4. Using the definitions of the
wedge product and the exterior derivative, we can write (3.101) in components as

dg' + —dpi. (3.102)

We see that Vi = 9A/dp; and VA = —3A/dq", and so

9A 9 9A 9
= = __ (3.103)
dpi dq'  dq' dp;

A

This is none other than the differential operator —{A, }p, of which we
encountered examples in §3.4. The Poisson bracket itself is
0A 0B 9B 9A

A, Blp=—Q(V4, V)= —7—7 — ——.
{A, Blp (Va, VB) o0 opi 94 Oy

(3.104)
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Figure 3.2. The curve P QRS represents a possible trajectory of a system in phase space.
The curves PP’, QQ’, RR’ and SS’ are integral curves of the Hamiltonian vector field
V4 associated with a dynamical quantity A({qi}, {pi}). If A is the conserved quantity
corresponding to a symmetry of the system, then P’Q’R’S" is also a possible trajectory.

Let us finally see how the time evolution and the symmetries of a
Hamiltonian system appear from a geometrical point of view. Given a vector
field V, each point of phase space lies on exactly one of a family of curves, to
which V gives the tangent vectors. They are called the integral curves of V. The
physical constitution of a system (the forces that act between its particles, and so
on) is specified by selecting a function H ({g'}, {p;}) as the Hamiltonian and by
identifying the parameter ¢ that labels points on the integral curves of Vg as time.

Thus we have
d _ 0H 0 0H 0

~dt 9pidg’  dq' Ipi
which reproduces the equation of motion (3.17). We see that the integral curves
of V are the possible trajectories through phase space of the point that represents
the state of the system as it evolves with time.

To appreciate the role of symmetries, we need to know the commutator
[Va, V] of two vector fields, regarded simply as differential operators. A few
lines of algebra suffice to verify that

H (3.105)

[Va, VBl =-V¢ (3.106)

where C = {A, B}p. Thus, if {A, B}p = 0, then [V4, Vg] = 0 and the two
vector fields commute. Now look at figure 3.2. The solid curve passing through
the points P, O, R and S is an integral curve of Vy—a possible trajectory of
the system through phase space. The dashed curves are the integral curves of
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the vector field V4 = d/dX, associated with some physical quantity A, that
pass through P, ..., S. The points P’, ..., S are found by displacing P, ..., S
by the same parameter distance AX along the dashed curves. This corresponds
to a translation of the system of the kind that we studied in earlier sections.
For example, let n be a unit vector in ordinary 3-dimensional space and p the
momentum of a particle. Then n - p is the component of momentum in the
direction of n. In the 3 N-dimensional configuration space for N particles, there
is a vector with 3N components n’, consisting of N copies of n and the quantity
A=nip; = Z?’:l n- pj, where j labels the N particles, is the component of the
total momentum in the direction of n. The corresponding Hamiltonian vector field
is V4 = n'3/dq" and the displacement corresponds to a space translation of the
whole system by a distance AA in the direction specified by n. If [V4, Vy] =0,
then the curve passing through the displaced points P’, ..., S’ will be another
integral curve of Vy—another possible trajectory of the system through phase
space. (I shall not prove this assertion. Enterprising readers may like to attempt
a proof, or to consult, for example, Schutz (1980) where the relevant concept of
a Lie derivative is explained in detail.) This is a special situation: while there
is certainly a trajectory passing through P’, this trajectory need not, in general,
pass through Q’, ..., S’. When it does, we can conclude that the system has a
symmetry: the Hamiltonian is unchanged by the displacement and the displaced
system evolves with time in the same way as the original one. The condition
[Va, Vu] = 0 that makes this true is equivalent to {A, H}p = 0 and this, as
we know, means that A is a conserved quantity. But we can now appreciate
this result in a slightly different light, because the conditions are the same if we
interchange A and H. In terms of figure 3.2, we can say that if H is unchanged by
a displacement along the integral curves of V4 (so H has a symmetry) then, by the
same token, A is unchanged by a displacement along the integral curves of Vg (so
A is constant in time). In fact, we can say more. Since dA/dX = {A, A}p = 0, the
quantity A is constant along the integral curves of V4 as well. Thus, the integral
curves of V4 and Vg mesh together to form surfaces in phase space, and both A
and H are constant over any one of these surfaces. This is an example of a more
general result known as Frobenius’ theorem, which is also discussed by Schutz
(1980).

Exercises

3.1. Express the Lagrangian L = %mfcz — V(x) for a single particle in
cylindrical coordinates (r, 6, z) with x = rcos6 and y = rsinf. Show that
the generalized momentum conjugate to 6 is the angular momentum mr26 about
the z axis. If the potential V has cylindrical symmetry (that is, it is independent
of 6), show, by considering the transformation 6 — 6 + €, that the conserved
quantity F in (3.12) is the angular momentum. When € is infinitesimal, find
the corresponding transformation of the Cartesian coordinates x and y. Working
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in Cartesian coordinates, show that if the Lagrangian is invariant under this
transformation, then the conserved quantity is the z component of the angular
momentum J = x x p. Show that if the potential is spherically symmetric (that
is, it is a function only of x2 + y% + z2), then all three components of angular
momentum are conserved. In cylindrical coordinates, show that the generator
of rotations about the z axis is —id/d6. In Cartesian coordinates, show that the
rotation generators are J = i{J, }p=x x P.

3.2. Consider the Lagrangian L = %m:’c2 — V(x) and the Hamiltonian H =
(1/2m) p2 + V(x). Show that Hamilton’s equations are equivalent to the Euler—
Lagrange equations together with the definition of the canonical momentum. Now
consider the Lagrangian L = p - ¥ — (1/2m)p? — V(x), where x, x and p are
to be treated as independent variables. Show that the Euler—-Lagrange equations
reproduce the previous equations of motion, together with the relation p = mx.

3.3. For a single particle in Minkowski spacetime, show (taking careful account of
the minus sign in (3.33)) that the Hamiltonian H = —n,, p#x" — L expressed as
a function of the momenta leads to a set of Hamilton’s equations which reproduce
the correct equation of motion together with the definition (3.33) of the momenta,
provided that derivatives with respect to proper time are used. Show that this
Hamiltonian is a conserved quantity, but is not equal to the total energy of the
particle.

3.4. Using elementary kinetic theory for a non-relativistic ideal gas in its rest
frame, show that (p’(dx/ /dr)) = (p/n)8", where p' and dx/dr are the Cartesian
components of momentum and velocity, p and n are the pressure and number
density and the average (- - -) is taken over all the particles. Assume that the same
is true for a relativistic gas if the spatial components of the momentum in (3.34)
are used. For the relativistic gas in its rest frame, imagine dividing the volume
it occupies into cells, each of which is small compared with the total volume but
still contains many particles. Define the average of the stress tensor (3.42) for
each cell as

(THYy = / d3x T™" (x) /Volume of cell.
cell

Show that this average has the form shown in (3.43). More generally, consider a
fluid whose stress tensor field has this form at the point x when measured relative
to the rest frame of the fluid element at x. Show that its stress tensor field in any
frame of reference is

T = ¢ (p + pyutu’ — pg"’

where u** (x) is the 4-velocity of the fluid element at x and p(x) and p(x) are the
energy density and pressure as measured in the rest frame of this element.
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3.5. Consider the Lagrangian density

L= 3F"Fy — AF™ @, A, — 0,A,) — A,
Derive two Euler-Lagrange equations, treating F*” and A, as independent
variables, and show that they reproduce (3.50) and (3.52).

3.6. In a particular frame of reference, define the Lagrangian for electromagnetic
fields as L = —1 [ d®x Fj,, F*. Show that L = 1 [d®x(E? — B?). Define
the generalized momentum conjugate to A, (x) as [1*(x) = 8L/§(dpA,.), where
8/8(- - -) is the functional derivative discussed in appendix A. Show that IT! = E’
fori = 1,2, 3 and IT° = 0. Now define the Hamiltonian H = fd3x MM*9pA,—L.
Using Gauss’ law V « E = 0 (which is one of the Euler-Lagrange equations in
the absence of charged particles), show that H is the integral over all space of the
energy density %(E2 + B?).

3.7. For a p-vector V, the following is an outline proof that **V 127 =
(=1)P@=P)y12--P Convince yourself that each step is correct:

1
**Vl...p 1"'pb1"'bd’p6bl_

~ pld —p)!

1
_ 1..d aj...a
= —p!€ €(p+1)..day..a, V"

a]...ap
..bd,pa]...apv

I..
= €(p+1)..dl..pV "t

= (=1)Pd=pPyl..p

Convince yourself that the same result holds for every component of V and for
every component of a p-form w.

3.8. Two particles move in one dimension. Their positions are x! and x2, their
momenta are p; and p> and the Hamiltonian is

2
H= ﬁ(p%+p§)+§(xl —x2> .
To avoid complications, assume that these particles can pass through each other,
so configurations with x! < x2 and x! > x? are both allowed.
(a) Find the Hamiltonian vector fields Vg and Vp, where P = p; + p; is the
total momentum, in terms of the phase-space coordinates x’ and p;. Verify that
{P,H}p=0.
(b) Define a new set of phase-space coordinates (X, P, p, 0) by

X1=X+%pCOS9 pl=1 <P+\/2km,osin9)

x2=X—%pcosé? pzzé(P—«ﬂkmpsin@).

S]]
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and show that the symplectic 2-form is

Q=dx! Adp; =dX AdP + /km/2 pdp A d6.
(c) Express H in terms of these coordinates and show that

d 1 a 2k 9
P J—

Vp= —  Vy=—prPL _ |22,
P=%x H=om" ax m 00

Consider the 2-dimensional surfaces in phase space defined by P = constant and
p = constant. Verify that H is constant on each of these surfaces. Regarding
any one of these surfaces as a manifold in its own right (a ‘submanifold’ of the
whole phase space), show that Vg and Vp define independent vector fields on
each surface. Convince yourself that any integral curve of Vi or Vp lies entirely

within one of these surfaces.



Chapter 4

General Relativity and Gravitation

We now have at our disposal all the mathematical tools that are needed to
understand the general theory of relativity and the account it offers of gravitational
phenomena. Chapter 2 ended with the question ‘what is the structure of our
spacetime?’ A priori, the possibilities are limitless: for a start, there are infinitely
many dimensionalities to choose from. However, because special relativity
accounts extremely well for a great many phenomena, it is clear that our spacetime
must be quite similar to Minkowski spacetime. Our first task in this chapter will
be to use this observation to restrict the range of possibilities that need to be
considered in practice, which is more or less equivalent to adopting the principle
of equivalence mentioned in chapter 2. The next step will be to find out how
a given geometrical structure affects the behaviour of material objects, and this
will show us how deviations of this structure from that of Minkowski spacetime
can be interpreted in terms of gravitational forces. Finally, we shall investigate
how the geometrical structure is determined—or at any rate influenced—by the
distribution of gravitating matter and take a look at some of the phenomena that
are predicted by our new theory.

4.1 The Principle of Equivalence

As we stated it in chapter 2, the principle of equivalence asserts that all
gravitational effects can be eliminated within a sufficiently small region of space
by adopting freely falling inertial frames of reference. Near the surface of the
Earth, for example, this frame of reference is obviously accelerating relative
to one fixed in the Earth and the ‘equivalence’ is between, on the one hand,
the acceleration of the inertial frame relative to an earthbound observer and, on
the other, the gravitational forces that appear to this observer to act on falling
bodies. Let us now see what this principle asserts in terms of spacetime geometry.
We shall assume that the metric tensor field g, (x) with its associated metric
connection (2.50) is the only geometrical structure possessed by the spacetime
manifold. The square matrix formed by its components is symmetric and I shall
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call it g(x). On transforming to a new coordinate system, the new matrix is
/ T
g =AgA 4.1

where A is the transformation matrix whose components were defined in (2.14)
as A", = 8x“/8x“/, and AT is its transpose. Any symmetric matrix can be
diagonalized by a transformation of this kind. Let us therefore consider a definite
point P and a coordinate system in which g is diagonal at P. Assuming that none
of the eigenvalues of g is zero (if one of them does vanish, then P is some sort
of singular point at which odd things may happen), it will clearly be possible to
adjust the scales of the coordinates so that each eigenvalue is either +1 or —1. If
the equivalence principle is to hold in the neighbourhood of P, then the resulting
g(P) must be a 4 x 4 matrix with one eigenvalue equal to +1 and the other three
equal to —1. Then, after renumbering the coordinates if necessary, it has the
desired Minkowski-spacetime form (2.8): g, (P) = 1.

Although P can be any point, it will not in general be possible to find a
coordinate system in which g,, = n,, at every point. If such a coordinate
system does exist then the spacetime is Minkowskian. However, it is always
possible to find a coordinate system in which both g, (P) = n,, and all the first
derivatives d, g, vanish at P (see exercise 4.1). (Readers may like to consider in
detail why there is enough freedom in coordinate transformations to achieve this,
but not to diagonalize the metric at every point simultaneously.) A coordinate
system of this kind may be called a locally inertial system at P. An observer at
P who is at rest in such a system will experience the coordinate direction with
the positive eigenvalue as time and the other three as spatial. According to the
principle of equivalence, if the laws of physics are expressed in terms of locally
inertial coordinates, they will reduce at P to the form they take in Minkowski
spacetime in terms of Cartesian coordinates, and they will contain no reference
to gravitational forces. This, as we are about to discover, is because gravitational
forces are given by the connection coefficients (2.50), which vanish at P when
expressed in locally inertial coordinates.

4.2 Gravitational Forces

Suppose for now that the metric tensor field is fixed and that it does not reduce
to that of Minkowski spacetime in any system of coordinates (except locally, as
discussed above). Normally, this means that spacetime is curved, and we wish to
know what effect the curvature has on the laws of motion of particles. From the
point of view of chapter 3, this involves finding an action appropriate to the curved
spacetime. The two guiding principles here are the principle of equivalence,
which we have just been discussing, and the principle of general covariance.
In Minkowski spacetime, we concluded that the equations of motion should be
covariant under Poincaré transformations because these left the metric unchanged.
In curved spacetime, there are in general no coordinate transformations that leave
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the metric unchanged. On the other hand, any coordinate system is merely a
theoretical device that enables us to label points of spacetime. The only reason
for preferring a particular coordinate system would be if it permitted a specific
metric tensor field to be described in an especially simple way, as is the case with
Cartesian coordinates in Minkowski spacetime. If we do not commit ourselves in
advance to a specific metric, then any coordinate system should be as good as any
other and, in particular, equations of motion should preserve their form under any
coordinate transformation. This is the meaning of general covariance.

Clearly, equations of motion will be generally covariant if they are derived
from an action that is invariant under all transformations, namely a scalar. Scalars
can be formed by contracting all the indices of any tensor with the same covariant
and contravariant rank. If we allow any number of derivatives of the metric
tensor field to appear in the Lagrangian, then a great many functions would be
possible—for example, any function of the Ricci scalar R. In order to satisfy the
principle of equivalence, however, we would like the Lagrangian to reduce to its
Minkowskian form in a locally inertial frame, and our previous discussion shows
that we must work only with g, and its first derivatives. But to form tensors and
ultimately scalars, we must use covariant derivatives rather than partial ones, and
the first covariant derivative of the metric tensor field is, by definition, equal to
zero (equation (2.48)). Thus, for a single particle, the Lagrangian must be a scalar
formed from the vector x* = dx*/dt and the metric tensor field itself. Because
of (2.44), contracting the indices of two gs gives a trivial result, and we see that
the Lagrangian can only be a function of the scalar quantity X = g,,x*x".
As in Minkowski spacetime, we find that the detailed form of this function is
immaterial, and we need only replace 7, in (3.32) by g,.,:

1 dx* dxV
S = —Em dr gw(x(z'))?g. (42)

The equation of motion for a free particle moving in the curved spacetime
is the Euler-Lagrange equation obtained by varying (4.2) with respect to the path

x*(t), namely
d dx” 1 dx? dx"
— — ) - = ——— =0. 4.3

dr (g“” dr ) 284 de 4-3)

As in chapter 2, the comma before the index p is a shorthand for 9/dx*. After
carrying out the differentiation and raising the non-contracted index, this may be
written as 5 s
CF o AT, (4.4)
dr? Y7 dr dr
which is the equation of a geodesic curve, introduced in chapter 2 as the curved-
space analogue of a straight line. The affine connection coefficients are those
given by (2.50).
If our qualitative discussions of the relativistic theory of gravity are to stand
up, it must now be possible to find a set of circumstances under which (4.4) can be
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reinterpreted as the equation of a particle moving through Minkowski or Galilean
spacetime under the influence of a gravitational field. I shall now show what
these circumstances are. An obvious requirement is that the metric should be
only slightly different from the #,, of Minkowski spacetime, so let us write it as

guv = Ny + Ay 4.5)

where £, is a small correction. If we keep only terms of first order in 4, then
the connection coefficients are

T4, = "™ (o + Mgy — huop) + O). (4.6)

The second requirement is that the particle should be moving, relative to our
chosen coordinate system, very slowly compared with the speed of light. This is
normally true in those practical situations that appear to support the Newtonian
account of gravity; for example, the orbital speed of the Earth around the sun
is about 10~*¢. The element of proper time along the particle’s path is given,
according to (4.5), by ¢>dt? = (Muv+hy)dx*dx" and since, for a slowly moving
particle, dx /dt is negligible compared with dz/dt, we have approximately

dr ~1/2 1

— =~ (1 + hgo) >~ 1 — 5hgo. 4.7
dr

By the same token, the spatial components of (4.4) can be written (using the
convention that Latin indices i, j, k, ... denote spatial directions and recalling

that x9 = ct) as
x o, (dr
F + r OOC E ~ 0. (48)

The final requirement is that the variation with time of the metric tensor field
and hence, as we shall see immediately, of the gravitational field is negligible.
This has two consequences. First, d¢/d7 in (4.7) is approximately a constant,
s0 in (4.8) we can set d?x!/dr? ~ (dt/dr)?d?x?/dr? and (df/d7)? cancels out.
Second, terms in the connection coefficients which involve time derivatives can
be neglected. In particular, the coefficient that appears in (4.8) is just

Tioo = hoo,i- (4.9)
So, on multiplying (4.8) by the mass of the particle, we get

d2x! 0

M—— =
dt ox!

Vv (4.10)

where V is the gravitational potential of the Newtonian theory, now to be
identified as
V= %Czh()(). 4.11)
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At this point, then, our mathematical account of spacetime geometry begins
to make contact with actual observations. If the above requirements are met,
we say that the Newtonian limit applies. In this limit, we can pretend that
Minkowskian or Galilean geometry is correct. The small error that we incur by
doing this is detectable by virtue of the gravitational force on the right-hand side
of (4.10), which is related to the true metric through (4.11). Of course, we are not
really entitled yet to identify the V in these equations as a gravitational potential,
rather than a potential of some other kind. We have, certainly, obtained one of
the hallmarks of gravity, namely that the force in (4.10) is proportional to the
inertial mass of the test particle. The other half of the story is that V should be
of the correct form. For example, in the neighbourhood of the Earth, V should be
approximately equal to —GM/r, where G is Newton’s constant, M the mass of
the Earth and r the distance from its centre. In the next section, we shall see how
this comes about.

4.3 The Field Equations of General Relativity

We have come some way towards answering the question ‘what is the structure
of our spacetime?’. On empirical grounds, we have seen that it cannot be too
far removed from that of Minkowski spacetime. Moreover, we have seen how
small deviations from the Minkowski metric can be interpreted in terms of a force
field that we would like to identify with gravity. Our basic assumption will now
be that the metric tensor field is a physical object whose behaviour is governed,
like that of other physical objects, by an action principle. Although gravity is
properly viewed as an ‘apparent’ force, which disappears when we adopt a truly
inertial frame of reference, it is helpful to some extent to think of gravity by
analogy with electromagnetism. Thus, the action (4.2), with the metric tensor field
decomposed as in (4.5), may be thought of as analogous to the first two terms of
(3.55). These lead to the equation of motion (3.56) or (3.58) (analogous to (4.4)
or (4.10)) of a charged particle in the presence of given electric and magnetic
fields. To find out what electric and magnetic fields are actually present, we have
to solve Maxwell’s equations (3.52), which relate derivatives of the fields on the
left-hand side to the charge density and currents on the right-hand side. To derive
Maxwell’s equations, we require the final term in (3.55), which depends on the
electromagnetic fields alone.

To find out what the metric tensor field is, for a given region of space
containing a given distribution of matter, we must solve the gravitational
analogues of Maxwell’s equations. These are Einstein’s field equations. The
currents on the right-hand side will turn out to be the stress tensor given in (3.42).
The left-hand side, analogous to 9, F'*" in (3.52), is the Einstein curvature tensor,
which is constructed from the metric tensor field in a manner we have yet to
discover. To do this, we must evidently add to the action a term analogous to the
last term of (3.55). It must be a scalar quantity, containing just the metric tensor
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field and its derivatives.

There is one mathematical detail to be sorted out first. Namely, we need
to know how to integrate over spacetime in a covariant manner. Suppose, to
take the simplest case, that we have a coordinate system in which the metric
tensor field at the point x is diagonal with elements goo, g11, g22 and g33. An
infinitesimal time interval is d7 = ¢~} (goo)l/ 2dx9 and infinitesimal distances are
dx = (—g11)"/?dx!, etc. Therefore, the infinitesimal spacetime volume element
is

d(spacetime volume) = ¢~ 'd*x (—g(x))'/? (4.12)
where g(x) denotes the determinant of the metric tensor field. On transforming
to a new coordinate system, d*x is multiplied by a Jacobian factor, which is the
determinant of the transformation matrix (2.13). Readers should have no difficulty
in verifying that this is exactly cancelled by the determinant of the inverse matrix
that transforms g(x) according to (4.1). Thus, the volume element (4.12) is a
scalar, retaining the same form in all coordinate systems. Correspondingly, we
may define a scalar § function

(—g(x) 28 x —y) (4.13)

which has the desired properties when used in conjunction with the scalar volume
element (4.12).

Beyond the requirement that the geometrical contribution to the action
should be a scalar, there seems to be no a priori way of knowing what form
it should take. Arguably, the form that has been found to work is the simplest
possible one, but simplicity is a somewhat subjective and ill-defined criterion. It
also has the feature that the resulting equation of motion for g,., like those for
other physical quantities, contains only first and second derivatives of g, but
it is not altogether clear that this need be insisted on. At any rate, the standard
version of general relativity is obtained by taking the total action to be

§S= /d4x I:ﬁmatter(x) + Egrav(x):l (4.14)

where the Lagrangian densities for matter and for gravitational fields are

Lumatter(x) = — % Zmn / d7:1154 (x - xn(fn)> guv(x)i#(fn)i,‘;(fn)
(4.15)

1
Loran(x) = = —(=g) 2 [ A+ 1R ()] 4.16)

By integrating Lmager(x) over all spacetime, we get a term of the form (4.2) for
each particle of matter. Notice that the factors of (—g(x))!/? have cancelled
between the spacetime volume element and the § function. In Lgray(x), R(x)
is the Ricci curvature scalar (2.51) and A is a constant, called the cosmological
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constant. The overall constant ¥ determines the strength of the coupling between
geometry and matter, and consequently the strength of gravitational forces. It
must obviously be related to Newton’s constant, and we shall shortly derive the
exact relationship.

By requiring the action (4.14) to be stationary against variations in each of
the particles trajectories, we obtain an equation of motion of the form (4.4) for
each particle. The field equations are obtained by requiring it to be stationary
against variations in g, (x). In principle, this is no more difficult than obtaining
Maxwell’s equations from (3.54), but the algebra is considerably more involved.
Exercise 4.2 offers guidelines for carrying the calculation through, but here I shall
just quote the result: Einstein’s field equations are

RMY — (%R + A) " = Kk TH. (4.17)

The two terms G*¥ = R*Y — %Rg’“’ (in which R*" is the Ricci tensor (2.36)
with its indices raised) constitute what is sometimes called the Einstein curvature
tensor. The cosmological constant A is, according to the best astronomical
evidence, very close to zero in our universe and may generally be omitted. At the
time of writing, there is no understanding of why A should be close or equal to
zero (though many people have attempted speculative explanations), and indeed
this question is widely regarded as one of the most important mysteries remaining
in modern cosmology. The stress tensor on the right-hand side is

v _ c dx* dx? 4
TH ()C) = W Xn:/dfn mnd—.’:naa (x —.xn(fn)). (418)

It differs from the Minkowski-spacetime tensor (3.42) only insofar as the invariant
8 function (4.13) has been used.

If the relativistic theory of gravity is to work, it must now be possible to show
that the potential V (x) defined in (4.11) reduces to the Newtonian potential in the
appropriate limit. The Newtonian potential of a point mass M at a distance » from
itis V(r) = —GM/r. Equivalently (as is shown in any textbook on electricity for
the analogous Coulomb potential), for a static mass distribution of density p(x),
the potential satisfies Poisson’s equation

V2V =47 Gp. (4.19)

I shall show that this equation follows, in the Newtonian limit, from the (0, 0)
component of the field equations (4.17). To this end, it is convenient to rewrite
these equations in the following way. First, define the scalar quantity 7 by
T = guwTH". By contracting (4.17) with g,,,, we find that R = —4A — «T
and on substituting this back into (4.17) we get the alternative version

R* = k(T" — ITg"") — Agh. (4.20)
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Now assume that a coordinate system can be found in which the matter giving
rise to the gravitational potential is at rest and in which the metric tensor field is
close to that of Minkowski spacetime, as in (4.5). To the order of accuracy we
require, the right-hand side of (4.20) can be evaluated with /2, = 0. For particles
at rest, we have dx* /dt = (c, 0, 0, 0), and this can be used in (3.42) to find the
stress tensor. The density is expressed by the 4 = 0 component of (3.41) when A
is taken to be the mass of a particle, and we find that all components of the stress
tensor are zero except for 7% = pc?, so that T = pc? also. (This also agrees with
(3.43), bearing in mind that the symbol p in that equation is the energy density,
whereas here [ am using it to stand for the mass density.) In the Newtonian limit
discussed in the last section, the (0, 0) component of the Ricci tensor field is given
approximately by

3
RO ~1 Z 31 0ih00- (4.21)
i=1
With hg identified as in (4.11), the (0, 0) component of (4.20) now reads
V2V = (%K,ocz - A) 2. (4.22)

This is identical with Poisson’s equation (4.19) provided that the cosmological
constant is negligibly small and that we identify the constant « as

Kk =81G/c. (4.23)

Equations (4.4) and (4.17) constitute the general-relativistic theory of
gravity. So long as we have values for the two constants « and A, these equations
may in principle be applied to any specific physical situation, their solutions
yielding predictions that can be tested against actual observations. The value
of k is determined experimentally by (4.23), but the cosmological constant is, as
mentioned above, rather more puzzling. In Einstein’s original formulation of the
theory, it was zero—which is to say that it did not appear at all. For most purposes,
it is assumed to be zero, and this leads to a number of well-verified predictions,
some of which are discussed in the following section and in chapter 14.

The extent of our knowledge of the actual value of A is that it cannot be
large enough to invalidate these predictions. (At the time of writing, there is
some evidence for an acceleration of the expansion of the universe that might be
explained by a small, nonzero value of A, but this cannot yet be taken as reliable.)
In (4.22) the quantity A/kc> = Ac*/8m G appears as a negative ‘mass density
of the vacuum’, to be considered along with the density of real matter. This is
a somewhat dangerous observation, because A appears in other places as well.
(For example, in (14.18) its net effect is equivalent to a positive mass density.)
Nevertheless, a rough and ready method of placing upper bounds on the value of
A/kc? is to argue that it must be significantly smaller than the average density
of a system that is well described by the theory with A = 0. For example, the
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solar system is described by this theory to within the accuracy of observations
and of the approximations needed to obtain numerical theoretical predictions. A
suitable ‘density’ might be the mass of the Sun divided by the volume of a sphere
that just encloses the orbit of Pluto, which gives about 3 x 10~ 2gcm™3, and the
agreement of theory with experiment would be upset if the vacuum density were
comparable with this. Applying the same argument to much larger systems such
as clusters of galaxies (which are much less precisely understood than the solar
system), we obtain a limit of the kind

Ac?/871G <107 gem ™, (4.24)

This is roughly the average density of observable matter in the universe and is, of
course, vastly smaller than the densities of familiar materials. Whether it is small
in an absolute sense depends on our finding some fundamental quantity with the
dimensions of a density with which to compare it. We shall see later that such
a comparison can be made, which suggests that the smallness of A is even more
striking than the number quoted in (4.24).

4.4 The Gravitational Field of a Spherical Body

To find out how the general-relativistic theory of gravity differs from the
Newtonian one, we must, of course, find exact solutions to (4.4) and (4.17), or at
least approximate solutions that go beyond the Newtonian approximation. I shall
illustrate the nature of general-relativistic effects by considering Schwarzschild’s
solution of the field equations for the metric tensor field associated with a massive
spherical body and some of its elementary consequences.

4.4.1 The Schwarzschild solution

The task of finding a general solution to the field equations is too difficult to
contemplate, and it is usually possible to find particular solutions only when
symmetry or other requirements can be used to reduce the 10 independent
components of the metric tensor field to a more manageable number. The solution
found by Schwarzschild (1916), although it is an exact solution, rests on several
simplifying assumptions. First, we ask for the gravitational field of a spherically
symmetric body and assume that the metric will also be spherically symmetric.
Second, since we anticipate that gravitational effects will be extremely weak at
large distances from the body, the metric should approach that of Minkowski
spacetime at large distances. We therefore use polar coordinates (¢, r, 6, ¢) and
expect that for large r the line element will be approximately

2dr? ~ 2di? — dr? — 12 (d92 +sin?6 d¢2> . (4.25)

It must be borne in mind that these coordinates cannot necessarily be interpreted
as time, radial distance and angles in the elementary sense, although these
interpretations should become valid in the large r region where (4.25) is valid.
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The final assumption is that, in these coordinates, the components of the
metric tensor field are independent of the coordinate 7. This implies, in particular,
that an observer in the large r region will see a static gravitational field. As a
matter of fact, the only assumption which is really needed is that of spherical
symmetry. There is a theorem due to G D Birkhoff (explained, for example, by
Weinberg (1972)), which shows that the only spherically-symmetric solution for
the metric of a spacetime that is empty apart from a central spherical body is the
time-independent Schwarzschild solution. Here, to make matters simpler, I shall
take it as an extra assumption that the metric is static. With these assumptions,
the line element can be written as

2dr? = A(r)c2de® — B(r)dr? — 2 (d92 +sin26 d¢2) . (4.26)

The two functions A(r) and B(r), which should approach the value 1 for large
r, remain to be determined. A third unknown function C(r) could have been
included in the coefficient of the angular term. However, we could then define a
new radial coordinate by r’ 2 = C(r)r?, and so recover the form (4.26) with A and
B appropriately redefined.

We shall consider only the exterior solution, namely the metric as it exists
outside the central body. In this region, there is no matter, so, taking the
cosmological constant to be zero, we have to solve (4.17) in the special case that
A = TH* = 0. This is actually a set of ten equations for the ten independent
components of the metric tensor field. Provided, as is in fact the case, that our
assumptions are consistent with the structure of the field equations, it will be
possible to find functions A(r) and B(r) such that all ten equations are satisfied.
The task of finding these functions and verifying that all the field equations are
satisfied is straightforward, but quite lengthy, although the result is a simple one.
I shall outline the steps and leave it to sufficiently energetic readers to fill in
the details. The components g,, can be read off from (4.26). We must use
them to calculate the connection coefficients (2.50) and thence the Ricci tensor
(2.36) and the scalar curvature (2.51). A useful short cut to finding the connection
coefficients is to write out the action (4.2) explicitly:

S = —%m / dr I:CZA(V)ZZZ _ B(r)rz _ 7‘2 (92 + SinZQQBZ)] ) (4.27)

By varying each of the coordinates, it is easy to find the Euler—Lagrange
equations, from which the I'",; can be picked out by comparison with (4.4).
There is now nothing for it but to work out the components of R*" and
equate them to zero. (By contracting R*¥ — %Rg’“’ = 0 with g, we find
that both R*¥ and R must vanish.) As it turns out, all the off-diagonal elements
vanish identically. The remaining four equations are differential equations for
A(r) and B(r), which have the solution A(r) = 1/B(r) = 1 + «/r, where « is a
constant of integration. To identify the constant, we note that /g in (4.11) is just
o/r. For large r, this is indeed small and must equal 2/c? times the Newtonian
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potential —GM/r, where M is the mass of the central body. The Schwarzschild
line element is therefore

2GM 26M ™!
Adr? = (1 - T) di? — <1 - = ) dr? = 1% (6% + sin®0 dg?) .

c’r c?r
(4.28)

It has an obvious peculiarity at the Schwarzschild radius
rs =2GM/c* (4.29)

which has, for example, values of 0.886 cm for the Earth, 2.95 km for the Sun and
2.48 x 10732 c¢m for a proton. As we shall see, this singularity is associated with
the possibility of ‘black holes’. Remember, however, that (4.28) is the exterior
solution for the metric, valid outside the massive body. It does not follow that
there is a black hole of radius 0.886 cm lurking at the centre of the Earth! Before
discussing this in more detail, we shall take a look at some more prosaic features
of the Schwarzschild solution.

4.4.2 Time near a massive body

A normal body, such as the Earth or the Sun, is larger than the Schwarzschild
radius calculated from its mass. Let us consider a stationary observer near such
a body to be one whose (r, 8, ¢) coordinates are fixed. For such an observer, the
flow of proper time is measured by
rs\1/2

dr = (1 - 7) dr (4.30)
as we discover by setting dr = d§ = d¢ = 0 in (4.28). The time experienced
by a stationary observer is thus proportional to the coordinate ¢, but with a
factor that changes with r. Two events occurring at the same value of ¢ will
appear simultaneous to any stationary observer, and therefore the spacetime can
be separated a meaningful way into three-dimensional spatial slices, each labelled
by its own value of ¢. All stationary observers agree on this splitting, but the time
that elapses between two given values of ¢ is different for observers at different
radial positions.

The variation of time intervals with radial position can be investigated by the
shift it causes in atomic spectral lines. Consider a radiating atom located at 7
and an observer at rqps. Suppose a pulse of light is emitted at coordinate time
t. and received at f,, and a second pulse is emitted at #. + Af., being received
at f, + At (see figure 4.1). Since the metric is independent of ¢, the paths of
the two pulses through spacetime are exactly similar, and therefore the coordinate
time interval #, — t. between emission and reception of the first pulse is equal
to the corresponding interval (#; + Af;) — (. + Ate) for the second. It follows
that the coordinate time interval At. between the moments when the two pulses
are emitted is equal to the interval Az between the moments at which they are
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Figure 4.1. Passage of two pulses of light from a radiating atom to an observer in the
gravitational field of a spherical body.

received: Af. = At,.. The corresponding proper time intervals are therefore
different, and the ratio of the observed frequency of the received wave to the
frequency of the wave as emitted by the atom follows trivially from (4.30):

observed frequency (ATops) ! _ ( 1 —rg/ry )1/2. 431)

frequency at emission  (Aty) ! 1 —rs/robs

This ratio involves only the (0, 0) component of the metric tensor, which
we have identified in terms of the gravitational potential. In general, for a static
spacetime (that is, for one that can be divided into identical spatial slices), we
have

1/2
observed frequency ( 14 2Vy/c? ) /

— = (4.32)
frequency at emission 1 4 2Vgps/c?
In a weak gravitational field, the frequency shift Av = vgps — var 1S given
approximately by
A Vat — Vi
o0 Tw T (4.33)
vV C

Although this shift can have either sign, what can normally be observed in practice
is light from the atmospheres of stars. The radiating atom in this case is at a lower
gravitational potential than an earthbound telescope, so a gravitational redshift
is observed. Such observations confirm the prediction (4.32) to precisions of a
few percent. A method of measuring frequency shifts in the Earth’s gravitational
field was devised by Pound and Rebka (1960), who used the Mdossbauer effect
to determine the change in frequency of y rays from 3’Fe nuclei on travelling a
vertical distance of some 22 m. In this case, the frequency shift can be deduced
from a simple application of the equivalence principle, without the full machinery
of general relativity (see exercise 4.3).
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4.4.3 Distances near a massive body

Within an equal-time slice of the Schwarzschild spacetime, distances are
measured by the spatial part of the line element

—1
a2 = (1 _ r—S) ar? 4 2 (d02 + sin29d¢2) . (4.34)

r

This is a non-Euclidean space, and the departure from Euclidean geometry may
be illustrated by the fact that the circumference of a circle is not equal to 277 times
its radius. Consider a circle concentric with the central body in the equatorial
plane & = /2 at a fixed radial coordinate r. Its circumference is

2 di
circumference = / — d¢ =2mr. (4.35)
o do

Its radius cannot be determined exactly, because (4.34) is valid only outside the
central body. We can, however, compare two circles of coordinate radii ; and r».
In Euclidean geometry, the difference between their circumferences is 2z times
the difference between their radii. In the Schwarzschild space, the difference in
circumference is 27 (ro — r1), but the radial distance between them is

radial distance = = _—_— — 4.36
r dr ' r1 (1 "S/r)l/2 s nn

where the function f(r) is

o (=8 @) T2 e

When r is much greater than rg, this may be approximated as

12
Fr) =1+ (rr—s) In [2 <é) } (4.38)

and for two circles satisfying this condition, we find

difference in circumference 1 rs 1)
S ~2m (1l — = In{ —= (4.39)
radial distance 2 \rp—ri T

provided that r» — ry is also larger than rs. As an example, if rg is the
Schwarzschild radius of the Sun, r{ is the radius of the Sun (6.96 x 108 m) and o
is the semi-latus rectum of the orbit of Mercury (5.5 x 1010 m), then the correction
term is about 10~7. For many purposes, therefore, the solar system can adequately
be described in terms of Euclidean geometry.
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4.4.4 Particle trajectories near a massive body

The analogy drawn above between the field equations and Maxwell’s equations
may be misleading in one important respect: the field strength tensor (3.51) is
linear in the electromagnetic fields, while the curvature tensors are nonlinear in
the metric tensor field. Suppose, for example, that we wish to calculate, according
to classical mechanics, the orbit of an electron near a positive nucleus, which we
take to remain stationary. The linearity of the field strength tensor allows us to
express the total electric field as the sum of fields due to the nucleus and the
electron. The field due to the electron exerts no force on the electron itself. It can
be subtracted from the total field, and we simply regard the electron as moving
in the field of the nucleus. In general, this cannot be done with gravity. Given,
say, a star and a single planet, the true metric cannot be expressed as the sum of
two Schwarzschild metrics. If we wish to find the metric and the relative motion
of the two bodies, it is necessary to solve the whole problem in one go: since we
do not know the metric, we cannot immediately find the orbits and, not knowing
these, we cannot write down any explicit form for the stress tensor that appears in
the field equations we must solve for the metric. In fact, the exact solution of this
two-body problem is not known.

What we can do without too much trouble is to work out the trajectories of
‘test particles’ in the Schwarzschild spacetime—or at least we can write down
their equations of motion and solve these by some approximate means. A test
particle is one whose effect on the metric is negligible, and its equations of motion
are the geodesic equations (4.4) with the connection coefficients calculated in this
case from the Schwarzschild metric. I shall write out explicitly only the form of
these equations that applies to motion in the equatorial plane: this can, of course,
be any plane passing through the centre of the massive body if we choose our
coordinates appropriately. With 6 fixed at /2, the equations are

40200
% (rzq's) =0 (4.41)
(1 - rr—S)_l ¥+ écz (:—i) 2 % (1 - %S)_Z (:—i) P2 gt =0, (4.42)

As in previous equations, the overdot denotes d/dz.

The derivation of the equations of motion (4.4) was valid for massive
particles. For photons, or other massless particles, the action (4.2) vanishes. To
deal with this case, we simply define a new parameter A such that dt = mda.
The mass then disappears from the action and can be set to zero. The equations
of motion (4.4) then follow as before, but with t replaced by A. The trajectories
for massless particles are still geodesics, but are not parametrized by proper time.
Clearly, indeed, they are null geodesics, along which dt = 0.
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These equations lead to a number of interesting predictions when applied
to the solar system. Light passing close to the Sun is predicted to be deflected
by 1.75 seconds of arc, and the expeditions of Dyson, Eddington and Davidson
to observe this effect during a total eclipse in 1919 resulted in one of the earliest
confirmations of Einstein’s theory. (Their measurements were actually not precise
enough to justify the confirmation that was claimed at the time, but later, more
accurate observations do confirm the theoretical result.) When the planets are
treated as test particles, it is found that their orbits are not elliptical as in the
simple Newtonian theory, but can be described as ellipses whose perihelia (points
of closest approach to the Sun) precess slowly. The largest precession rate, that
for Mercury, is predicted to be some 43 seconds of arc per century. This is
also in agreement with observations, but only when the perturbing effect of other
planets is taken into account. Planetary orbits have, of course, been studied for
centuries and are known with great precision. Even within Newtonian theory,
the approximation of treating the planets as test particles is far too crude, and
their perturbing influence on each other must be taken into account. These
perturbations themselves cause precessions, to which the general-relativistic
effect is a small correction. In order to apply general relativity to the solar system
in a meaningful way, systematic methods of obtaining corrections to the detailed
Newtonian theory must be devised. These techniques, known as post-Newtonian
approximations are discussed in specialized textbooks, but are well beyond the
scope of this one. Finally, as first worked out by Shapiro (1964), radar signals
reflected from a neighbouring planet are slightly delayed by comparison with their
round-trip time according to the Newtonian theory. The simpler aspects of these
phenomena are explored in the exercises.

4.5 Black and White Holes

So far, we have considered the spacetime near a massive body whose radius is
larger than its Schwarzschild radius rs. In this section, we shall consider the case
of an object that is smaller than its Schwarzschild radius. First, let us see whether
it is possible to make sense of the metric (4.28) all the way down to r = 0.
This metric is valid only outside the central body, so physically we will want to
know what has happened to the said body. This question will be addressed in due
course: for now, let us take it to be an idealized point particle, which nevertheless
has a substantial mass M.

To simplify matters, I shall discuss only the paths of free particles moving
in the radial direction, which are described by the two functions r(t) and #(7).
Remember that while t is by definition the time experienced by the particle, the
coordinates » and ¢ have no unique interpretation as distances or times. In the
region where r is large, however, they are, to a good approximation, the radial
distance and time as experienced by a stationary observer. The paths of radially
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moving particles are most easily found by using the equation

2

= (1-2) - (1-2) (4.43)
r r

which follows from the line element (4.28) with d0 = d¢ = 0. Eliminating

i between this equation and (4.42) with ¢ = 0, we find the radial equation of

motion
2

. crs
=——" 4.44
" 2r2 ( )
In view of the definition (4.29) of rs, this is precisely the equation satisfied by a
particle in the Newtonian potential V = —GM/r. Two particular solutions are

those in which the particle passes through the point rg at time t = 0 with the
corresponding escape velocity vese = (2GM/rg)'/? = c(rs/ro)'/?, in either the
outward or the inward direction. They are

2/3
r@) = (ry? £ 3er ) (4.45)

where the positive sign corresponds to an outgoing particle and the negative sign
to an ingoing one. In either case, the particle can apparently pass through the
point r = rg without encountering anything unusual.

Suppose that rg is greater than rg. The solution for 7(7) is most easily
obtained by (i) expressing ¢(t) as a function of r(z), so that / = 7d¢/dr and
(i) noting that, for the particular solution (4.45), we have /2 = c?rs/r. Making
these substitutions in (4.43), we find

r r—rs
which can be integrated to give
12 _
_ 412230 12, 32, | @/rs)
ct = =rg 5ro'°+2rsr/" +rg' " In [7(r/rs)l/2 e (4.47)

We could add a constant of integration to specify the time at which the particle
passes through rg, but this is of no great interest. We see that, as an ingoing
particle approaches rg, its coordinate ¢ (t) approaches 400, although the proper
time interval that it experiences while travelling from r¢y to rs is finite, being
equal to 2(r3/ 2 rs/ 2) / 3CI‘Sl/ 2. This means that in the neighbourhood of rg, the
coordinate ¢ is no longer useful as a measure of physical time. Correspondingly,
the metric given by (4.28) does not give a useful description of the geometry near
rs, because one of its components becomes infinite.

Although we have done the calculation only for one special kind of particle
trajectory, much the same thing happens for any trajectory passing through rs.
Mathematically, we have to say that the spacetime manifold on which the metric
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(4.28) is valid does not include the spherical surface r = rg. Strictly speaking,
this metric applies to two separate spacetimes, namely the two regions r > rg
and r < rg. In that case, what becomes of our particle when it reaches the edge
of the first region, in which it started? There are two possibilities. One is that
the singularity at r = rg is a genuine singularity of the geometrical structure. If
so, then the particle would have reached the end of the spacetime available to it.
We would have to investigate whether it could be reflected, remain trapped on the
‘edge of the universe’ or simply disappear from the universe altogether. In view
of the fact that its radial coordinate (4.45) passes perfectly smoothly through rg,
it seems unlikely that such measures should be necessary. The other possibility is
that the singularity is merely a ‘coordinate singularity’. That is to say, the particle
has not reached the end of spacetime, but merely the end of that part of spacetime
for which ¢ serves as a useful coordinate. This second possibility is in fact the
correct one. Nevertheless, from a mathematical point of view, we have at hand
only the region r > rs. We must add on to it a second region, in which r < rg,
which is an extension of the same geometrical structure. This will be possible if
we can trade in ¢ for a new coordinate which will describe a smooth join between
the two regions. This means that when we express the line element (4.28) in terms
of the new coordinate, all the components of the metric tensor field will be smooth
at rg.

Letus call the regionr > rg region L. This region covers most of the universe,
although it is a universe populated only by ‘test particles’ and therefore cannot
describe the whole of our actual universe. Region I has in fact two ‘edges’ at
r =rsandt = 400 ort = —oo. At these two edges, we can join on two new
regions. That which joins on at t = 400, called region I, is the one into which
ingoing particles fall; that which joins on at t = —oo, called region II' is one
from which outgoing particles can emerge. Each of these regions has the same
geometrical structure as the region r < rg of the original Schwarzschild solution;
the trick is to find a way of smoothly joining the various regions together. The join
between regions I and II can be described in terms of the Eddington—Finkelstein
coordinate v, defined by

r

v:ct-l—r+rsln<——l). (4.48)
rs

If we substitute for ¢ the expression (4.47) with the — sign to represent the path

of an ingoing particle, we see that v remains finite as the particle passes through

rs. Moreover, when written in terms of v, the line element becomes

2dr? = (1 - r—s) dv? — 2dvdr (4.49)
r

which is perfectly smooth at the boundary between regions I and II. To describe
the boundary with region II, we can use instead the coordinate w, defined by

w=ct—r—rsln <L - 1) (4.50)
rs
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in terms of which the line element takes the form of (4.49) with dv replaced by
—dw.

The boundary between regions I and II can be crossed only by ingoing
particles and, in fact, only by ingoing light rays also. Nothing ever crosses
from region II into region I, for which reason region II is called a black hole.
Conversely, particles and light rays may cross from region II' into region I, but
not in the opposite direction, so region II' is sometimes called a white hole. Tt
turns out that regions II and II' each have a second boundary, to which can be
joined a fourth region I'. This is an exact replica of region 1. Particles can pass
out of region II' into either of regions I and I’ or out of I or I’ into region II.
However, there is no route by which a particle can pass from region I to region
I’ or vice versa. Each of regions II and II' has a real singularity at r = 0, which
cannot be removed by any coordinate transformation. The one in region II is
discussed below. The collection of four regions is called the maximal extension
of the Schwarzschild solution. A description of the whole of this spacetime can
be given by trading in both ¢ and r for v and w, though there are other coordinate
systems that do a better job. For a more detailed discussion of the Schwarzschild
geometry, I must refer readers to more specialized books, such as Hawking and
Ellis (1973) or Wald (1984).

So far in this section, our discussion has been purely mathematical: we have
asked only about the geometrical structure implied by the Schwarzschild solution.
We must now consider whether the curious phenomena associated with black
and white holes can be brought about by known physical processes. Although
the geometry described above represents an entire universe, this universe has to
satisfy the assumptions that went into the Schwarzschild solution in the first place.
This is obviously not true of our universe which, for example, contains more than
one massive body. The most we can hope for in practice is that some fair-sized
region in the neighbourhood of, say, a star is very similar to a corresponding
region of the Schwarzschild spacetime.

The structure of a star is supported by its internal pressure and the outward
flow of energy from nuclear reactions at its core. When its nuclear fuel is
exhausted, the star collapses and, if it shrinks to a size equal to its own
Schwarzschild radius, the conditions exist for the formation of a black hole. It
appears, indeed, that once a mass is contained within its Schwarzschild radius,
the gravitational attraction between its constituent parts cannot be counteracted by
the outward pressure of any known force, and the mass is inevitably compressed
to a single point—a singularity at » = 0. What becomes of this matter is not clear
and readers should bear in mind that our whole discussion at this point ignores
any quantum-mechanical considerations, which might profoundly affect the fate
of the matter contained in a collapsing star.

From the point of view of the collapsing matter, the formation of the
singularity occurs within a finite time although, as we shall see, the collapse
appears to an external observer to take an infinite time. Theorems of Hawking
and Penrose (discussed, for example, by Hawking and Ellis (1973)) show that
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Figure 4.2. The light cone of a spacetime point P and a possible trajectory of a particle
through P.

this phenomenon is rather general; for example, it does not depend on the exact
spherical symmetry assumed by Schwarzschild. On the other hand, it seems likely
that the geometry of the black holes formed by stellar collapse will usually not be
of the Schwarzschild type, but rather will correspond to a Kerr solution, in which
axial symmetry but not full spherical symmetry is assumed. This allows for the
angular momentum possessed by a rotating star. Here, however, I shall consider
only black holes of the simpler Schwarzschild type, which illustrate many of the
same qualitative features. Notice that, prior to the stellar collapse, the exterior
Schwarzschild solution we have considered is valid only outside the star, and
therefore only for » > rs. There is therefore no boundary at r = rg and t = —o0
to which we might attach a region of type II’, and the question of forming a white
hole does not arise. In fact there is not, to my knowledge, any physical process
that is known to give rise to a white hole, and discussions of such objects are
largely confined to the more speculative popular literature.

In Minkowski spacetime, the line element (2.6) implies that |d¢/dt| >
|dx /dz| along the path of any massive particle and that |dx/d¢| = ¢ for a light
ray. As illustrated in figure 4.2, this implies that all possible light rays passing
through a given point P lie on a cone, and that the path of a particle passing
through P must be contained within this cone. This is expressed by saying that
the path is timelike or, since the path is directed forwards in time, that it lies in
the forward light cone of P. This is true both for freely falling particles and for
those accelerated by some non-gravitational force. The familiar result of special
relativity that no body can be accelerated past the speed of light is of course
a direct consequence of this. Since any sufficiently small region of spacetime
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looks like Minkowski spacetime, the same is true of particle trajectories in every
spacetime of physical interest.

The qualitative effect of black hole geometry on the paths of particles can be
understood by plotting the paths of light rays and imagining particle trajectories
to thread through the cones they produce. Using r and v to describe radial motion,
we see from (4.49) that light rays, for which dt = 0, satisfy

v = constant 4.51)
or
dr 1 rs
—=(1=22). 4.52
dv 2 ( r ) ( )

Readers may verify without difficulty that these curves are indeed null geodesics.
In the case that v is constant, we find by differentiating (4.48) that dr/df =
—c(l —rg/r), so when r is large and ¢ gives a measure of the time experienced
by a stationary observer, we get dr/df &~ —c. The set of curves corresponding
to (4.51) therefore represent ingoing light rays. In figure 4.3, these curves are
represented by diagonal lines from bottom right to top left.

Vertical lines are lines of constant r. The peculiarities of the geometry
arise from the other set of light rays (4.52). One of these is the line r = rg,
namely a ray that remains stationary at the Schwarzschild radius. Outside this
radius, rays governed by (4.52) are outgoing; in fact, for these we find dr/dt =
c(1 — rg/r). Inside rs, however, both sets of light rays fall inwards, terminating
at the singularity at r = 0. Inside the Schwarzschild radius, therefore, all light
rays and particles fall inwards. Events in region II are invisible to an outside
observer, and the spherical surface at » = rg (obtained by reinstating the angular
coordinates) is called the event horizon.

The broken line in figure 4.3 represents the path of a particle falling from
outside the event horizon. Suppose that it radiates light as it falls, so that a distant
observer can follow its progress. It is apparent from the paths of the outgoing
rays that this observer will have to wait an infinite time (measured for him by #)
before receiving the signal emitted by the particle as it crosses the horizon. If light
energy is radiated at a constant rate as measured by the proper time of the particle,
then the finite amount of energy emitted in a short period just before the particle
reaches the horizon is received by the observer over an infinite period of time.
To him, therefore, the signal becomes ever fainter, and disappears entirely as the
particle reaches the horizon. Also at this point, the interval between successive
crests of a light wave becomes, for the observer, infinitely long so the light is
infinitely redshifted.

Obviously, a black hole is, in itself, difficult to detect. On the other hand,
if large amounts of matter are drawn in by the strong gravitational field that
surrounds it, this matter may be expected to become very hot, giving rise to
intense X- and y radiation. This may happen, for example, in a binary star
system, one of whose stars collapses to a black hole which can then accrete matter
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Figure 4.3. Trajectories of light rays (full lines) and an inward-falling particle (broken
line) moving radially near a black hole.

from its companion. At the time of writing, there are numerous observed objects
whose behaviour, in the view of many astronomers, provides strong circumstantial
evidence of their containing black holes, though I know of no instances in which
this identification is entirely unambiguous. Theory suggests that many stars which
are bigger than a few solar masses will eventually collapse. In addition, large
clusters of stars such as are found at the cores of galaxies appear to stand a good
chance of coalescing to form very large black holes. In this connection, it is
worthwhile to estimate the density of matter at the moment when an event horizon
is formed. Suppose (although this is not strictly accurate) that the volume of this
matter is just 4nr§ /3, with rs given in terms of the mass M by (4.29). Then its
density can be estimated as

36‘6 M@ 2 16 3 M@ 2
~N——m | —) = (10 o — 4.53
14 32nG3M%<M) ( gem >X<M> (4.53)

where Mo = 1.99 x 1033 g is the mass of the Sun. If M is of the order of one
solar mass, then this is an enormous density, which can be reached only at the
core of a much larger object. On the other hand, if M is the combined mass of,
say, 10% solar-mass stars (about 0.1% of the 10!! stars in an average galaxy) then
this density is roughly that of water. All that is needed is that enough stars should
accumulate in a ‘small’ region of space. There is evidence to suggest that this has
in fact happened at the centre of our own galaxy.
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Exercises

4.1. In a system of coordinates x*, let the coordinates of a point P be xg. If the
connection coefficients are given by (2.50), show that, in a new coordinate system
given by

xH = 55 (x“ - xl;,) + %55 h o (xp) (x” — x‘;)) (x(r — x%)
all first derivatives of the new components of the metric tensor field vanish at P.

4.2. The object of this exercise is to derive the field equations (4.17). Some of
the results given in appendix A will be needed. The overall strategy is to make a
small change in the metric, g, — guv + 8gv, and to require that the first-order
change in the action (4.14) should vanish. The change in the gravitational part is

1
By = 53— / d*x [+ R ((-9)'2)
+ ()% (Ruw8g™ + g“”(SR,w)] .

(a) In the above expression, §g"” is the small change in the inverse metric g"”.
Let8guv = gua guﬂc‘;g“ﬂ be the quantity obtained by lowering its indices with the
original metric. To first order in these small changes, show that §g,, = —dgu.
(b) Show that § ((—¢)'/?) = J(—)1/2g""8g,.

(c) Show that the difference between two connections, such as I'(g) and I'(g+35g),
is a tensor field.

(d) Show that

A A A A
glw‘SRM” =" |:(8F MU);A - (5F l““);vi| - [gl“’(gl" v g 5Fv“”];k ’
Hence show that this term contributes to 65 only a surface integral, which does
not affect the field equations.

(e) Find the change in Smaier and complete the derivation of the field equations.

4.3. A radioactive material that emits photons of frequency v is fixed to the
roof of an elevator, which is initially at rest relative to a frame of reference Sg
fixed in the Earth. At the instant that a photon is emitted vertically downwards,
the elevator is released and begins to fall freely with acceleration g. After a
short while, the photon hits a detector fixed to the floor of the elevator, having
fallen a total distance / relative to Sg. Relative to Sg, how long did this take?
According to the principle of equivalence, what frequency would the detector
measure? Now suppose instead that the elevator has no floor, and what the photon
actually hits is a detector fixed to the Earth’s surface. What is the elevator’s speed
relative to Sg as the photon hits the detector? Since this is much smaller than
¢, use the non-relativistic Doppler formula to find the frequency v’ measured by



Black and White Holes 105

this fixed detector. You should find that the fractional change in frequency is
(v —v)/v = gh/c?, which comes to about 2.5 x 10~ for a height of 22.6 m as
used by Pound and Rebka. Using the approximation that / is much smaller than
the radius of the Earth, verify that (4.33) gives the same result.

4.4. This exercise investigates the bending of light by the Sun, by considering the
path of a light ray in the equatorial plane of the Schwarzschild spacetime, with
coordinates (7, ¢). First note that, in Euclidean space, the equation r sin¢ = rg
describes a straight line whose distance of closest approach to the origin is rg.
Along this line, r — 00 at ¢ = 0 (corresponding to an approaching light ray)
and at ¢ = 7 (corresponding to a departing light ray), while the point of closest
approach is at ¢ = m/2. This equation can be written as u = sin¢/rg, where
u = 1/r. In the Schwarzschild spacetime, let u = 1/r, where r is the coordinate
that appears in (4.28) and let ro be the coordinate distance of closest approach.
(a) Recall that (4.40) and (4.41) are valid for a null geodesic, if d/dr is replaced
by differentiation with respect to a suitable parameter A. Use these and (4.28) to
derive the equation

N L 20y = o — re)in

— u (1 —rsu) = (ro —rs)/rg-

o S 0 S)/ Ty

(b) Treating € = rs/rg as a small parameter, show that the solution to this equation
for which u = 0 when ¢ = 0 is approximately

rou = sin¢ + %e [(1 — cos ¢)2 — sinq)] + O(ez).

(c) Define the deflection angle o such that ¥ = 0 when ¢ = 7 + «. Show
that @ = 2e + O (€2). Taking rq to be the solar radius 6.96 x 107 km (why is
this allowed?), show that a light ray which just grazes the surface of the Sun is
deflected by an angle of 1.75 seconds of arc.

4.5. Suppose that Mercury and the Earth could be frozen in their orbits at
coordinate distances ry and rg in a direct line from the centre of the Sun. The
distance between them can be found from (4.36) with rg the Schwarzschild radius
of the Sun. If the planets were separated by this distance in Euclidean space, what
would be the round-trip time 7y for a radar signal reflected from the surface of
Mercury? In Schwarzschild spacetime, what is the coordinate time taken for the
radar signal to complete the round trip? What is the corresponding time interval
Tsch perceived by an observer on Earth? Taking ry and rg to be much larger
than rg, show that the general-relativistic time delay At = tgcp — TEyc 1S given

approximately by
Ar~ S [m(r—E) + <rﬂ> - 1]
Cc ™ g

Estimate the magnitude of this effect by taking r\y = 5.5 x 107 km and rg =
1.5 x 108km.
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4.6. A planet orbits a star whose Schwarzschild radius is rs along a circular
path with radial coordinate r. Verify that this is a geodesic of the Schwarzschild
metric. Show that the coordinate time for one revolution is the same as the
period of an orbit of radius r in the Newtonian theory. Show that a proper time
interval experienced by the inhabitants of the planet is (1 — 3rs/2r)'/? times the
corresponding coordinate time interval.

4.7. Suppose that a photon of frequency v can be considered as having kinetic
energy hv and the same gravitational potential energy as a particle of mass hv/c2.
Deduce the expression (4.33) for the frequency shift in a weak gravitational field.
Do you think that such an interpretation could be rigorously justified? (Photons
are discussed in chapter 5 and subsequent chapters.)

4.8. Show that a light ray can describe a circular orbit of coordinate radius
r = 3rs/2 around a black hole. How is this related to the result of exercise 4.6?



Chapter 5

Quantum Theory

Much of the remainder of this book will concern itself with those aspects
of theoretical physics which seek to understand the nature of matter. Such
understanding as we have has mainly been achieved by probing the structure of
successively smaller constituents and, at least on the face of things, the regions
of space and time we need to consider are far too small for spacetime curvature
to be of any significance. Many of our considerations will therefore be restricted
to Minkowski or, as in the present chapter, Galilean spacetime. Paradoxically,
however, it seems that gravity and the structure of space and time may have a
vital role to play in our understanding of matter on the very smallest scales, and
we shall see something of the ways in which this comes about in later chapters.
In chapter 3, we studied some general theoretical aspects of classical or
Newtonian mechanics which at the time seemed to provide a firm basis for
understanding the properties and behaviour of material objects. As I hope
readers are aware, it became apparent towards the end of the nineteenth century
that a number of experimental observations could not be accommodated in this
framework. As it turned out, a radical revision of both the mathematical and the
conceptual foundations of mechanics is required to give an adequate account of
these and subsequent observations, which arise most importantly in connection
with atomic and subatomic phenomena. While the mathematical developments
that constitute quantum mechanics have been outstandingly successful in
describing all manner of observed properties of matter, it is fair to say that
the conceptual basis of the theory is still somewhat obscure. I myself do not
properly understand what it is that quantum theory tells us about the nature
of the physical world, and by saying this I mean to imply that I do not think
anybody else understands it either, though there are respectable scientists who
write with confidence on the subject. This need not worry us unduly. There does
exist a canon of generally accepted phrases which, if we do not examine them
too critically, provide a reliable means of extracting from the mathematics well
defined predictions for the outcome of any experiment we can perform (apart, that
is, from the difficulty of solving the mathematical equations, which can be very
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great). I shall generally use these without comment, and readers must choose for
themselves whether or not to accept them at face value.

This chapter deals with non-relativistic quantum mechanics, and I am going
to assume that readers are already familiar with the more elementary aspects of
the subject. The following section outlines the reasons why classical mechanics
has proved inadequate and reviews the elementary ideas of wave mechanics.
Although the chapter is essentially self-contained, readers who have not met this
material before are urged to consult a textbook on quantum mechanics for a fuller
account. The remaining sections develop the mathematical theory in somewhat
more general terms, and this provides a point of departure for the quantum field
theories to be studied in later chapters.

5.0 Wave Mechanics

The observations which led to the quantum theory are often summarized by the
notion of particle-wave duality. Phenomena that might normally be regarded
as wave motions turn out to have particle-like aspects, while particles behave in
some respects like waves.

The phenomena in question are basically of three kinds. First, there is
evidence that electromagnetic radiation, which for many purposes is described
in terms of waves, behaves for other purposes like a stream of particles, called
photons. (It is interesting to recall that Newton believed in a ‘corpuscular’ theory
of light, propounded in his Opticks, but for reasons that have turned out to be quite
erroneous.) In the photoelectric effect, for example, light incident on the surface
of a metal causes electrons to be ejected. Contrary to what might have been
expected, the energy of one of these electrons is found to be quite independent
of the intensity of the radiation, although the number ejected per unit time does
increase with the intensity. On the other hand, the energy of an electron increases
with the frequency of the radiation. As Einstein was the first to realize, this can
be understood if the radiation is considered to consist of photons, each carrying a
definite amount of energy

E =hv 5.1

where v is the frequency and & = 6.6256 x 1073*Js is Planck’s constant. The
energy of a single photon is transferred to a single electron, and the observed
kinetic energy of the electron is this quantum of energy less a certain amount,
the work function, required to release the electron from the metallic surface.
Planck himself had been concerned with understanding the spectrum of black-
body radiation, namely the way in which the energy radiated by a black object
is distributed over frequencies. The analogous question of the distribution of
molecular speeds in a gas could be well understood from a statistical analysis
based on Newton’s laws of motion, but this method failed when applied to
electromagnetic waves. Planck discovered that, if the statistical analysis were
to be modified by assuming that the energy carried by a wave of frequency v
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could only be some multiple of the quantum (5.1), then the correct spectrum could
be obtained. Finally, the picture of radiation as a stream of particles is directly
corroborated by the Compton effect, in which X rays scattered from electrons are
found to undergo an increase in wavelength. According to electromagnetic theory
which, as we have seen, is consistent with special relativity, a wave carrying
energy E also carries a momentum p = E/c. If Compton scattering is viewed
as a collision between a photon and an electron, then the change in wavelength
is correctly found simply by requiring conservation of energy and momentum in
each such collision. Since for electromagnetic radiation wavelength is related to
frequency by A = ¢/v, the momentum of a photon can be expressed as

p=h/A (52)

though as far as photons are concerned, this amounts merely to rewriting (5.1).

The second kind of evidence is that which shows that objects normally
conceived of as particles have some wave-like properties. It was first suggested
by de Broglie that the motion of a particle of energy £ and momentum p might
have associated with it a wave, whose frequency and wavelength would be given
by (5.1) and (5.2). These would now be two independent equations, since the
wave velocity would not, in general, be that of light. Celebrated experiments
by Thomson and by Davisson and Germer showed that indeed electrons could be
diffracted by a crystal lattice, just as light is by a diffraction grating, and confirmed
the relation (5.2) between momentum and wavelength.

Lastly, there is the fact that atoms have definite ionization energies and
radiate discrete rather than continuous spectra. This suggests that electrons in
atoms occupy certain preferred orbits with definite allowed energies. If the
electrons have waves associated with them, then the preferred states of motion
can be envisaged as standing wave patterns, from which discrete energy levels
arise in the same way as notes of a definite pitch from any musical instrument.

This talk of particle-wave duality may well strike readers as a leap in the
dark. Indeed, it is undoubtedly the case that the elementary constituents of
matter are neither particles nor waves, but rather entities of some other kind, for
which our everyday experience provides no reliable analogy. Nevertheless, the de
Broglie relations (5.1) and (5.2) point the way towards a quantitative theory that
has become extraordinarily successful. I shall develop the essential points of this
theory in more or less the traditional way, which should be made plausible, though
it certainly is not justified in detail, by the experimental facts we have discussed.

Consider first a free particle, with energy E and 3-vector momentum p.
Classically, it would move in a straight line with constant velocity. With this
motion, we must somehow associate a wavefunction W (x, t) and since, according
to (5.2) it must have a definite wavelength, the most reasonable guess for
the nature of this wave is that it should be a plane wave. It turns out that
wavefunctions must in general be complex, and a suitable guess is

W(x,t) =explilk-x —wt)]. (5.3)
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In terms of the angular frequency w = 2mv and the wavevector k, with |k| =
271 /A, we have E = hw and p = hk, where h = h/2m. We see at once that, since
this wave exists everywhere in space, there is nothing to tell us where the particle
is. The accepted interpretation is that, in general, the quantity

P(x,)dx = |V (x, 1)|*d*x (5.4)

is the probability of finding the particle, at time ¢, in an infinitesimal region
d3x surrounding the point x. Alternatively, we can refer to P(x, 1) itself as the
probability density for finding the particle in the neighbourhood of x. This means
that the integral over all space of P should be 1. Therefore, (5.3) is not quite
satisfactory as it stands, since it gives the value 1 for P itself. One method of
modifying (5.3) is to suppose that the particle is confined to some large region of
space and to divide the right-hand side of (5.3) by the square root of this volume.

More generally, if we wish to predict the result of a measurement of some
quantity, say A, given that the state of motion of our system is described by a
known wavefunction W, it may well be that W does not yield any particular value
for A. In that case, we must be content with calculating probabilities for the
measurement to yield various possible values of A. How such probabilities are
obtained will be discussed in the next section. Clearly, however, we must have
some means of extracting from the wavefunction whatever information it contains
about the quantity A. To this end, we associate with every physical quantity a
differential operator, which can act on any wavefunction. For the cases of energy
and momentum, these are taken to be

ad
energy operator: i/ % (5.5)

momentum operator: — ihAV. (5.6)

Obviously, acting with these on the wavefunction (5.3) is equivalent to
multiplying the wavefunction by E or p respectively. Other wavefunctions,
corresponding to states in which the particle does not have a uniquely defined
energy or momentum, can be written as superpositions of waves of the form
(5.3) by Fourier transformation. If we act with the above operators on such a
wavefunction, we obtain a new wavefunction in which each component of the
superposition has been multiplied by its own energy or momentum. In a manner
that will become clear below, we can compare the new wavefunction with the
old one, or with plane waves, and by making these comparisons we obtain all
the information that quantum mechanics allows us to have about the energy or
momentum of the particle in the given state of motion.

To find out how the state of motion of a system evolves with time, we can, in
simple cases at least, make use of the fact that its energy can be expressed in terms
of other quantities. For example, if we have a single particle of mass m moving
in a potential V (x), then its energy is E = (p?/2m) + V(x). By substituting the
operators (5.5) and (5.6) into this equation, and allowing each side to act on the
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wavefunction, we obtain Schrodinger’s equation

9 ( o, )
ih—W, )= |-——V2 4+ V)| ¥(x, 0. (5.7)
at 2m

With these preliminary ideas in mind, we can proceed to develop the
mathematical theory in detail. One of our main concerns will be to show how
equations (5.5) and (5.6), which we obtained more or less by guesswork, can be
justified at a deeper level in terms of the symmetries that we studied in chapter 3.

5.1 The Hilbert Space of State Vectors

In order to develop the theory of classical mechanics, we had first to decide how a
unique state of a physical system could be specified, and this question must now
be reconsidered. We have already seen that, if a quantum-mechanical particle has
a definite momentum, then it cannot also have a definite position. More generally,
there will be maximal sets of observable quantities, say {A, B, C, ...}, such that
every quantity in the set can, at the same time, have a definite value, while any
other quantity either is forbidden to have a definite value at the same time, or has
a value that is determined by the values of A, B, C, ... . For a single free particle
whose only properties are position and momentum, {x} and {p} are examples of
such maximal sets. The energy E = p?/2m does not count, because it can be
expressed in terms of p. We shall say that a system is specified to be in a pure
quantum state when all the values {a, b, c, ...} of quantities belonging to some
maximal set have been given. The criterion for deciding which sets of observables
actually are maximal sets will emerge later on.

The first crucial assumption we made in chapter 3 for classical mechanics
was that every instantaneous state could be specified in terms only of the positions
and velocities of all the particles of the system. We now need a corresponding
assumption for quantum mechanics, which again can ultimately be justified only
by the fact that it leads to successful predictions about experimental observations.
It consists in the following enigmatic statement:

all possible instantaneous states of the system can be represented by vectors in
a Hilbert space.

The mathematical definition of a Hilbert space is given in appendix A, and the
properties of these spaces are discussed in many mathematical textbooks (see,
for example, Simmons (1963)). For many purposes in physics, however, it is
enough to think of state vectors as a straightforward generalization of ordinary
Euclidean 3-vectors and I shall follow this line of thought, ignoring a number of
subtleties that must be taken into account in a fully rigorous treatment. The main
generalizations are:

(i) The Hilbert space can have any number of dimensions, and we usually
need an infinite number to accommodate all possible states.
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(i) A 3-vector can be multiplied by any positive real number «, the effect
being to multiply its length by «, leaving its direction unchanged, or by a negative
number which reverses the direction. A state vector may be multiplied by any
complex number.

(iii) We denote a state vector by |¥), the ¥ being simply a label for
identification. The scalar product u - v of two 3-vectors generalizes to a complex
number (®|WV), which has the property

(VD) = (P|W)*". (5.8)

In a sense, we might understand (ii) as saying that the length of a vector is allowed
to be complex. However, the length of a vector | V) as defined by mathematicians
is /(W |W¥), which is a real number.

Suppose for the moment that each observable quantity in the maximal set
{A, B, C, ...} can assume only a discrete set of values. The state in which these
values are a, b, c, . .. will be represented by a vector |a, b, c, .. .) normalized so
that (a, b,c,...la,b,c,...) = 1. Each of the vectors obtained by multiplying
this one by any non-zero complex number corresponds to the same physical
state, and the set of all such vectors is called a ray. Thus, each physical state
corresponds to a ray or, in other words, a direction in the Hilbert space. The
relationship between the quantum state of a system and physical measurements
performed on it is the subject of the following basic postulate of the theory.
Suppose the actual state is represented by a vector |W), normalized so that
(W|¥) = 1, and a measurement is made of all the quantities in some maximal
set. Then the probability of obtaining the set of results {a, b, c, ...} is

P(a,b,c,...|W) =|{a,b,c,... W2 (5.9)

Clearly, the goal of quantum-mechanical calculations will be to find these scalar
products, though we do not yet know how to set about this. Readers who have
studied chapter 2 will appreciate that the existence of scalar products implies
that the Hilbert space possesses a structure analogous to a metric, and that this
gives a unique correspondence between a vector |W) and a one-form (V| which
is the other half of the scalar product symbol, sometimes called a dual vector.
(Readers who have studied section 3.7 should note that this use of the term
‘dual’ is not quite the same as the one used there.) In less formal language, it is
generally convenient to think of two Hilbert spaces, which carry exactly the same
information, differently packaged. One is composed of vectors |W) and the other
of dual vectors (W|. Exercise 5.1 uses the algebra of complex matrices to show
how this works in concrete terms. A whimsical terminology due to P A M Dirac
calls| ) a ‘ket’ and (| a ‘bra’, so that the scalar product becomes a bra(c)ket. I shall
express the one-to-one correspondence between bra and ket vectors by writing

W= and V)= (¥ (5.10)
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although the ¥ symbol is more properly reserved for use with operators as
described below. The property (5.8) of the scalar product implies that, if « is
a complex number, then

(@|¥) =a*(¥| and (V) = a*|W). (5.11)

If | W) is the state |a’, b’, ¢/, .. .), where a and a’ are two possible values of A,
and so on, then the probability in (5.9) must be equal to 1 if the two sets of values
are the same and zero otherwise. This implies that two state vectors associated
with the same maximal set of observables are orthonormal, which means

(a,b,c,...|a,b,c,...) = 8408p18cc’ -+ - (5.12)

On the other hand, the total probability of getting some set of values from the
measurement is found by summing (5.9) over all possible values of a, b, c, ...
and must be equal to 1. This will be true if every state vector can be expressed as
a sum of the form
(W)= D Vabe.la.b.c,..). (5.13)
a,b,c,...

If | W) is normalized, the complex coefficients in this expression satisfy

(W) = > e P =1 (5.14)

a,b,c,...

and readers may easily verify, using (5.12), that the sum of probabilities (5.9)
is indeed 1. If |W) is not normalized, then the right-hand side of (5.9) must be
divided by (W|W).

The fact that every state vector can be expressed in the form (5.13) means
that the set of vectors |a, b, c, . ..) associated with a maximal set of observables
forms an orthonormal basis for the Hilbert space. Choosing a new set of basis
vectors, corresponding to a different maximal set of observables, is like rotating
the coordinate axes in Euclidean geometry.

If one of the observables, say A, can assume a continuous range of values,
then 8,4, in (5.12) must be replaced by the Dirac function § (a —a’) and the sums in
(5.13) and (5.14) by integrals. As far as A is concerned, the probability (5.9) then
becomes a probability density, in the sense discussed in the last section. Consider,
for example, a single particle, and choose the maximal set to be {x}. Although a
state vector is not the same thing as a wavefunction, a given state of motion can
be represented either by a state vector |W) or by a wavefunction 1 (x). In fact, if
|x) represents the state in which the particle has exactly the position x, then the
wavefunction is simply the coefficient of |x) in the expansion

W) =/d3x W(x)|x). (5.15)

Since the orthonormality condition is now (x|x’) = 83 (x — x’), we get

v(x) = (x|¥) (5.16)



114 Quantum Theory
and for the probability density we find
Px|V) = |y (x)]% (5.17)

Apart from the fact that we are not yet dealing with time evolution, this agrees
exactly with (5.4).

5.2 Operators and Observable Quantities

Suppose we have a rule that enables us to associate with any given vector |\W)
another vector |W'). We say that an operator O acts on | W) to produce |¥’):

W) = O|W). (5.18)

I shall usually use the circumflex to indicate operators. The rule that defines an
operator may be specified in various ways, and sometimes rather indirect means
are necessary since it is impractical to consider each vector of the Hilbert space
individually. The simplest operator of all is the identity operator I, which leaves
every vector unchanged. Almost all the operators used in quantum theory are
linear. This means that, for any two vectors |®) and |W) and any two complex
numbers « and 8, we have

O (| D) + BI¥)) = aO|D) + BO|¥). (5.19)

All operators in this book are linear unless otherwise stated.
Observable quantities can be represented by operators in the following way.
Let A belong to a maximal set {A, B, C, ...}. If the state of the system is one of
the corresponding basis vectors |a, b, c, .. .) then A has the definite value a, and
we define the action of an operator A on each basis vector to be that of multiplying
it by a:
Ala,b,c,..)=ala,b,c,...). (5.20)

An equation of this form, in which the action of an operator is just to multiply
the vector by a number, is called an eigenvalue equation We say that |a, b, c, .. .)
is an eigenvector of A with eigenvalue a. Since any vector can be expanded
as in (5.13), this tells us how A acts on every vector. The probability P(a|¥)
of getting the result a from a measurement of A, irrespective of the values of
any other quantities, is found by summing (5.9) over all the values of b, c, ....
Readers should be able to verify that the expectation value (A), which means the
average value of A obtained from many measurements, is

(A) = ZaP(aNJ) = (VU|A|W). (5.21)

The expression on the right-hand side means the scalar product of (W] with the
vector A|W).
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In view of the symmetrical appearance of expressions like this, it is useful
to define the action of operators on bra vectors also. The new bra vector (d>|A is
defined by requiring that, for any (®| and any |W¥), the expression (<I>|A|\I/) has
the same value, whether we regard it as the scalar product of (<I>|A and |W) or of
(@] and A|\Il). For the reason discussed in exercise 5.1 (which readers may like
to study before proceeding), this quantity is called a matrix element of A. There
is a second method by which an operator may be used to obtain a new bra vector.
If (W] is the bra whose corresponding ket is |¥), we can first form the new ket
vector A|W) and then find its corresponding bra. The new bras formed by these
two methods are not necessarily the same. We can describe the second method in

. AT L .. ..
terms of the action of an operator A , which is called the adjoint or the Hermitian
conjugate of A:

-
~

(Amf))T — (WA (5.22)
Using (5.8), we find that for any two vectors
(W|A|D) = (P|AT|W)*. (5.23)
An operator which equals its own adjoint
AT = A (5.24)

is called self-adjoint or Hermitian. Strictly speaking, these two terms have slightly
different meanings, but the distinction will not concern us.

In (5.23), let us take A to be Hermitian, |®) to be an eigenvector of A with
eigenvalue a1 and |W) an eigenvector with eigenvalue a;. We find

(a1 — af) (W]®) = 0. (5.25)

In the case that |®) = |V), we have ap = ajp, so we see that the eigenvalues
of an Hermitian operator are real. On the other hand, if the two eigenvalues are
different, then the two eigenvectors must be orthogonal (which means (W |®) =
0). These two properties are just what we need if Aisto represent a measurable
quantity, since its eigenvalues are possible results of measurements and therefore
real numbers, and we want its eigenvectors to satisfy (5.12). We therefore assume
that all observable quantities are represented by Hermitian operators.

The sum of two operators is defined so as to be consistent with the addition
of two vectors. That is, to act with (A + é) on a vector | W), we first act with A
and B separately and then add the resulting vectors: (A + é)llll) A W)+ B |W).

The product AB of two operators represents the combined effect of acting
on a ket vector with B and then acting on the resulting vector with A: AB|\I/)
A(B|\I/)). The product BA, in which A acts before B, does not necessarily have
the same effect. The difference between these two operators is another operator,
called the commutator of A and B and written as

[A, Bl = AB — BA. (5.26)
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In practice, most of the information we have about operators derives from
commutation relations, which express commutators in terms of other operators.
This is largely because of the role played by commutators in the symmetry
operations discussed in the next section. We can use the definition of a
commutator to express the criterion for building the maximal sets of observables
from which our discussion started. If A and B belong to the same set, then acting
on one of the associated basis vectors |a, b, c, ...) with A and B in either order
gives the same result, namely multiplying it by ab. Since this is true for every
basis vector, the result of acting with A and B in either order on any vector is the
same. Therefore, their commutator is zero and they are said to commute. (‘Zero’
here means the operator that acts on any vector to give the vector whose length
is zero.) Thus, a maximal set of observables is such that all the corresponding
operators commute with each other, and no other independent operator commutes
with all of them (except I, which commutes with everything).

We shall often need to consider operators that are functions of other
operators. To illustrate what is involved, consider the expression A= exp(aé).
Since we know how to multiply operators, we can make sense of this by using the
power series expansion

A

A=T+aB+ Le?B*+---. (5.27)

m|_

For some purposes, we can treat this function as if B were a number. For
example, the inverse operator A~ is defined by A'A = AA7! = [ Ttis
equal to exp(— aB), as may readily be verified by multiplying the two series
together. On the other hand, readers may verify in the same way that the product
exp(B) exp(C) is not equal to exp(B + C) unless B and C commute. Obviously,
functions of operators must be handled with care. A power series is often the best
way of resolving doubts as to whether a particular manipulation is permissible.
By using (5.23), we find that the adjoint of A = exp(aB) is AT = exp(a*BT). If
« = iand B is Hermitian, this implies that

A

AT = A1 (5.28)

in which case A is said to be unitary.

5.3 Spacetime Translations and the Properties of Operators

In order to make use of the formalism we have developed so far, we obviously
need information about the specific properties of operators that represent
particular physical quantities. The only way to acquire this information is to
make informed guesses and see whether they lead to a successful theory. Our only
guide in this enterprise is classical mechanics, and I propose to make the required
guesses as plausible as possible by drawing analogies with the discussions of
chapter 3. We begin with time translations.
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There are several different ways of describing the evolution in time of the
state of a system. The most obvious, which we consider first, is called the
Schrodinger picture. Each vector in the Hilbert space is associated with a possible
instantaneous state of the system, so we denote by |\W (¢)) its state at time 7. If we
suppose that the initial state | (0)) at time + = 0 is known, then the relation
between these two states can be described by a time evolution operator U1):

W (1)) = UN)|W(0)). (5.29)

In order to preserve the probabilistic interpretation of |\ (¢)) in a systematic way,
we require its normalization to remain constant:

(WO (1) = (WO|T"OU )W (0) = (¥(0)|¥(0)). (5.30)

Evidently, U (1) must be a unitary operator with U(0) = I and, according to our
discussion at the end of the last section, it can be written as

U(t) = exp(—iHt) (5.31)

where 7 is an Hermitian operator. If we assume that H is independent of time,
insert (5.31) into (5.29) and differentiate, we get

d N
i v = HIW (D) (5.32)

which has the same form as the Liouville equation (3.22) for the evolution of
the state in classical mechanics. Now 7 in (3.22) was a differential operator
constructed from the Hamiltonian function, yvhich is usually the same as the total
energy. The quantum-mechanical operator # is Hermitian, and therefore suitable
for representing an observable quantity. A reasonable guess, therefore, is that H
is proportional to the quantum-mechanical Hamiltonian or total energy operator
H. Since the argument of the exponential in (5.31) must be dimensionless, our
guess is .

H=nh'H (5.33)

where & is a fundamental constant with the dimensions of energy x time. The
value of this constant must eventually be determined experimentally, and it turns
out, of course, to be none other than Planck’s constant divided by 2.

A different view of time evolution, called the Heisenberg picture, comes
about when we realize that |W(7)) is not itself an observable quantity. The
expectation value of an observable quantity at time ¢ can be written without
reference to |V (1)) as

(W) A|W (1) = (¥|A(1)| W) (5.34)
where |¥) means |W(0)) and

A@) = UT(1)AU (1) = exp(iHit) A exp(—iFit). (5.35)
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The two operators A and A(t) have their analogues in classical mechanics where,
as we have seen, a function A({g}, { p}) defines the meaning of a given dynamical
quantity in terms of coordinates and momenta, whereas A(t) = A({g(®)}, {p()})
gives the value of this quantity when we substitute for {g} and {p} the actual
solutions of the equations of motion. These solutions depend on the initial values
{g(0)} and {p(0)} and substituting definite numerical values for these yields a
definite function for A(#) corresponding to an entire history of the system as
it evolves from the chosen initial state. The quantum-mechanical analogue of
inserting these initial conditions is to form the expectation value (W |A(t)|\ll). In
this sense, |W) represents an entire history of the quantum-mechanical system,
from which we extract time-dependent information using the Heisenberg-picture
operators A(t). We can easily derive an equation of motion for A@), analogous
to (3.17), by differentiating (5.35). Since H obviously commutes with U and
U, these can be differentiated as if { were a number. But, since  does not
necessarily commute with A, we must be careful about the order of operators in
the result, which is

d . N N ioA N
EA(I) = —i[A(t), H] = _i_i[A(t)’ H]. (5.36)

An immediate consequence of this is that any quantity whose associated operator
commutes with H is conserved. In particular, H commutes with itself and is
conserved. The assumption that went into this result was that 7:L and therefore
the quantum-mechanical law of motion, did not depend explicitly on time. In
view of our discussion in §3.2, we would expect conservation of energy to be an
automatic consequence of this assumption, which reinforces our interpretation of
H as representing the total energy.

In chapter 3, we constructed from the total momentum an operator P
(equation(3.24)) which generates translations in space just as H does in time.
From considerations similar to those above, we can ascertain the properties of the
corresponding quantum-mechanical operator. Comparing (5.36) with (3.17), we
observe a correspondence of the form

[A, B] = ih{A, B)p (5.37)

where the right-hand side means that we first evaluate the Poisson bracket in
terms of classical coordinates and momenta and then substitute the corresponding
quantum-mechanical operators. If this correspondence were generally true, the
definition (3.18) of the Poisson bracket would imply, in particular, the canonical
commutation relations

(o, Ppl = 1hdap (5.38)
[Xa, Xl =0 (5.39)
[Pe» Ppl =0 (5.40)

where « and $ label the Cartesian components of particle positions and momenta.
On the right-hand sides of these equations, and in similar contexts, we understand
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a complex number to mean the operator that multiplies a vector by this number.
I shall shortly give arguments that make the commutation relations (5.38)-
(5.40) fairly plausible. These commutation relations comprise the whole of our
knowledge about momentum and position operators, and indeed the entire theory
of quantum mechanics rests on (5.36) and (5.38)-(5.40). It should be emphasized,
though, that the correspondence (5.37) does not necessarily hold in general. If we
know the commutator [Xy, p ﬁ], then we can work out the commutator of any two

operators A and B constructed from the coordinates and momenta. Quite often,
the result will be found to agree with (5.37), but this is not necessarily so.

To obtain the commutation relations (5.38)-(5.40), recall that in classical
mechanics the generator of space translations P = i{P, }p is related to the
total momentum P in the same way that the generator of time translations
H = i{H, }p is related to the Hamiltonian. Having guessed that the quantum-
mechanical generator of time translations is to be identified through (5.33), we
now make the consistent assumption that

P=nr'P=p"! Z,a,- (5.41)
i

where p; is the linear momentum operator for the ith particle. From this
generator, we can construct a space translation operator exp(—ia - 73), analogous
to the time evolution operator (5.31), which displaces the system through a vector
a. Again, the argument of this exponential must be dimensionless, so it is
important to note that the dimensions of A can be expressed as momentum X
distance. To simplify matters, I shall deal just with a single particle, so that
P =n! P, but readers should not find it hard to convince themselves that the
argument extends to a system of many particles also.

For the moment, I propose to accept (5.39), which asserts that the
components of the particle’s position commute with each other, on the intuitive
grounds that all three of these components ought to be simultaneously measurable.
The assertion of (5.40), that the three momentum components also commute,
might seem justifiable on the same grounds but, for reasons that I shall discuss
later, we need to consider this more carefully. If the components of p commute
with each other, then

exp(—ia - ’ﬁ) exp(—ib - ’13) = exp[—i(a + b) - ’ﬁ]. (5.42)

This means that a translation through a vector b followed by a translation through
a vector a is equivalent to a single translation through the vector a + b, as it
ought to be. The fundamental reason for requiring the momentum components to
commute with each other is to preserve this property of space translations.

Now consider an operator A = A(%) which is a function just of the position
operator Xx. By analogy with (5.35), the effect of a space translation on this
operator is

AR + a) = exp(ia - P)A(%) exp(—ia - P). (5.43)
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For the particular case A(X) = X, this becomes
% +a = exp(ia - P)% exp(—ia - P) (5.44)
and if |x) and |x + a) are eigenvectors of X, with
X|x) = x|x) and Xlx+a)=(x+a)|x +a)

then we can deduce from (5.44) the action of the translation operator on |x),
namely .
exp(—ia - P)|x) = |x + a). (5.45)

Let us expand (5.44) in powers of @ and use our guess that P=n! D. The terms
linear in a on each side must be equal, so we find

i .
to = =7 ) aplia, pp) (5.46)
B

and this implies that the commutator is given by (5.38). Using this relation,
exercise 5.3 shows that (5.44) and (5.43) are true to all orders in a. Accepting
that the commutation relation (5.38) is correct, we see that [I:I , p] = 0if and
only if H is independent of X; that is, if and only if the system is translationally
invariant. In that case, the equation of motion (5.36) with A= P shows that the
momentum is conserved.

By now, we can see a general pattern emerging. In classical mechanics, we
can identify quantities that are conserved for a system that is invariant under the
various spacetime symmetry transformations discussed in chapter 3. In quantum
mechanics, the operators that represent these quantities are to be identified (up
to a factor of /) as the generators of the corresponding transformations, and this
determines their commutation properties. It is instructive to see how these ideas
apply to rotations, which we have not yet considered. According to exercise 3.1,
the conserved quantity associated with rotations is the angular momentum, whose
components (with the notation x = (x, y, 7)) are

jx Zyﬁz_ﬁﬁy jy =2ﬁx —XpPz J; zfﬁy_f’ﬁx« (5.47)

Quantum-mechanically, the rotation generators found in that exercise are indeed
givenby J = % x P = h™!'% x p = h~! J. Using the commutation relations we
have found for X and p, it is straightforward to work out the commutators of the
angular momentum components

e, KW =ihd, [y, L =ihdy [, Jo] =ihdy. (5.48)

For the classical angular momentum, on the other hand, we can work out the
corresponding Poisson brackets and verify that (5.37) is true. Evidently, the three
components of angular momentum do not commute with each other. This reflects
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the fact that two consecutive rotations about different axes do not in general
produce the same result if their order is reversed. Had we been content, earlier
on, to accept (5.40) on the grounds that the three components of momentum
ought to be simultaneously measurable, then the same reasoning ought to have
applied to angular momentum, and this would have led to inconsistent results.
It would seem, then, that this argument also stands on dangerous ground when
applied to the position operators. Now that we have understood the whole scheme,
perhaps the best that can be said is that the correspondence (5.37) between Poisson
brackets and commutators, when applied to Cartesian coordinates and to the
generators of spacetime symmetry transformations, provides a mathematically
consistent, and reasonably plausible basis for further investigation.

5.4 Quantization of a Classical System

Until we have some experience of quantum-mechanical systems, the only sensible
way we have of specifying such a system is to model it upon a classical one. Given
the formal correspondences we have seen to exist between classical and quantum
mechanics, it is not difficult to give a prescription for ‘quantizing’ a classical
system. It is called the canonical quantization scheme. Usually, the classical
system can be specified by giving its Lagrangian as a function of generalized
coordinates {¢g;} and their velocities. The momentum p; = 9L/dq; conjugate
to each coordinate can be found and the velocities eliminated in favour of the
momenta. The Hamiltonian can then be found as in §3.3. Finally, the quantum-
mechanical system can be defined by replacing the coordinates and momenta
with the corresponding operators and requiring these operators to satisfy the
commutation relations

(i, pj] = ihd;;. (5.49)

These relations apply to Schrodinger-picture operators or to Heisenberg-picture
operators at the same time. The commutator [g; (1), p; ()] is equal to i4d;; if and
only if ¢ = ¢/, as readers are invited to prove. If ¢ # ¢/, its value depends on how
the system has evolved between these two times and is different for systems with
different Hamiltonians. In most cases, no simple expression can be found for it.
When implementing this procedure, one may encounter ambiguities of
various kinds, and satisfactory methods of dealing with these must be sought.
It is possible, for example, that different choices of the generalized coordinates,
which would yield equivalent descriptions of a classical system, may produce
inequivalent results when the commutation relations (5.49) are imposed. For
systems of non-relativistic particles, at least, the safe course seems to be to
use Cartesian coordinates. When the classical Hamiltonian contains products
of variables whose corresponding operators do not commute, the quantum
Hamiltonian is not unambiguously prescrlbed A possible course is to replace,
say, AB with the symmetrized product —(AB + BA), but other solutions may be
appropriate in specific cases. A further difficulty arises if the time derivative of
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some coordinate does not appear in the Lagrangian. The momentum conjugate to
this coordinate is identically zero and (5.49) obviously cannot hold. Ordinarily,
this does not happen when the classical Lagrangian describes a system of
particles, because the kinetic energy term involves all the velocity components.
It does happen, however, when we try to extend the formalism to treat the
electromagnetic field as a quantum system, and for systems that are subject to
constraints of various sorts (see Lawrie and Epp (1996) for a simple example).

A point worth noting is that velocities do not, in general, have a well defined
meaning in quantum mechanics. We have seen that, if a particle has a definite
momentum, its position is completely undetermined. To assign it a velocity would
require two exact measurements of its position, separated by an infinitesimal
time interval, which does not make good quantum-mechanical sense, even as an
idealized limiting process. The momenta that appear in (5.49) are always the
canonically defined ones. In the presence of electromagnetic forces, for example,
they correspond to classical quantities of the kind shown in (3.59) (though we
have not yet given a proper account of the quantum mechanics of relativistic
particles) rather than to just mx.

Although the formulation of quantum mechanics in terms of state vectors
and operators acting on them is more general than wave mechanics, the solution of
specific problems is often most conveniently achieved in terms of wavefunctions.
Let us therefore see how the algebra of operators acting on state vectors
can be reinterpreted in terms of differential operators on wavefunctions. The
wavefunction corresponding to a state vector |W) is given by (5.16). The
wavefunction corresponding to x| W) is

(x[x[V) = x(x|¥) = x¢(x) (5.50)

and so the action of the Schrodinger-picture position operator corresponds to
multiplication of the wavefunction by the coordinate. Similarly, using (5.45),
with P = p/h, we can write

exp(a - V)¥(x) = ¥ (x +a) = (x|exp(ia - p/h)|V). (5.51)

As in (3.23), the exponential of the gradient operator represents a Taylor series.
Clearly, the action of p on |W¥) corresponds to that of —iAV on the wavefunction.
Readers should be able to satisfy themselves that, given any operator which
can be expressed as a function A(x, p), the wavefunction corresponding to the
vector A(x, p)|W) is A(x, —iAV)y(x). In particular, if A is the Hamiltonian
for a particle moving in the potential V (x), we see from (5.32) that the time-
dependent wavefunction ¥ (x, t) = (x| W (¢)) obeys Schrodinger’s equation (5.7).
To complete the correspondence between state vectors and wavefunctions, we
note first that the operators x and —iAV satisfy the same commutation relations
(5.38) as x and p and second, as readers may show, that any matrix element may
be expressed as

(D|AE)| V) = /d3x ¢*(x)A(x, —ihV) ¥ (x). (5.52)
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The extension of these considerations to systems containing more than one
particle, with wavefunctions ¥ (x1, X2, ...) = (x1, X2, ... |¥), should be obvious.

5.5 An Example: The One-Dimensional Harmonic Oscillator

The harmonic oscillator provides a standard illustration of the mathematical ideas
we have developed. It also serves to introduce the idea of raising and lowering
operators, which are of fundamental importance for second quantization and field
theory, which we study in the following chapter. The classical system from
which we start consists of a single particle of mass m, moving in one dimension
in the potential V(x) = %mw2x2, and the classical trajectories are sinusoidal
oscillations of angular frequency w. The Lagrangian is

L = %m)'cz — %mwzxz. (5.53)
The momentum conjugate to x is p = mx and the Hamiltonian is

H= Lp2 + Lmwt?, (5.54)
2m 2
None of the above-mentioned difficulties occurs here, so we are free to impose
the commutation relation [x, p ] = ih.

We developed the mathematics of state vectors and operators by assuming
that a Hilbert space describing all possible states of motion of our system was
given, and enquiring about the properties of operators that act on it. Now,
however, we see that the practical problem of theoretical physics is the reverse:
our physical principles supply us with operators having definite properties, and we
have to construct a Hilbert space by finding the states of motion that are permitted
by these properties. This problem will be solved if we can find a set of basis
vectors and if we know how any operator acts on each basis vector. A set of basis
vectors will be associated with some maximal set of observables, and the most
useful sets are {x}, {p} and {H}. The description in terms of a particular set of
basis vectors is called a representation, and the representations associated with
the above maximal sets are called, logically enough, the coordinate, momentum
and energy representations.

We shall first construct the basis vectors for the energy representation. These
are eigenvectors of the Hamiltonian, labelled by an integer n, with eigenvalues ¢, :

Hn) = &, n). (5.55)

They are of particular interest because they are stationary states. Time-dependent
vectors of the form exp(—ie,?)|n) are solutions of (5.32), and the expectation
value in such a state of any operator that is defined in a time-independent manner
is constant. If, for example, the oscillator is regarded as a model for the vibrations
of a diatomic molecule, then the observed spectral lines arise from transitions
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between these states, caused by external forces that are not included in our
description. The fact that the allowed energy levels have discrete values rather
than a continuous range is at present a matter of assumption, but will be verified
in due course. It is advantageous to exchange the position and momentum for two
new operators @ and a', defined by

2
4= (%)1/ [£+($>iﬁ} (5.56)
At = (2P e (L) ip
a _(Zh) |:x (wm ip (5.57)

in terms of which the Hamiltonian can be written as

A

A= (&T& n %) hoo. (5.58)

Using the commutation relation for X and p, we find that these operators satisfy

[a,a'1=1 (5.59)
(4, H] = hoa (5.60)
(&', A1 = — hoa'. (5.61)

From (5.60), it is easy to show that if |n) is an energy eigenvector with energy ¢,
then d|n) is an eigenvector with energy (¢, — hiw). In fact, we can calculate

H(a|n)) = Haln) = (GH — hod)|n) = (e, — ho)(@|n)). (5.62)

Similarly, (5.61) implies that a'|n) is an eigenvector with energy (e, + fiw). For
this reason, @ and a' are called energy lowering and raising operators.

Written in terms of X and p, the Hamiltonian is a sum of squares of Hermitian
operators. Therefore, none of its eigenvalues can be negative, and there must be
a ground state of minimum energy, which we denote by |0). Since a|0) cannot
be a state with lower energy, the only way to satisfy (5.60) when it acts on |0)
is to have a|0) = 0. Then, acting on |0) with the Hamiltonian (5.58) shows that
€0 = +hw. By acting n times on |0) with @, we generate an infinite series of
energy eigenvectors with energies

& = (n n %) hoo. (5.63)

Furthermore, there cannot be any states with energies between these values. If
there were, then by acting enough times with a, we could generate a state with
energy between O and fiw, but not equal to %hw. Acting once more with a
would have to produce zero, by the same argument as before. But we already
know that a state with this property has an energy of exactly %ha), which is
a contradiction. Thus, the states |n), with energy eigenvalues given by (5.63),
constitute the complete set of basis vectors for the energy representation. We



An Example: The One-Dimensional Harmonic Oscillator 125

require these basis vectors to be normalized so that (n|n’) = §,, . I leave it as an
exercise for readers to establish (by induction) that they are given by

In) = (n))~"/2(@""0) (5.64)
and that
Ay =m+D"?n+1)  and  aln)=n"*n-1). (5.65)

This is, essentially, the solution to our problem. Any observable property of the
oscillator can be expressed in terms of x and p, and it is a trivial matter to express
these in terms of 4 and a* by solving (5.56) and (5.57). Any state vector can be
expressed as a linear combination of the basis vectors |n), and so (5.65) tells us
how any operator acts on any vector. A particularly useful operator is 7 = a'a,
which has the property
Aln) = a'aln) = n|n). (5.66)

It is called the number operator, because it counts the number of quanta hw of
energy in the state.

These results may be translated into the coordinate representation by finding
the wavefunctions ¥, (x) of the energy eigenstates. The two sets of basis vectors
are related by

n) = / dx ¥ (x)]x) and |x) = Z Y (x)|n). (5.67)
o0 n=0

To find the wavefunctions, we rewrite the raising and lowering operators in terms
of x and —ihd/dx. The ground-state wavefunction y(x) is the solution of the
equation a(x, —ihd/dx)Yo(x) = 0, and the others are found by applying the
raising operator to it. The result may be written as

wmx? dy wmx?
Yn(x) = N, exp o <—a> exp | — N (5.68)

where the normalizing factor

ah\"? [ 20m\" iz
wm h
ensures that
* 2
/ [V, (x)]°dx = 1. (5.69)
—00

A further translation into the momentum representation is simply a matter of
Fourier transformation. It can easily be verified that the relations

) = Q)2 / dp exp(—ipx/h)] p) (5.70)

Ip) = @rh)~'/? f dx exp(ipx/h)|x) (5.71)
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are uniquely determined by (5.45) and the orthonormality requirements {x|x’) =
8(x —x"yand {p|p’) = 8(p — p’). Consequently, the energy eigenvectors may be
expressed as

|n) = / dp m,(p)Ip) (5.72)

where the momentum-space wavefunction is

Tu(p) = Quh)~!/? f dx exp(—ipx/h)P,(x). (5.73)

Obviously, this method of solving the problem works only for the particular
case of the harmonic oscillator. For single particles in other potentials, the
most practical method of constructing the Hilbert space is to use the coordinate
representation. The eigenvalue equation (5.55) becomes the time-independent
Schrodinger equation

2
[—;—mvz + V(X)} Ve(x) = €Y (x). (5.74)
In the case of the harmonic oscillator, the boundary conditions on the solutions of
this equation are that the wavefunction must vanish sufficiently fast as [x| — oo
for the integral in (5.69) to converge to a finite value, which can be normalized to
1. This is possible only when € has one of the values in (5.63), so it is these
boundary conditions that lead to the energy of the oscillator being quantized
in a set of discrete levels. In all these states, the probability density (5.17)
vanishes rapidly when |x| becomes sufficiently large. In this sense, the particle is
constrained by the parabolic potential to remain close to the origin, and the states
are known as bound states.

In almost every physical problem, the potential approaches a finite value,
which might as well be zero, at infinity. The Coulomb potential seen by the
electron in a hydrogen atom is an archetypical example. If the potential possesses
a well, then there may be bound states of negative energy, in which the particle is
most probably to be found in the well. The spectrum of bound-state energy levels
is always discrete. In positive-energy states, however, the particle can escape
to infinity, where the wave function becomes similar to (5.3). These are called
scattering states. The energies of scattering states form a continuous spectrum,
because different boundary conditions apply to them. The exact nature of these
boundary conditions is slightly complicated, because the wavefunctions cannot be
made to satisfy (5.69) or its three-dimensional equivalent. In fact, if the particle is
not bound by the potential, the usefulness of the energy eigenfunctions associated
with the potential is limited, and a different description is appropriate. I shall
return briefly to this question in chapter 9 and in appendix D.

The use of wave functions to solve both bound state and scattering problems
is of the utmost importance in many areas of physics. The practical techniques
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available are described in any respectable textbook on quantum mechanics, but
they are not part of the subject matter of this book, and I must ask readers to look
elsewhere for further details.

Exercises

5.1. The object of this exercise is to show that manipulation of state vectors and
operators is entirely analogous to the algebra of complex matrices and is in fact
identical in the case of a Hilbert space of finite dimension. Readers are invited
to satisfy themselves of this, and to gain some further insight, by considering
the various assertions made below. Little or no detailed working may be needed.
Let |y/) stand for the column matrix (1, ..., ¥n)T, where the y; are complex
numbers and T denotes the transpose. An orthonormal basis is given by the vectors
i), where |1) = (1,0,0,...,0T,|2) = (0, 1,0, ...,0)T and so on.

(a) Any column matrix |¢) can be expressed as a linear combination of the
basis vectors |i ), with coefficients ;.

(b) If « is any complex number, then a|y) = (a1, ..., ayy)T.

(c) If (| is the row matrix (V{, ..., ¥y), and (¥|¢) is the usual matrix
product, then (5.8) and (5.11) are true.

(d) Multiplication by any N x N square matrix A provides a rule for
converting any column matrix into another column matrix.

(e) Any square matrix can be multiplied on the left by a row matrix, and the
elements of A are Aij = (i|A|j).

(f) If the elements of AT are (AT),'.; = Aj‘l then (5.22) and (5.23) are true.

(g) If A|i) = a;li) for each basis vector, then Aisa diagonal matrix with
diagonal elements a; .

(h) If Aisa diagonal matrix, Bisa square matrix such that [A, B] =0, and
a; # aij, then éij =0.

@G) If {A, B,C,.. .} is a maximal set of operators (square matrices) in the
sense discussed following (5.26), and the basis vectors i) are their simultaneous
eigenvectors, then A B s c , ... are all diagonal and, for any pair of indices i and
Jj, there is at least one member of the set whose ith and jth eigenvalues are not
equal.

G) It Aisa diagonal matrix with diagonal elements a;, then f (A) is the
diagonal matrix whose elements are f(a;).

5.2. FgrAaAny set of operators 15 é; é ..., show that (AE‘CA' . -)T —...CTBTAY
and (ABC--)'=...C71B~ 14~ 1

5.3. For a single coordinate and its conjugate momentum, use the canonical
commutator (5.38) to show by induction that £p" = p"x% + nihip"~!' and
px" = %"p — nihx"~'. Hence show, for any function f that has a Taylor

expansion, that £ (p) = f(p)x +ihf’(p) and pf(X) = f(X)p —ihf'(X). Use
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these results to verify (5.44) and (5.43). For a system of several particles, whose
potential energy depends only on the relative coordinates of pairs of particles,
show that the total momentum is conserved.

5.4. The symbol |W) (V| represents a projection operator, which acts on any ket
vector |®) to produce the new ket vector ((¥|®))|¥) and analogously on any bra
vector. Show that the probability (5.9) is the expectation value of a projection
operator. If |a,b,c,...) are a complete set of basis vectors, show that their
projection operators form a resolution of the identity, which means that

Z |a,b,c,...)(a,b,c,...|=i.

a,b,c,...

Show that the operator A for which Ala, b,c,...) = ala,b,c,...), can be
expressed as

A= Z la,b,c,...)ala,b,c,...]|.

a,b,c,...

How can this be generalized to represent an operator that is not diagonal in this
representation?

55. If f'(x) deAnotes the AderivaAtive df(x)/dx when x is an ordinary number,
show that d f (¢ A)/da = Af'(axA).

5.6. Let |i) and |o) be two sets of orthonormal basis vectors such that
li) = ttialat).
o
Show that the complex coefficients u;, are the components of a unitary matrix.
5.7. Let A and B be two operators such that the commutator C = [A, é]

commutes with both A and B, and let : - - - : denote an ordering of operators such
that As always stand to the left of Bs. So, for example,

n

A+Byi=Y <m> jm g

m=0

where (;’1) is the binomial coefficient.
(a) Show by induction that

A+B)" = AA+B)"+(A+ B)"B—nC(A+ B\,
(b) Show that

(/2]
(A+B)" =) awnC":(A + B

m=0
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where [n/2] equals n/2 if n is even or (n — 1)/2 if n is odd, and the expansion
coefficients satisfy the recursion relation

Cn+1,m+1 = Uy m+1 — ROy—1 m-

(c) Verity that this recursion relation is solved by

1\" n!
G = <_5> (n — 2m)!m!

and hence derive the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula
exp(A + é) = exp(A) exp(é) exp(—é/Z).

(d) Show that exp(A) exp(é) = exp(1§) exp(A) exp(é’).



Chapter 6

Second Quantization and Quantum Field
Theory

Up to a point, the quantum theory developed in chapter 5 was quite general.
However, the systems we had in mind were non-relativistic ones consisting of
a fixed number of particles. In this chapter, we extend the theory to deal with
systems in which the number of particles can change. There are several reasons
for wanting to do this. The most obvious is that we need a method of describing
high-energy scattering and decay processes in which particles can be created and
destroyed. A second is that, when we try to make quantum theory consistent
with special relativity, we encounter difficulties (discussed in chapter 7) that can
be resolved only in this more general setting. The final reason is that, even for
systems of non-relativistic particles, the mathematics rapidly becomes intractable
as the number of particles increases. A useful device for dealing with large
systems is, roughly speaking, to imagine adding an extra particle, which serves
as a theoretical probe of the state of the system. To put the matter another way,
the method of second quantization developed in this chapter provides a means of
dealing with the entire system by considering only a few particles at a time.

The term ‘second quantization’ is an unfortunate one, insofar as it suggests
a theory which is ‘twice as quantum-mechanical’ as the one we started with.
This is emphatically not the case: all we are doing is developing a convenient
mathematical technique for dealing with the original theory. The origin of
the term will become clear, but briefly it is this. Addition or subtraction
of particles to or from the system is represented by creation and annihilation
operators, which are closely analogous to the raising and lowering operators of
the harmonic oscillator. From these we can construct field operators which,
in the absence of interactions, satisfy the same Schrodinger equation as single-
particle wavefunctions. By turning a wavefunction, which is acted on by operators
representing physical quantities, into an operator which itself acts on state vectors,
we might appear to be adding a further layer of quantumness, but readers who
follow the development carefully will realize that this is not a good description of
what is actually taking place.

130
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6.1 The Occupation-Number Representation

Consider a system containing a fixed number N of identical particles. For the
moment, we shall assume that they do not interact with each other. Some, though
not all, states of the system can be specified by giving the state of motion of
each particle. I shall label a complete set of single-particle states by the symbol
k. Quite often, it will be convenient to take these single-particle states to be
momentum eigenstates, in which case k will represent the value of the momentum.
Other sets of states, such as the Bloch states that describe the motion of electrons
in a crystal lattice, may be more useful in particular circumstances. Also, if the
particles have spin, then the spin state of the particle is included in k. (Readers
who are not familiar with spin will find a brief discussion in appendix B, and I
shall discuss its relativistic origin in chapter 7; those who are not familiar with
Bloch states may like to consult a book on solid state physics, but need not do
so for the purposes of this book.) Thus, if we choose to specify the momentum
(kx, ky, k;) and spin s of an electron, then k is a shorthand for this set of four
numbers.

Using these single-particle states, we can choose a set of basis vectors for
the whole system of the form |k1, k2, ..., ky), where the nth label in the list
refers to the nth particle. Because quantum-mechanical particles do not follow
definite trajectories, it is impossible in principle to distinguish two identical
particles. Therefore, the two vectors |ky, k2, ...) and |kp, k1, . ..) must be taken
as referring to the same physical state and can differ only by a phase factor. That
is, |k2, k1, ...) = alky, ko, ...), where « is a complex number of unit magnitude.
On interchanging the particles a second time, we get back to the original vector,
so a? = 1. The same is true, of course, for any pair of particles. The state is said
to be symmetric if « = 1 or antisymmetric if « = —1. It is found that particles
with integral spin can exist only in symmetric states. They are said to obey Bose—
Einstein statistics and are called bosons. Particles with half-odd-integer spin exist
only in antisymmetric states. They obey Fermi—Dirac statistics and are called
fermions. The only known explanation for this state of affairs (the spin-statistics
theorem) comes from relativistic field theories and will be touched on in chapter 7.

For the moment, we deal only with bosons. The order of k labels in a basis
vector is immaterial: the same set of labels in any order identifies the same vector.
It is a simple matter to allow for variable numbers of particles to be present.
We simply include in the Hilbert space state vectors with arbitrary numbers of
k labels. The orthonormality condition for these vectors is a bit cumbersome to
write down correctly. I shall exhibit an expression for it, and then explain its
meaning. The expression is

(i, ko kK K, o K

= Connr Y 8kt — Kp)8(ka — ) -+ 8(kn — Kp(y))-
P
6.1)
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We want this scalar product to be zero unless the two vectors represent the same
physical state. They must first of all have the same number of particles, which
accounts for 7. Then, we need delta function constraints to ensure that each
vector represents the same set of single-particle states. Each delta function in (6.1)
stands for a product of deltas, one for each variable represented by k: a Kronecker
symbol for a discrete variable and a Dirac function for a continuous one. If we
list the k labels of a given vector in a different order, we still have the same vector.
Therefore, we must arrange matters so that the constraints will be satisfied if any
permutation of the labels &/, . .., k, matches the set k1, ..., ky. In (6.1), the set
of numbers P(1), ..., P(N) is a permutation of 1, ..., N, and we achieve the
desired effect by summing over all permutations. If, say, n of the k; are equal,
then n! of the terms in this sum will simultaneously be satisfied and, to get the
correct normalization, we divide by n!. If there are several sets of equal k;, then
we divide by the n! for each set, and this normalization factor is denoted by C.

If at least one of the variables represented by k is continuous, it will be
extremely rare for two of the k; to have exactly the same value, and C is almost
always equal to 1. In mathematical terms, the Dirac delta function makes good
sense only when it appears inside an integral and, for readers who understand
such matters, ‘almost always’ means ‘except on a set of zero measure’. It often
happens that all the variables in k have only a discrete set of values. For example,
if the particles are confined to a cubical box of side L, then each momentum
component can have only the values 27t /in/ L, where n is an integer. In that case,
it is possible to use a different notation in which k1, k2, . .. are the allowed values
of k, rather than the k associated with different particles. The basis vectors can
then be denoted by |n1, ny, . ..), where n; is the number of particles in the state ;.
This is called the occupation-number representation, the n; being the occupation
numbers of single-particle states. The orthonormality condition can be written
much more straightforwardly as

/ /
(ni,no,...Iny,n5,...) =5n1n’15n2n/2"‘~ (6.2)

At this point, it is interesting to note the greater generality of the formulation
of quantum theory in terms of state vectors as opposed to wavefunctions. In
the Schrodinger picture, the time-dependent state of the system is some linear
combination of basis vectors

W(n) = Z Yain,..(Dlny, na, ... (6.3)

ni,ny,...

In a quite natural way, this represents in general a superposition of states in which
the system has different numbers of particles. If the system does contain a fixed
number N of particles, then only those coefficients for which the occupation
numbers add to N will be non-zero. If the Hamiltonian does not allow for
processes in which particles are created or destroyed, then this number will be
conserved. If such processes are possible, then even if we start with a definite
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number of particles, the number remaining after some period of time will be
uncertain, and the superposition will contain states with different numbers of
remaining particles. This situation cannot be represented by a wavefunction,
which necessarily has a definite number of arguments.

It is now possible to introduce creation and annihilation operators, which
convert a given basis vector into one with an extra particle or one with a particle
missing. In the occupation-number representation, the process is precisely
analogous to changing the number of quanta of energy in the state of an harmonic
oscillator. For each single-particle state k, we define operators a(k) and a' (k) by

atklni, na, .. oniy .y =nnng, L (= 1), (6.4)

a'kini,na, om0 ) =mi + DY 0,00, (i + 1), ... (6.5)

Since each operator affects only one of the occupation numbers, it is easy to show
that operators for different k; commute, while those for the same k; satisfy (5.59).
In summary, the commutation relations are

[a(ki), a(kj)] = [a"(ki), a" (k)1 =0 (6.6)

la(ki),a"(kj)] = 8ij. (6.7)

If some of the k variables are continuous, we must revert to the previous
representation. The commutation relation (6.7) becomes

[ak), at k) = sk — k). (6.8)

If we restrict attention to basis vectors whose k arguments are all different, then
the action of the creation and annihilation operators is

at(k)\ky, ka, ... ky) = ki, ko, ... ky, k) (6.9

N
a()lkr ko, - k) =D 8k —kplki ko, .. k), oo k) (6.10)
n=1
where, in the second equation, (k,) denotes a label that is missing from the
original list. By acting with [@(k), a'(k")] on an arbitrary basis vector, it is easily
verified that (6.9) and (6.10) imply the relation (6.8). Readers will also find it
instructive to verify from the above equations that a7 (k) is indeed the adjoint of
ak).
The entire set of basis vectors can be constructed by the method we used in
the case of the harmonic oscillator. We start from the vacuum state |0), which
contains no particles, and use the creation operator to populate it:

ki, kay .. ky) = a' (ky) - -a (ka)a" (k1)|0). (6.11)

The Hilbert space constructed in this way is called a Fock space. A subtle point is
worth noting. When particles interact with each other, it is still possible to form
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state vectors in terms of single-particle states, but these will not, in general, be
energy eigenstates. It is not necessarily true that every possible state of the system
can be represented as a superposition of the Fock basis vectors, so the Fock space
constructed according to (6.11) may be only a part of the whole Hilbert space.
For many purposes, though, it will not be necessary to worry about this.

6.2 Field Operators and Observables

From now on, we always take the single-particle states to be momentum
eigenstates. For the moment, we consider only spinless particles, so k stands
just for the three momentum components, or rather for the wavevector k = p/h.
The wavefunction for a single particle in the state | ¥ (¢)) can be written as

U(x, 1) = (x|V()) = (271)_3/2/d3keik'x(k|\ll(t))
= (2n)*3/2/d3keik'x(0|&(k)|\p(t)). (6.12)

The annihilation operator @ (k) creates the one-particle bra vector from the vacuum
because it is the adjoint of at(k). In the non-relativistic theory, we define the
Schrodinger-picture field operators by

U(x) = (2n)’3/2/d3keik'x&(k) (6.13)
vix) = (2n)*3/2/d3ke*i"‘xaf(k). (6.14)

Obviously, these create or annihilate a particle at a definite point x, rather than
in a state of definite momentum; for example, |x) = I/A/T(x)|0). In relativistic
theories, we shall find that the situation is a little more complicated because of
the need to maintain Lorentz covariance. The commutation relations for the field
operators follow from those of a(k) and a' (k). They are

[ (x), P(x)] = [¢ 7 (x), ¥Tx) =0 (6.15)
[ (x), ¥ (x))] = 8(x — x). (6.16)

The operators that represent observable properties of many-particle systems
are constructed from the creation and annihilation operators or from the field
operators. The operator 7i(k) = a'(k)a(k) is a number operator, which counts
the number of particles in the state k, if k is discrete. If the momentum takes a
continuous range of values, then i(k)d3k counts the number of particles in the
momentum range d3k near k. The total number of particles is counted by the
operator

N = /d3k£ﬁ(k)&(k) = /d3x U ) (x) (6.17)
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and, by summing hk times the number of particles having that momentum, we
find that the total momentum is represented by the operator

P = /d3k (hk)a™ (k)ak) = /d3x U () (—=ihV) P (x). (6.18)

The number and total momentum are one-body operators, in the sense that they
represent the total for the system of a property possessed by individual particles.
Kinetic energy, mass, electric charge and the potential energy due to an externally
applied field are examples of other properties of the same kind. There is clearly
a general rule for constructing one-body operators. If A(x, —iAV) is the wave-
mechanical operator that represents some property of a single particle, then the
total property for the whole system is represented by

A= /d3x U0 Ax, —iEV) ¥ (x). (6.19)

We may also consider operators that depend for their definition on two or
more particles at a time. An example is the Coulomb potential, which acts
between two particles. In a state with particles at the points x1, ..., Xy, the total
potential energy is

1%

N

|

3 Vixix))
ij=1

N
%/d3x Ex' Vi x) D s —x)sx —x)) (6.20)
i,j=1

the terms with i = j being excluded from the sum. This will be correctly
represented if we can find an operator which, when acting on any state of the
form |xp, ..., xy), gives the same state multiplied by the sum of delta functions
in (6.20). The action of the field operators on this state is exactly analogous to
(6.9) and (6.10), and I leave it as an exercise for readers to verify that the total
potential energy is represented by the operator

V= %/d% S YT OPT )V e, XY )P (x). (6.21)

6.3 Equation of Motion and Lagrangian Formalism for Field
Operators

We have dealt so far only with Schrodinger-picture field operators. In the
Heisenberg picture, time-dependent operators are defined by the usual method
through (5.35):

F(x, 1) = e H1/h (x)e iH1/R, (6.22)
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For a system of free particles, the Hamiltonian is just the kinetic energy operator.
Because the Hamiltonian commutes with itself, it can be expressed in terms of
either the Schrodinger-picture or the Heisenberg-picture fields:

Y 3..0°% h2 21 .7 3.0% hz 2\1.7
H:/dxl//(x) —5-v w(x)zfdxiﬁ(x,t) —5 -V P,

(6.23)
Readers to whom this is not obvious should verify it by substituting (6.22) into
the second expression. The same is true if H contains a potential energy of the
form (6.21) or a one-body external potential. The Heisenberg-picture operators
satisfy the commutation relations (6.15) and (6.16), provided that all operators are
evaluated at the same time; these are called equal-time commutation relations. By
using them in (5.36), we can find the equation of motion for I/A/(x, t). If we include
the potential (6.21) and an external potential U (x), the result is

2
ihL e, = —h—v%/?(x, 1+ U@ (x,1)
ot 2m
+/d3x’1/}f(x’, DV, xHW &, O, 1).  (6.24)

When the two-body potential is absent, this is the same as the Schrodinger
equation satisfied by the wavefunction. This is just as well, since the single-
particle wavefunction (6.12) can be written in the Heisenberg picture as W (x, t) =
(Oliﬁ(x, t)|W¥), and it must obey the Schrodinger equation.

I shall now show that the whole structure of second quantization can be
obtained from a Lagrangian formalism, by means of the canonical quantization
prescription described in chapter 5. For brevity, I shall give the derivation just for
the free-particle theory whose Hamiltonian is (6.23), but readers should be able to
extend it without difficulty to the case of particles interacting through a two-body
potential. Consider the action defined by

S = /dt Sxy*(x, 1) (ih3 + h—zvz) V(x, 1) (6.25)
- ’ at ’ '

2m

where ¥ (x, t) is a complex function, not, for the moment, a field operator. In
chapter 3, we saw that Maxwell’s equations for the electromagnetic field could be
obtained by finding the Euler—Lagrange equations for an action somewhat akin
to this. In this case, the real and imaginary parts of ¢ are independent functions,
but it is more convenient to treat iy and ¥* as the independent variables. By
varying ¥ *(x, t) we obtain Schrodinger’s equation for y(x, ) and by varying
Y(x,t) itself we get the complex conjugate of the same equation. The values of
Y (x,t) at each point x form an infinite set of generalized coordinates, and there
is an infinite set of conjugate momenta, which form a function I1(x, 7). This
function is found by functional differentiation (which is explained in appendix A
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for readers who are not familiar with it):

5 o
H(x, t) = m = lhl// (x, t). (626)

In (6.25), the time derivative acts only on ¥ or, if we integrate by parts, only on
¥*. Therefore, we cannot define conjugate momenta for ¢ and ¥* at the same
time. This kind of difficulty was mentioned in chapter 5, and the solution that
works here is to ignore ¥* as an independent variable, except for the purpose of
deriving the equation of motion. Then the Hamiltonian is

2
H= /d3x My — L= /d3x v (-f—mvz) V. (6.27)

To get back to our quantum theory, we simply follow the canonical
quantization scheme, replacing ¥ (x, t) with the field operator Y(x, 1) and its
complex conjugate with VT (x, 7). The Hamiltonian (6.27) becomes identical to
(6.23). In the canonical commutator (5.49), the coordinate §; becomes @(x, 1),
the momentum p; is replaced with the momentum f1 (x’, t) obtained from (6.26),
and the Kronecker symbol is replaced by §(x — x’). The result is none other than
the commutator (6.16) for the field operators. For the kind of theory we have
been considering, this new bit of formalism provides no new information, since
we have just returned to our starting point. Suppose, however, that we wish to
treat the electromagnetic field as a quantum system. The analysis we have just
been through shows us how to do this, although there is an added difficulty to be
overcome, as will be discussed in chapter 9. The vector potential A* becomes
a field operator, which obeys Maxwell’s equations rather than the Schrodinger
equation, and its commutation relations will again be given by the canonical
prescription. In the light of our experience in this chapter, we may anticipate
that this field operator can be interpreted in terms of creation and annihilation
operators for particles, namely photons, which are quanta of electromagnetic
energy. In fact, the Lagrangian formalism provides the most convenient basis
for most relativistic field theories.

6.4 Second Quantization for Fermions

Many of the important applications of non-relativistic field theory concern
electronic systems. Electrons have spin % and are therefore fermions. Although
the consequences of this are far reaching, the modifications needed in the basic
theory are quite simple. We must take the label k of single-particle states to
include the variable s, which measures the component of spin along a chosen
quantization axis and has the values :I:%. Slightly more tricky is the antisymmetry
of multiparticle states. For simplicity, let us consider two-particle states, for which
|k, K’y = —|k’, k). 1 shall follow the common practice of using l;(k) and I;T(k) to
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denote fermionic annihilation and creation operators, to distinguish them from
bosonic ones. It is now important to keep track of the ordering of k labels in a
state vector. A sensible convention when using b (k) to add a particle is to place
the label for the added particle at the end of the list. Thus,

YK (k)|0) = |k, k') = —bT (k)b (K))0). (6.28)

Similarly, the annihilation operator can be regarded as removing the last particle
in the list. It can, of course, remove any particle in the state, so to write down the
result we first move the particle to the end, if necessary, incurring a minus sign
for each interchange of particle labels. For a two-particle state,

b(k)lky, ka) = 8(k — ka)lki) — 8(k — ki) lka) = —b(k) k2, k1). (6.29)

More generally, (6.10) is modified to read

N
b(k) ki, ka, ... ky) = Z(—l)an(S(k—k,,)lkl, ko, ..., (ky),..., kn). (6.30)

n=1

Evidently, l;(k) and b (k) cannot obey the commutation relations (6.6)-(6.8).
In fact, as it is not difficult to see, the relations consistent with the antisymmetry
of the state vectors are the anticommutation relations

{b(k), b(k")} = (b (k), bT(K)} = 0 (6.31)
(bk), b (k)) = 8(k — k) (6.32)

where the anticommutator is defined by {A, é} = AB + BA. In particular, this
means that I;T(k)l;*(k) = 0. Acting twice with the same creation operator gives
zero, instead of two particles in the same state. This, of course, is the second-
quantization version of the Pauli exclusion principle, which asserts that no two
identical fermions can occupy the same single-particle state.

Field operators for fermions can be constructed in the same way as for
bosons, except that we have to take account of spin polarization. Since k now
stands for (k, s), the definitions (6.13) and (6.14) become

Vs (x) = (2n)_3/2/d3keik"‘l;(k, 5) (6.33)
vix) = @m)~3? / She *pT (K, 5). (6.34)

For example, 1@; (x) creates a particle at the point x with spin polarization s. The
anticommutation relations that replace (6.15) and (6.16) are

{5 (), Yy ()} = (] (o), ¥l ()} = 0 (6.35)
(W), U (x)} = 8,58 (x — x). (6.36)
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These are all the changes we need to make in order to accommodate fermions.
In equations (6.19), (6.21) and (6.24), it is necessary only to add spin labels to
the fields and include a sum over these labels with each space integration. I have
ordered the operators in these expressions so as to make them correct for both
fermions and bosons.

Exercises

6.1. Let A(x,—ihAV), B(x,—iAV) and C(x, —ihV), be wave-mechanical
operators with the commutation relation [A,B] = C. Show that the
corresponding second-quantized one-body operators A, Band C satisfy the same
commutation relation, if the field operators have either the commutation relations
(6.15) and (6.16) appropriate to bosons or the anticommutation relations (6.35)
and (6.36) appropriate to fermions.

6.2. Using time-independent field operators, show that the Hamiltonian (6.23)
can be expressed as

H= / & x ho(k)a' ()ak)

where w(k) = hk?/2m. Show that for any n, H"a(k) = a(k)[H — hw(k)]" and
hence that the time-dependent field operator (6.22) is

U(x, 1) = (2n)*3/2/d3k explik - x — iw(k)r1a (k).

Check that this works for both bosons and fermions. There is no such simple
expression for ¢ (x, ) if the particles interact.



Chapter 7

Relativistic Wave Equations and Field
Theories

Up to this point, our study of quantum mechanics has concerned itself with the
behaviour of particles that inhabit a Galilean spacetime. For many purposes, in
atomic, molecular and condensed matter physics, this theory is quite adequate.
We saw in earlier chapters, however, that our actual spacetime has a structure
which is much closer to that of the Minkowski spacetime of special relativity and
that more general structures must be considered when gravitational phenomena
are significant. From a purely theoretical point of view, it is therefore important
to formulate quantum theory in a way which is consistent with these more general
spacetimes. The benefits of constructing a relativistic quantum theory actually go
far beyond the aesthetic satisfaction of making our geometrical and quantum-
mechanical reasoning compatible. For one thing, we shall discover that the
relativistic theory provides a deeper understanding of spin and the distinction
between fermions and bosons, which in the non-relativistic theory appear simply
as facts of life that we must strive to accommodate. Also, of course, there are
many situations in which relativistic effects become observable, for which non-
relativistic theory provides no explanation. The most obvious are high-energy
scattering experiments, in which particles acquire kinetic energies comparable
with or greater than their rest energies mc?, and the correct 4-momentum (3.34)
must be used. There are, however, more subtle effects, such as the spin-orbit
coupling that is essential for interpreting atomic spectra, which are also of
relativistic origin.

For the most part, I shall deal only with quantum theory in Minkowski
spacetime, which is well understood. At the end of the chapter, I shall deal
rather more briefly with the question of setting up quantum theories in curved
spacetimes, which involves some surprising difficulties and is not quite so well
understood. If our world is thoroughly quantum-mechanical (and the prevailing
view is that it must be), then we ought to treat the geometrical structures
themselves in quantum-mechanical terms, which means constructing a quantum
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theory of gravity. Attempts to deal with the metric tensor (or, perhaps, the affine
connection) by the methods to be dealt with in this chapter have generally not
been successful, though it is not entirely clear that no such theory is possible. The
majority view among physicists who study such matters is that string theory offers
the best hope of a theory of gravity that is consistent with quantum mechanics, and
I shall have something to say about this in chapter 15.

From now on, I shall write all equations having to do with relativistic theories
in terms of natural units, which are defined so that 4 = ¢ = 1. This leaves us free
to define one fundamental unit, which is normally taken to be energy, measured,
say, in MeV. In these units, length and time have the same dimensions and are
measured in (MeV)~!. Mass, momentum and energy have the same dimensions,
being measured in MeV. Appendix C discusses these units in more detail and
gives some conversion factors between natural and laboratory units.

7.1 The Klein—-Gordon Equation

If we wish to invent a Minkowski-spacetime version of wave mechanics, the
first problem to be overcome is that the Schrodinger equation (5.7) expresses the
non-relativistic relationship between energy and momentum. The relationship in
special relativity is that implied by (3.34), which may be written in various ways
as

2 2 2
E>—p-p=p"—p-p=pup*=m’ (7.1)
At least for free particles, it is a simple matter to convert this into a relativistic
wave equation, called the Klein—-Gordon equation. We just substitute the

differential operators (5.5) and (5.6) and let the resulting operator act on a
wavefunction ¢ (x, t):

[8—2 -V +m2} o0 =[8,0" +m?]¢(x) = [D+m?|pv) =0. (7.2)
a2 B N I
The d’Alembertian operator ] defined here is the Minkowskian version of the
Laplacian V?; it is sometimes written as [J>. We should certainly expect the
Klein—Gordon equation to be valid for a free relativistic particle, but whether
it should be regarded as a generalization of the Schrédinger equation is a moot
point, since it is not related in a simple way to a time-evolution equation of the
form (5.32).

It is important to ask how the wavefunction is to be interpreted in a relativistic
context. If (7.2) is to have a Lorentz covariant meaning, then ¢ must be some kind
of 4-tensor, as discussed in §3.5. For now, we shall consider spinless particles
whose wavefunctions have only a single component, so ¢ must be a scalar. This
implies that the probability density is not correctly given by (5.4). Like the
number density in (3.36), it must be the time-like component of a conserved 4-
vector, whose other components are the probability current density. In a loose,
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intuitive manner, we can think of the probability density as a kind of number
density. In the non-relativistic theory, the current density is

jcnt)z-LRqﬂﬁp4V)w1=-—j—w*€Q/ (7.3)
m 2m

where the notation AV B means AVB — (VA)B. Intuitively, this expression is
rather like (velocity x density), as in (3.37). More precisely, the reason for (7.3)
is that it satisfies the equation of continuity d P/dt + V - j = 0, as may easily
be verified by using the Schrodinger equation and its complex conjugate. In the
present case, it may be similarly verified using the Klein—Gordon equation that
the equation of continuity in the form 9, j* = 0 is satisfied, provided that we
identify the 4-vector probability current density as

Jh) = 2i¢*‘5“¢. (7.4)
m

This is fortunate insofar as (7.4) is manifestly a 4-vector, so that the equation of
continuity is Lorentz covariant. The unfortunate thing about (7.4) is that j°, which
we want to identify as the probability density, is, unlike |¥|?, not necessarily
positive. This is one of two problems that afflict all relativistic wave equations.

The second problem emerges when we look at plane-wave solutions of the
Klein—Gordon equation. Evidently, the function

P (x) = exp(—ik - x) (1.5)

where k - x = k%t — k - x, is a solution of (7.2) and also an energy—momentum
eigenfunction, provided that k® = +(k* 4+ m?)!/2. The negative-energy solutions
are a severe embarrassment, because they imply the existence of single-particle
states with energy less than that of the vacuum. Intuitively, this is nonsensical. In
fact, there is no lower limit to the energy spectrum. This means that the vacuum
is unstable, since an infinite amount of energy could be released from it by the
spontaneous creation of particles in negative-energy states. We can see that this
problem is related to the first one, because it is the negative-energy states that give
rise to a negative probability density.

Because of these problems, the Klein—-Gordon equation does not lead to a
tenable wave-mechanical theory of relativistic particles. It is, indeed, impossible
to construct such a theory. We shall see shortly that it does lead to a perfectly
sensible quantum field theory. To develop this field theory, we follow the
canonical quantization procedure explained in §6.3, but the requirement of
Lorentz covariance leads to some minor changes. Like the Schrédinger equation,
the Klein—Gordon equation can be obtained as an Euler—Lagrange equation from
an action. Assuming that ¢ is a complex function, the action is

S:/ﬁ%ﬁ@) (7.6)
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where the Lagrangian density is given by

L($) = (9,6 (0" ¢) — m*¢*¢. (7.7)

This action is manifestly a scalar quantity, as we require for a Lorentz covariant
theory. In contrast to the non-relativistic theory, it contains the time derivatives of
both ¢ and ¢*, so two independent canonical momenta can be defined:

Mx) =3%*(x) M) = 3% x). (7.8)

The general solution of the Klein—-Gordon equation can be written in terms
of energy—momentum eigenfunctions. To ensure that it is a scalar, we first write
it in a form that does not distinguish between space and time components of the
energy—momentum 4-vector:

d*k

o §(k* — mHa(kye (7.9)

P(x) =

The energy (k°) integral can be carried out using the delta function. We get
two terms, corresponding to the positive and negative energy solutions, with
kY = +w(k), where w (k) = (k2 +m?)"/2. For reasons that will become apparent,
we write the coefficient o (k) as

a(k) for k¥ = +w(k)
ak) = (7.10)
c*(—k)  fork® = —w(k).
Then, after changing the sign of k in the negative-energy term, we get
d(x) = / __ % [a(k)e_ik'x + c*(k)ei“] (7.11)
2n)3 2w (k) ' ’

In each term, k° now stands for +w (k). The 2w (k) in the denominator appears
for the reason explained in appendix A. Because of this factor, the coefficients
a(k) and c(k) cannot be obtained by a simple Fourier transformation. Instead, we
have the expressions

a(k) :i/d3x X730 (x) :/d3x eF T [o()p (x) +ill*(x)] (7.12)
ck) =i / Bx ek §0p* (x) = / Px e [wk)¢* (x) +ill(x)] (7.13)

which have a rather similar structure to the energy-lowering operator (5.56) for
the harmonic oscillator. With these expressions in hand, we are ready to develop
the second-quantized description.
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7.2 Scalar Field Theory for Free Particles

As in the non-relativistic case, we carry out second quantization by replacing
complex functions with field operators. Because a relativistic theory treats space
and time on much the same footing, these are initially given as time-dependent
Heisenberg-picture operators. Nevertheless, we are still free only to specify the
equal-time commutators. First of all, we have

[p(x, 1), TT(x', )] = i8(x — x') (7.14)
[$x.0), (x'. )] = [[1(x, 1), TI(x, )] = 0. (7.15)
Taking the adjoints of these equations, we find that qAbT and I17 satisfy exactly the

same relations. The two sets of operators {(;AS, f[} and {QST, IQIT} are to be treated as
independent variables, so we also have

[qS(x, 0, ¢, t)] - [ﬁ(x, 0, T (', z)] - [qS(x, 0, T (', z)] —0. (7.16)

By using these commutators, we can work out the commutation relations for the
operator versions of a(k) and c(k) from (7.12) and (7.13). The result is that

[&(k), a*(k’)] - [é(k), éT(k’)] = M) 20 ()s(k — k') (7.17)

while all other commutators between these operators are zero. Apart from the
normalization factor (277)32w (k), we recognize these as two independent sets of
creation and annihilation operators, similar to those in (6.8). The effect of the
normalization factor for single-particle states is that

k') = 27) 20 k)8 (k — k). (7.18)

This is a Lorentz-covariant normalization, as we can see by constructing the
corresponding wavefunction. To do this, we need the vector |x), which must
be given by an expression similar to (5.70). The exact expression is

B &’k
) @n)320k)

in which the factor of /2w (k) is required to get the correct orthonormality
relation (x|x’) = 8§(x — x’). Then the wavefunction

Ui (x) = (x|k) = 20 (k) e (7.20)

gives a probability density P(x) = |y (x)|> = 2w (k). Loosely, this corresponds
to 2w (k) particles per unit volume. Under a Lorentz transformation, it transforms
as the time-like component of a 4-vector, as it ought to.

The fact that we have two sets of creation and annihilation operators leads
to the resolution of the problems of negative energies and probabilities. The field

x) e kX k) (7.19)
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theory we have constructed actually describes two species of particles; particles
of one species are called the antiparticles of the other. For the sake of argument, I
shall refer to the particles created by a" as “particles’ and to those created by &' as
‘antiparticles’, though the theory itself does not care which is which. The solution
to the problem of negative energies is apparent from (7.11) when we reinterpret it
as a field operator. The coefficient of the positive-energy wavefunction e =% is,
as in the non-relativistic theory, the annihilation operator for particles. However,
the coefficient of the negative-energy wavefunction e!** is not an annihilation
operator for particles in negative-energy states, but rather a creation operator for
positive-energy antiparticles. We can construct the Hamiltonian operator by the
usual canonical method. It is

A= / d*x [%% +(Voh) - (Vo) + mquSTqS:|

d3k
- / e W [a* (K)ak) + & (k)ék) + (271)32a)(k)5(0)].
(7.21)

In the second expression, the last term comes from rewriting ¢ (k)ét (k) by means
of the commutator. If we act on the vacuum state, which contains no particles or
antiparticles, the first two terms give zero. The last term is an infinite constant. It
may be dropped on the usual grounds that the total energy of a system is defined
only up to an arbitrary constant, and the most sensible choice for the energy of
the vacuum is zero. (If we allow the structure of spacetime to be determined
by Einstein’s equations (4.17), however, the energy of the vacuum contributes to
TH*V and must be considered more carefully.) Another way of looking at this is
to remember that the ordering of operators is not unambiguously prescribed by
the quantization procedure. We can regard the vanishing of the vacuum energy
as a criterion for ordering operators such that annihilation operators appear to the
right of creation operators. This is called normal ordering. Bearing in mind the
normalization in (7.17), we recognize (7.21) as summing the quantity

(energy of state k) x (number of particles and antiparticles in state k)

over positive-energy states. Thus, the total energy is positive.

The solution of the problem of negative probabilities is quite similar.
We define a number operator N by integrating over all space the operator
corresponding to the probability density in (7.4):

N:/d3x :foz =i/d3x :q@*(x,t)goqg(x,t):

d3k
N /m [‘A’T(")&(") - AT(k)é(k)] (7.22)

where the colons : - - - : denote normal ordering of the creation and annihilation
operators. Again, the factor 1/2w(k) appears just because of the covariant
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normalization and in effect replaces the 1/2m in (7.4). We see that N represents
the quantity

(number of particles) — (number of antiparticles).

A negative value for this quantity simply indicates a state with more antiparticles
than particles and presents no difficulty. Another way of expressing this is to
assign to each particle a particle number n = 1 and to each antiparticle a
particle number n = —1. Then N may be said to represent the net particle
number, rather than the number of particles. In the field operator obtained from
(7.11), both terms act on a given state to reduce the particle number by one
unit, either by annihilating a particle or by creating an antiparticle. This rule
applies to any other properties that the particles may possess (except that the
masses of particles and antiparticles are identical). For example, if the particles
carry an electric charge, then their antiparticles carry exactly the opposite charge,
and the same is true of all the other quantum numbers (lepton number, baryon
number, isospin, strangeness, etc) which are required to classify the observed
particles. Historically, the existence of antiparticles was predicted by Dirac (1928,
1929) on the basis of his relativistic wave equation for electrons discussed in the
next section, and the antielectron, or positron, was discovered experimentally by
Anderson (1933) in cosmic ray showers. All observed particles are indeed found
to have antiparticles. However, particles and antiparticles may in some cases be
identical. Mathematically, this will be so if ¢(k) = a(k), which means that the
wavefunction (7.11) is real and the corresponding field operator is Hermitian. In
that case, the number operator is identically zero, and the particle number must
be taken as n = 0. Clearly, only a restricted range of properties is available to
particles which are their own antiparticles; for example, they must be electrically
neutral. Examples are the photon and the neutral pion. In the case of the photon,
the space and time derivatives of its Hermitian field operators are observable
quantities, namely electric and magnetic fields.

7.3 The Dirac Equation and Spin-% Particles

7.3.1 The Dirac equation

The problems of negative energies and probabilities encountered in connection
with the Klein—Gordon equation evidently have something to do with the fact
that this equation involves a second time derivative. Dirac attempted to solve
these problems by inventing a new wave equation containing only the first time
derivative, which is more closely analogous to the non-relativistic Schrodinger
equation. As we shall see, it is not in fact possible to solve the problems in this
way, and Dirac’s theory also makes sense only as a second-quantized field theory.
The Dirac equation is nevertheless of vital importance because it predicts the
existence of particles with intrinsic angular momentum or spin of magnitude //2.
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Such particles are indeed observed, electrons being perhaps the most familiar, and
the Dirac theory is the proper Lorentz-covariant means of describing them.

Since special relativity treats time and space on more or less the same
footing, an equation that contains only the first time derivative can also contain
only first spatial derivatives. The equation must therefore be of the form

(iy* 8, —m) ¥ (x) =0 (7.23)

where the four coefficients y# are constants. We shall see immediately that these
coefficients cannot commute with each other. They must therefore be square
matrices rather than simple numbers, so the wavefunction 1 (x) must be a column
matrix. This wavefunction must also satisfy the Klein—Gordon equation, which
simply expresses the relationship between energy and momentum and, indeed,
this should be an automatic consequence of the Dirac equation (7.23). Obviously,
we get an equation bearing some resemblance to the Klein—Gordon equation if
we act twice with the operator (iy“ o — m):

(iy ", — m) ¥ (x) = (—y“y”B,ﬁv — 2imy™d, + mz) Yx) =0. (7.24)

Using the original equation (7.23) and the fact that 9,0, = 0,0,,, we can rewrite
this as

(30100 +m?) y o) =0. (7125)

In order for this to be the same as the Klein—Gordon equation (7.2), the y matrices
must satisfy the condition

'y =vtyt vyt =20 (7.26)

where n*V is the (u, v) component of the Minkowski-spacetime metric tensor
(2.8) and is understood to be multiplied by the unit matrix. A set of matrices that
obey this condition is said to form a Clifford algebra.

The smallest matrices which can be made to obey the Clifford algebra
condition are 4 x 4 matrices, and we shall consider only these. Even so, there
are infinitely many representations of the algebra; that is, infinitely many sets
of four 4 x 4 matrices that satisfy the condition (7.26). Each representation
gives a different, but equivalent, mathematical representation of the same physical
situation. For this reason, it is possible to derive all the physical consequences of
the theory from the fact that the y matrices satisfy (7.26). Nevertheless, it is often
helpful to have in mind at least one possible set of such matrices. A standard
representation is

0 _ I 0 i_ 0 Oi
14 _<o _,) 14 —(_Gi 0) (7.27)

where each entry is itself a 2 x 2 matrix, / being the unit matrix and o' the Pauli
matrices, given by

_ (0 1 2 (0 —i 3 (1 0
61_(1 0) a_(i 0) a_(o _1). (7.28)
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Readers who are familiar with the non-relativistic theory of spin—% particles,
or who have studied appendix B, will recognize these matrices as the wave-
mechanical operators that represent the three components of the particle’s intrinsic
angular momentum. We shall shortly see that this is no coincidence.

7.3.2 Lorentz covariance and spin

As we have discussed in some detail in previous chapters, the equations that
express laws of physics are expected to take the same form when referred to any
frame of reference. In Minkowski spacetime, it is usually convenient to consider
only inertial, Cartesian frames, in which the metric tensor has the simple form
(2.8). Because of this restriction, the metric tensor does not appear explicitly in
most of our equations, and we expect the form of these equations to remain the
same only when we make Lorentz transformations of the form (3.25) (or, more
generally, Poincaré transformations, which include spacetime translations). In
classical physics, this property of Lorentz covariance is guaranteed if all equations
can be expressed in terms of 4-tensors. A Lorentz transformation rearranges the
components of a tensor amongst themselves, in such a way that the form of the
tensor equations is preserved. In (7.2), we assumed that the wavefunction ¢ (x)
was the simplest kind of tensor, namely a scalar. The detailed meaning of this is as
follows. Suppose that the state of the particle is described by two observers, using
sets of coordinates x and x’, related by (3.25). The same state will be described
by these observers in terms of two wavefunctions ¢ (x) and ¢’(x’). In general,
¢ and ¢’ are different functions, but if x and x’ are the coordinates of the same
spacetime point, then ¢(x) = ¢’(x”). Since 9,0 = 8M/8“/, each wavefunction
also satisfies the Klein—-Gordon equation written in its own set of coordinates.
The Dirac wavefunction is a four-component column matrix, so we may
expect that, on transforming to a new frame of reference, not only will the
components be different functions of the new coordinates, but they will also be
rearranged amongst themselves. It turns out that this rearrangement is not the
same as those specified by any of the tensor transformation laws (2.19). Although
Y has four components, these do not refer to spacetime directions as do the
components of a 4-vector. They actually refer, as we shall see, to different states
in which the particle can exist. I shall label these components as ¥, where o has
the values 1, ...,4. Thus, ¢ is a geometrical object of a kind that we have not
previously met. It is called a spinor, and its transformation law can be written as

Vo (X)) = Sap(M)Pp(x). (7.29)

The two sets of coordinates are again related by (3.25). The new transformation
matrix S is usually represented as a function of the matrix A as I have done here,
but it is probably clearer to think of S and A as different matrices, which both
depend on the same parameters, namely rotation angles and boost velocities such
as those in (3.26) and (3.27).
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If the Dirac equation is to be covariant, then the transformed wavefunction
must satisfy the equation

(iyﬂ’a,, _ m) W' (') = 0. (7.30)

The transformed derivative is 9,y = A" M/au, and it might appear that the
y matrices should transform as a contravariant 4-vector. This is not correct,
though. A constant 4-vector singles out a special direction in spacetime, and
the whole point of covariance is that no such special direction exists. The new
equation (7.30) is supposed to have the same form as the original equation (7.23),
and this means that both observers are entitled to use the same set of y matrices.
Thus, if the old matrices have the numerical values in (7.27) and (7.28), then so
do the new ones. But the index u’ indicates that they are associated with the
x" coordinate axes. From this requirement, we can work out what the spinor
transformation matrix must be. We substitute (7.29) into (7.30), rewrite 9, in
terms of 9,,, and multiply by S 1 to get

(is—l(A)y“’S(A)A“M,aﬂ - m) Y(x) = 0. (7.31)

Remembering that A“M,A”; = 8", we see that this is the same as (7.23) provided
that

STHAYMS(A) = APy (7.32)

Only if a matrix S with this property can be found will the Dirac equation be
Lorentz covariant.

It is sufficient to find S for the case of infinitesimal transformations. This
will give us the generators of Lorentz transformations, and the matrix for finite
transformations can be built up by exponentiation, in just the same way as for
spacetime translations. By expanding (3.26) and (3.27) in powers of the rotation
angle or boost velocity, we see that A can be written as

AM;L — 5;;’ + n“/”/wv/u 4. (7.33)

where ,/,, is antisymmetric in its two indices, each of its components being
proportional to a rotation angle or boost velocity. A general transformation,
which is some combination of rotations and boosts, can be written in the same
way. Usually, it is meaningless to write symbols like § and @ with two indices
belonging to different coordinate systems. Here it does make sense, because the
two sets of coordinates differ only by an infinitesimal amount. The matrix S must
be a function of w,, (where it is no longer necessary to distinguish between u
and p'), and we write its infinitesimal form as

i
S(A) =1 = Zouo™ +---. (7.34)
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In this expression, / is the unit 4 x 4 matrix and c*" denotes a set of 4 x 4 matrices
to be constructed in terms of the y*. Since wy,, is antisymmetric, we can assume
that 0" is also antisymmetric in u and v, because a symmetric part would give
zero when the implied summations have been carried out. (This antisymmetry
means, for example, that o 12 = 52! buto!?isnot necessarily an antisymmetric
matrix.) The inverse matrix is S~' = I + %iw,wcr’” + - -, and if we substitute
this together with (7.33) and (7.34) into the condition (7.32), it becomes

[v* o] = 2i (™Y — ™y H). (7.35)

Readers may verify using (7.26) that this is satisfied if we identify c#" as
oY = % " "] (7.36)
The physical significance of the matrix nature of the Dirac wavefunction can
be found by the same method that we used in §5.3 to identify the energy and
momentum operators. The momentum operator (5.6) is the generator of space
translations, in the sense that it generates a Taylor series like (5.51) when we
express a function of the new coordinates x’ = x + a in terms of the old ones. We
can carry this idea over to Lorentz transformations, but a slight change of notation
will be necessary to distinguish the two sets of coordinates. Just for the purposes
of this discussion, I shall replace the notation x* for the new coordinates with
x*. Again, this makes sense only because the new coordinate directions differ
infinitesimally from the old ones. Consider first a scalar function. Using (7.33),

we can write

=3t — Mok 4+ (7.37)

and ;
¢/()_C) =¢(x) = <1 - rlﬂvwvoiaﬁ +-- ) ¢ (x). (7.38)

X

If we take into account the antisymmetry of w,,, and use p* to stand for the
wave-mechanical momentum operator in*"d,, this can be rewritten as

P'(x) = (1 - %w,w(xﬂpv —x"p"+-- ) ¢ (x). (7.39)

This describes the relationship between the functional forms of the old and new
wavefunctions, and we can drop the bars over the coordinates, which are now just
dummy variables. For Dirac spinors, we must use the transformation law (7.29),
and we get an extra term from the matrix S. The result is

W (x) = <1 - %wwM‘“’ t- ) v (x) (7.40)

with the generators of Lorentz transformations given by

M™ = Lo 4 (xFp¥ —x"pH). (7.41)
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Since these generators are antisymmetric in u and v, only six of them are
independent. It is useful to divide them into two groups of three, defined by

Ki= MmO Jh= Lk pik (7.42)

where €/¥ is the three-dimensional Levi-Civita tensor, equal to 1 if (i, j, k) is
an even permutation of (1, 2, 3), —1 for an odd permutation and zero if any two
indices are equal. Thus J' = M?3, J> = M3! and J3 = M'2. The quantity
K' is the generator of boosts along the ith spatial axis, and J' is the generator of
rotations about the i th axis. Itis worth noting that a rotation ‘about the z axis’, say,
is more properly described as a rotation in the x-y plane. That is, it rearranges the
x and y coordinates, leaving z and ¢ unchanged. The totally antisymmetric tensor
€'7% exists only in three spatial dimensions, so in other numbers of dimensions
(should we want to consider them) the J? could not be defined.
The J' can be written in three-dimensional notation as
1

i 0 i
J:%(‘B Gi>+(rxp)1 (7.43)

as long as the representation (7.27) is used for the y matrices. The second term
is, of course, the wave-mechanical operator representing the ‘orbital’ angular
momentum associated with the motion of the particle, and we therefore interpret
the first term as representing an intrinsic angular momentum or spin, which is
independent of the orbital motion. Although the Dirac equation is a relativistic
one, the existence of particles with spin need not be thought of as a relativistic
effect. The generators (7.43) are concerned only with spatial rotations and can be
used perfectly well in a non-relativistic theory, as is reviewed in appendix B. In the
non-relativistic setting, the independent spin polarization states are specified by
the eigenvalue of one spin component, conventionally o3, which implies choosing
a particular direction in space as the ‘spin quantization axis’. In a relativistic
theory, this has no Lorentz-covariant meaning, because a Lorentz boost mixes
spatial and temporal directions.

A covariant description of spin polarization can be given in terms of the
Pauli-Lubanski 4-vector, defined by

Wy = teunio M p° (7.44)

where €, is the four-dimensional Levi-Civita tensor (see appendix A). Since
€ is totally antisymmetric, we have ewmp)‘p” = €uiep’'p’ = 0, so the
(xVp* — x*p") part of M"* makes no contribution to W,. In terms of the 3-
vectors p, X and K, where X is the spin part of J, the components of W# are

wl=x.p (7.45)
Wi =3xp’+ (K x p)'. (7.46)
The Lorentz-invariant quantity W2 = W, WH can be evaluated by choosing

any convenient frame of reference. If we imagine W2 to act on a momentum
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eigenfunction, we can replace p* with the corresponding eigenvalue k#. By
choosing the rest frame of the particle, where k* = (m, 0), we find

W2 = —m?x? (7.47)

and, according to the general theory of angular momentum in quantum mechanics,
this should equal —m?s(s+ 1) for a particle of spin s. Thus, a scalar wavefunction
with ¥ = O represents a spin-0 particle. For a Dirac spinor, X is the matrix in
(7.43) and X2 is % times the unit matrix, so the spinor represents spin-% particles.

7.3.3 Some properties of the y matrices

A number of useful properties of the y matrices follow from the Dirac equation
and the Clifford algebra condition. I shall list several of them, leaving details of
their proofs to readers. First, it follows from (7.26) that

yD*=1 and (yH?=-1I (7.48)

for i = 1,2 or 3. If we multiply the Dirac equation (7.23) by y°, we get a
relativistic Schrodinger equation

P .
ia—if =Hy = (—iyoylai + myo) V. (7.49)
The Hamiltonian H must be Hermitian, and from this it follows that yO is

Hermitian and the y are anti-Hermitian:

=0 and i =yl (7.50)
According to (7.26), yo anticommutes with each yi ,soforu =0,...,3, wecan
write
yhT =y Oyiy 0. (1.51)
The matrix 3 is defined by
. i
r? =iy vy’ = Seuno vy yiy7 (7.52)
It has the properties
=1 (7.53)
Yy = — Oyt for any . (7.54)

Although the four matrices ¥ do not constitute a 4-vector in the ordinary
sense, it is often necessary to form contractions as if they did. A useful
abbreviation is the ‘slash’ notation

¢ =ytay, (7.55)
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where a, is any 4-vector. In this notation, the Dirac equation (7.23) takes the
form

({d —m)y(x) = 0. (7.56)
The Pauli-Lubanski vector (7.44) can be written, for Dirac spinors, as
Wi =—1[yu p]¥’ (7.57)

as readers are invited to prove in exercise 7.6.

7.3.4 Conjugate wavefunction and the Dirac action

The adjoint of the Dirac equation (7.23) is
¥l () (iy““a_ﬂ + m) =0 (7.58)

where ?ﬂ indicates differentiation of the function on its left. This notation is
useful in conjunction with the multiplication of the row matrix ¥ by a y matrix
on its right. If we multiply this equation from the right by ¥ and use (7.51), we
get

- <
7 (x) (1 7+ m) —0 (7.59)
where the conjugate wavefunction is defined by
V@) =y @y’ (7.60)
It is simple to verify that the two equations (7.56) and (7.59) can be derived as
Euler—Lagrange equations from the action
S=/d4x1/}(ia—m)¢ (7.61)

by treating ¥ and v as independent variables.

7.3.5 Probability current and bilinear covariants

As in the case of scalar wavefunctions, we would like to identify a 4-vector
probability current density which is conserved; that is, it satisfies the equation
of continuity. The quantity

JHx) = Y )y y(x) (7.62)

is easily shown, using the Dirac equation and its adjoint, to be conserved. The
component j* = Ty, which we would like to identify as the conserved
probability density, is positive definite. This would appear to be an advantage,
compared with the negative probabilities encountered for the scalar wavefunction,
but it will turn out that this is, in a sense, illusory. Since the y* are not themselves
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the components of a 4-vector, we must show that (7.62) is a 4-vector. To do this,
we need a property of the transformation matrix S(A) which, on exponentiating
(7.34), is seen to be of the form S(A) = exp(—iw,,0""/4). Because of the
relation (7.51), we have

sTa) = s~ a)y°. (7.63)

Using this and the defining property (7.32), we can write the current density in a
new frame of reference as

O =D Oy Y )
=y ST Ay S(A)Y ()
= 0S8 AP S(MY(x)
= A", jH(x)

so j* does indeed transform as a 4-vector. Note that the presence of ¢ rather than
¥ T is essential to this proof.

A number of other tensors can be constructed in the same way. To understand
how these are classified, it is necessary to consider a wider class of Lorentz
transformations than we have so far. The representative transformation matrices
(3.26) and (3.27) each have AOO > 1 and det(A) = +1. Such transformations are
called proper Lorentz transformations. Examples of ‘improper’ transformations
are time reversal t' = —t and parity or spatial reflection x’ = —x. Each of these
has det(A) = —1. Several important tensor-like quantities have transformation
laws similar to (2.19), except that the right-hand side is multiplied by det(A).
These are called pseudotensors. Three-dimensional examples are provided by the
cross products @ x b of any two vectors, which are called axial vectors. Each
vector changes sign under parity, but the product does not change sign. (More
generally, a quantity whose transformation law contains a factor [det(A)]" is a
tensor density of weight n.)

The so-called bilinear covariants are products of the form ¥ 'y, where I is
a4 x 4 matrix. Any 4 x 4 matrix can be written as a linear combination of 16
linearly independent ones. Such a set is provided by the matrices I, y5, y*, y*y>
and o#¥, which have the advantage of giving rise to tensors or pseudotensors. The
names given to these objects and their transformation properties are

scalar: S(x) = ¥ (x)¥(x) S'(x") = S(x)

pseudoscalar: P(x) = ¥ (x)y ¥ (x) P'(x') = det(A) P (x)

vector: VE(x) = ¥ (x)y ¥ (x) VE () = AM, VA (x)

axial vector: A*(x) = ¥ (x)yHy v (x) A (x) = det(A)A“;LA“(x)
tensor: TH (x) = ¥ (x)o "V (x) THY (x') = A, AV TR (x).

The vector covariant is, of course, the same as (7.62), and the proofs of all the
transformation properties are similar to that given above.
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7.3.6 Plane-wave solutions

As in the non-relativistic theory, a complete set of plane-wave solutions to the
Dirac equation is labelled by the momentum k and a spin component s = :l:%
along a chosen quantization axis. A covariant description of the spin polarization
of a massive particle can be given as follows. In the rest frame, where k" =
(m, 0), choose a unit 3-vector n as the quantization axis. In a frame in which the
momentum is (kO, k), the object

k- k -
poo— (Fen o, kem (7.64)
m m(m + k)
is a 4-vector, with n,n”* = —1 and k,n* = 0. The quantity W - n = W, n* is

Lorentz invariant. Its value is most easily calculated in the rest frame and is
W-n=—-—mX-n (7.65)

which is the component of spin along n as measured in the rest frame. A complete
set of plane-wave solutions is now given by the simultaneous eigenfunctions of
W - n and the momentum operator id,,. There are both positive- and negative-

energy solutions. Let k0 = + (k2 + mz)l/ 2. The positive-energy solutions have
the form '
Yis () = e Hulk, s) (7.66)

where u(k, s) is a column matrix. To satisfy the Dirac equation (7.56), we must
have
K—m)yuk,s) =0 (7.67)

and, according to the above definition of spin polarization, (W - n)u(k,s) =
—ms u(k,s). This means that s is the spin component in the direction n that
would be measured by an observer in the particle’s rest frame, even when u (k, s)
describes the state as observed in some other frame. If we do consider the rest
frame, and choose n = (0, 0, 1), then with the standard representation (7.27) for
the y matrices we find

utk, 1) = and  uk,—1) = (7.68)

[ e R
SO = O

Corresponding to each positive-energy solution there is a negative-energy
solution .
yE () = "k, 5) (7.69)

where the negative-energy spinor v(k, s) satisfies

(¥ + myv(k,s) = 0. (7.70)
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As in the scalar theory, it will be necessary to reinterpret these negative-energy
solutions in terms of antiparticles. In the scalar case, the negative-energy solution
is the complex conjugate of a positive-energy antiparticle wavefunction. Here,
(7.69) is the charge conjugate of a positive-energy antiparticle wavefunction.
The operation of charge conjugation, denoted by the superscript ¢ in (7.69),
relates particle and antiparticle states. It involves both complex conjugation and
a rearrangement of spinor components. To find the positive-energy solution of
which (7.69) is the conjugate, we define

Ui s () = CYf (x) (7.71)

where C is a matrix to be found. The spinor v(k, s) = Cu*(k,s) must satisfy
(7.70), given that u(k, s) satisfies (7.67). Taking the complex conjugate of (7.67)
and multiplying by C, we find that this will be so provided that

CyM e = —yn. (1.72)

This is usually expressed differently, by observing that y#* is the transpose
(denoted by T) of y#T. Then by using (7.48) and (7.51), we can express C as
C = C y T, where the charge conjugation matrix C has the property

CyrTect = —yr. (7.73)

This relation does not define C uniquely; the usual choice of a matrix that works,
within the standard representation of the y matrices, is C = iy2y°. The charge
conjugate spinors corresponding to (7.68) are

vk, 3 = and vk, —1)=—

0 0
0 0
0 1 (7.74)
1 0

Some further properties of charge conjugation are explored in the exercises, as is
the construction of plane-wave solution in frames other than the rest frame.

7.3.7 Massless spin-% particles

A spin-% particle whose mass is zero satisfies the Dirac equation iy = 0.
Whether such particles exist in nature is uncertain. Neutrinos are spin-% particles
and their masses are too small to be measured directly, but there is (at the time
of writing) some indirect evidence to suggest that some at least of the known
neutrino species have non-zero masses. Be that as it may, solutions of the massless
Dirac equation play an important role in several theories that we shall examine
later on. A massless particle travels with the speed of light and therefore has no
rest frame, so the polarization vector (7.64) cannot be defined. Instead, spin states
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can be classified according to helicity, which is the component of spin parallel to
the 3-vector momentum k:

h=X-k/k|. (7.75)
The Pauli-Lubanski vector can be expressed as W# = —1y [y#k — k] so,
for a wavefunction satisfying the massless Dirac equation, we have Wy =
%ySk"l//. Thus, a plane-wave solution with a definite momentum k* will also
be an eigenfunction of W if it is an eigenfunction of . Any wavefunction can
be decomposed as ¥ = YR + Y1, where

R=50+y Y= 501-y). (7.76)
(Here and in other similar contexts, I follow the custom of using ‘1’ to denote
the unit matrix.) Since (y°)2 = 1, these two components are eigenfunctions

of y°, with eigenvalues +1 and —1 respectively. If ¥ is a plane wave, with
momentum eigenvalue k*, they are eigenfunctions of W with eigenvalues
:l:%k“. In particular, they are eigenfunctions of W° with eigenvalues :l:%ko. Since
W9 = X . k and k° = |k| for a massless particle, we find that the component yg
has helicity h = +% while v has helicity i = —%. If we picture a positive-
helicity particle as a small spinning sphere, whose angular momentum is parallel
to k, then the fingers of a right hand whose thumb is extended in the direction of
k would curl in the direction of the sphere’s rotation. In this sense, the component
YR is said to be right-handed, while Y is left-handed. For any spinor, these
components are called the chiral projections and in this context y° is the chirality
or ‘handedness’ operator. However, it is only for massless particles that these
chiral projections have definite helicities.

7.4 Spinor Field Theory

Although the Dirac equation appears to lead to a positive definite probability
density, and thus to solve one of the problems that we encountered in interpreting
solutions of the Klein—Gordon equation, it nevertheless has negative-energy
solutions, as we have seen. In order to interpret these in terms of antiparticles, we
must again resort to second quantization. If we write out matrix multiplications
explicitly, the action (7.61) is

S = /d4x i (iyl.’;au - ma,,-) ). (7.77)
The momentum conjugate to ; is
88 L0
- =iv.v) =iy 7.78
= S = VTR =1V (7.78)

which is the same as (6.26) for the non-relativistic Schrodinger theory. When ¢
satisfies the Dirac equation, the action is zero, and in that case the Hamiltonian is

H= /d3x i (x, DV (x, 1) = /d3x V(x, iy oy (x, 1). (7.79)
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In accordance with our earlier procedure, we replace the wavefunction with a field
operator. This may be expanded in terms of plane-wave solutions as

~ d3k ~ —ik-x 5t ik-x
Jx) = / T Z btk 1e uth, 5) +d' k. ) vk, 5)]

A (7.80)
in which k% = (k* + m?)!/2. The operator b(k, s) is to be interpreted as the

annihilation operator for a particle of 3-momentum k and spin polarization s, and

cf (k, s) as the creation operator for an antiparticle. It is possible to normalize
u(k, s) and v(k, s) in such a way that

ik, )y*uk, sy = vk, s)y*v(k, s') = 2k" 8y (7.81)
ik, s)y vk, s") = vk, )y uk,s’) =0 (7.82)
where k* = (k9, —k) (see exercise 7.4), and this leads to the same covariant

normalization for the particle states as we had for spin-0 particles. In particular,
the creation and annihilation operators can be expressed in terms of i through

bk, s) = /d3x X ik, 5)y "% (x) (7.83)
d'k,s) = / Bx e 5k, 5)7 09 (x) (7.84)

which correspond to (7.12) and (7.13) in the scalar theory.
In terms of the creation and annihilation operators, the Hamiltonian reads

. &3k - . . A
A _/m;w(k) [b (k. )bk, s) — Ak, )d (k. s)]. (7.85)

If we were to assume commutation relations similar to (7.17), it may be seen
that the antiparticles would contribute negative energies. Other undesirable
consequences would also follow. For example, causality would be violated, in
the sense that operators representing observable quantities in regions of spacetime
at space-like separations would fail to commute. Thus, events in these regions,
which cannot communicate via signals travelling at speeds less than or equal
to that of light, would not be independent as they ought to be. It is these
inconsistencies that give rise to the spin-statistics theorem mentioned in §6.1.
They can be removed if we assume instead the anticommutation relations

bk, ), bT (K, s = (d(k. ), d (K, s")} = 1) 20(H)8,8(k — k') (7.86)

with all other anticommutators equal to zero. The antiparticle term in (7.85)
then changes sign when we reverse the order of the operators, and we also get
an infinite constant, as in (7.21). Removing the constant is again equivalent to
normal ordering, provided that the definition of normal ordering is amended to
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include a change of sign whenever two fermionic operators are interchanged.
The relations (7.86) imply equal-time anticommutation relations for the field
components, which are

(i, 0, T (x', 1)} = i8;;8(x — x) (7.87)

the anticommutator of two field components or two momentum components being
zZero.

When anticommutation is taken into account, the number operator for spin-%
fermions is found to be

N = /d3x:1/£f(x,t)y01/7(x,t):

—/‘1371‘2[13% bk, s) —d e, )d k. 9)]. (7.88)
= 2 20® .S .S , S ,8) . .

N

This counts the (number of particles — number of antiparticles), which is the
desired result. It can, of course, take both positive and negative values, which
is ironic, since the positive definite probability density appeared at first to be
a success of the Dirac equation. We see, indeed, that at the level of first
quantization, the Dirac theory cannot be quite correct. To allow for the antiparticle
interpretation, it ought to be possible for j%(x) to have negative values. There
is, in fact, a modification that will do this. Let us consider the plane-wave
expansion (7.80) to apply to a wavefunction, the coefficients b(k, s) and d*(k, s)
being numbers rather than operators. For consistency with the anticommutation
of the corresponding operators, these should be regarded as anticommuting
numbers. This means that b(k, s)b(k’,s') = —b(k’, s")b(k, s) and similarly for
any product of bs, ds and their complex conjugates. In particular, the product
of an anticommuting number with itself is zero. However, any anticommuting
number still commutes with an ordinary commuting (or c-) number. Such
anticommuting numbers are said to form a Grassmann algebra (see appendix A).
The Dirac wavefunction itself is therefore also an anticommuting Grassmann
number. For many purposes, we deal only with equations which, like the
Dirac equation itself, are linear in the wavefunction, so the anticommutation
has no effect. None of the results derived in previous sections are changed.
However, certain properties of the bilinear covariants do depend on whether the
wavefunction is taken to be commuting or anticommuting, and these will be
consistent with corresponding properties of the second-quantized operators only
if anticommuting wavefunctions are used. The Hamiltonian and current density
are cases in point.

7.5 Weyl and Majorana Spinors

We can now see in detail the physical meaning of the four components of a Dirac
spinor. The four degrees of freedom correspond to four single-particle states: a



160 Relativistic Wave Equations and Field Theories

particle and an antiparticle state, each of which can have either of two independent
spin polarizations. A question that turns out to be worth asking is this: is it
necessarily true that a spin—% particle species has all four of these states available
to it? The considerations involved in addressing this question are especially
important in the case of massless particles, and most of our discussion will focus
on these. The algebra that is needed becomes particularly straightforward if we
choose a different representation of the y matrices from the standard set (7.27)
that we have used up to now. The four matrices

0 __ 0 -1 i 0 Oi
Y _<—J ()) Y ‘(—ai o) (7.89)

satisfy the Clifford algebra condition (7.26) and constitute the Weyl or chiral
representation. In this representation, the matrices y5 , C and C that we defined
earlier are given by

s (1 0 (=€ 0 {0 €
V"(o —1) C“(() e) C"(—e 0) (7.90)

where € is the 2 x 2 matrix

.2 (0 1
€ =1io _<_1 0) (7.91)
which has the properties eo’ ¢ = o' and €2 = —I. The operators that appear in
the equations (7.67) and (7.70) for positive- and negative-energy spinors are

+ml (W1+a-m)

(K°I — o - k) +m 1 (7.92)

k¢m=—<
For massless particles, the positive- and negative-energy spinors # and v obey the
same equation fu = v = 0. In fact, there is no need to distinguish between u
and v, so I shall write this single equation as ku = 0. A massless particle has both
m = 0 and k° = |k|. (Recall from our discussion in §7.3.6 that k° is positive for
both positive- and negative-energy solutions, but these two types of solution are
distinguished by the sign of the exponential factor in (7.66) and (7.69)). Suppose,
for simplicity, that k = (0, 0, k). Then ¥ can be written explicitly as

0 0 =2t O
0 0 0 0

F=1lo o 0 o (7.93)
0 -2« 0 O
The equation fu = 0 has only two independent solutions, which are
1 0
0 0
UR = 0 and up, = 0 (7.94)
0 1
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with ySuR = 4uR and ySuL = —uy. Clearly, when k is in some other direction,
there can also be only two independent solutions. They can be written as
_ [ x) _ 0
ur(k) = < 0 ) up (k) = (—ex*(k) (7.95)

where each entry is a 2-component column matrix and

_ |k| o-k 1
W () o

With the normalization factor given here, the two solutions have the
orthonormality properties

ur(k)y"ugr (k) = a . ()y"ur (k) = 2k" (1.97)
ur (k)y*up (k) = i (k)y"ur (k) = 0. (7.98)

They are also related by charge conjugation:
ug (k) = Cug (k) = ur(k) uy (k) = Cuj (k) = ur (k). (7.99)

The general solution to the massless Dirac equation can now be written as

P (x) = Yr(x) + YL (x), with
IR () = Sk e i + 4 e ur o] (7.100
W(x)—/m[lz( ye " ur(k) +dyp (k)e uR()] (7.100)

A &k n —ikx 5t ik-x
I (x) = /m[bL(k)e uL (k) + dy (ke uL(k)]. (7.101)

Note carefully that, since the charge conjugate of a right-handed solution is a
left-handed solution, the coefficient of the negative-energy term in I/A/R must be
interpreted as the creation operator for a left-handed particle, and conversely for
Yr. It is not hard to verify that the Dirac equation can be written in terms of the
right- and left-handed components as

R =myr gL = myr. (7.102)

In the case of massless particles, these are two independent equations.
Correspondingly, the result of exercise 7.9 shows that the action (7.61) can be
expressed as

S = /d4x [ivRdYR +ivLdyL]. (7.103)

It is therefore possible to delete, say, Yr from our theory entirely or, equivalently,
to construct a theory that involves only the left-handed field 1. The spinor in
this reduced theory is called a Weyl spinor. The theory contains two independent
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annihilation operators, l;L(k) and c?R(k) together with the creation operators

IQE(k) and c?;;(k). In this theory, the particles can exist only in the left-handed
state, while the antiparticles exist only in the right-handed state. In the alternative
theory, which contains only g, the converse would be true. However, these
two theories are physically equivalent, since we can rename the particles as
antiparticles and vice versa. They are also mathematically equivalent, because
we can rewrite the theory of ¥R in terms of ¥, which is a left-handed field.

The theory containing a single massless Weyl spinor thus provides one
example of a particle that has available to it only two of the four states in the
full Dirac theory. A second example is provided by a spin-% particle which is
its own antiparticle. The field operator yn(x) for such a particle must obey
wlf,l(x) = Y (x) and is called a Majorana spinor. In the case of a massless
particle, the field can be written in terms of creation and annihilation operators
,éR, ,BAl;, ﬁL, ,BA{ for the right- and left-handed states available to it:

R &’k ik R .
) = f o [ (R WPr® + w0k

+ o (ur B (0 + uBLM)) ] (7104

The Dirac equation for a Majorana spinor can be obtained as the Euler—Lagrange
equation associated with the action

S = /d4x Sigmdym. (7.105)

The factor of % is necessary to maintain the anticommutation relations (7.87) for
the field and its conjugate momentum, given that we have a reduced number of
creation and annihilation operators with the anticommutators

{Batk), B (K} = (27)32|k|5aRS (k — k) (7.106)

where the indices A and B have the values R or L.

For non-interacting, massless particles, the theories containing a single Weyl
spinor or a Majorana spinor are actually equivalent. Mathematically, we can use
the left-handed field (7.101), for example, to build a Majorana spinor

Pm(x) = Y (x) + ¥f ()
&’k i 5 A
_ / PR [e—lk-x (uR(k)dR(k) + uL(k)bL(k))
+ e (ur 0] (0) + u ()dr(K)) | (7.107)

and it is possible to show that the action for this field is

S = /d4x Tigmiom = /d4x WLy (7.108)
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Moreover, the operators (l;L, l;{, L?R, c?;;) have exactly the same anticommutation
relations as (,éL, ,BAE, ,éR, ,BAIZ), so the difference between these two theories is
purely a matter of notation. From a physical point of view, the available states
in each case are a left-handed particle and a right-handed antiparticle. According
to the Weyl description, the particle and antiparticle are distinct, while according
to the Majorana description they are the same particle. This might seem to be a
genuine physical difference. However, the difference is physically undetectable
so long as the particles do not interact. If the particles do interact, then the nature
of the interaction will tell us which description is appropriate. For example, it is
possible to construct an idealized theory of massless electrons, in which electrons
are always left-handed and positrons are always right-handed. If these electrons
interact via electromagnetic fields, then the extra term in the S needed to account
for this interaction (to be discussed in chapter 8) cannot be built from a Majorana
spinor. A Weyl spinor is needed to describe the electromagnetic interaction and,
of course, electrons and positrons will turn out to be different particles, since they
have opposite charges.

7.6 Particles of Spin 1 and 2

In later chapters, we shall encounter fundamental spin-1 particles (photons, which
are massless and the W* and Z° particles, which are massive). In a quantum
theory of gravity, there ought also to be gravitons, which turn out to have
spin 2, although these particles have not (at the time of writing) been detected
experimentally. All the theories involving these particles give rise to special
technical questions, which I shall discuss in due course. In this section, we take a
preliminary look at the wave equations that describe such particles in the absence
of interactions, and investigate how they can be interpreted in terms of spin.

7.6.1 Photons and massive spin-1 particles

In the absence of charged particles, Maxwell’s equations (3.52) can be written in
terms of the 4-vector potential A, as

OA, —9,(8,A") =0. (7.109)
A modification of this equation, called the Proca equation
OA, +m?A, — 8,(3,A") =0 (7.110)

describes particles of mass m. In fact, if we act with 3# on (7.110), the first and
last terms cancel and the remaining equation tells us that

9 A" = 0. (7.111)

Using this result, (7.110) becomes just the Klein—Gordon equation (O +m2)A w=
0. In the Maxwell theory, we can use the property of gauge invariance to impose
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the condition (7.111) on the solutions of (7.109) also. Thus, if we make a gauge
transformation (3.60) and choose 6 (x) to be a solution of (06 = 9, A", the new
vector potential A;l(x) obeys (7.111), which in this context is called the Lorentz
gauge condition. To put this another way, any solution of the Maxwell wave
equation (7.109) can be written as A, (x) = ALL) (x) + 9,0(x), where Ag‘) (x)
obeys the Lorentz condition. The term 9,6 (x) has no physical meaning, since it
makes no contribution to the electric and magnetic fields and therefore, according
to exercise 3.6, makes no contribution to the energy either, so it can be discarded.

The spin of particles described by a 4-vector wavefunction or field operator
can be determined by the same method that we used for Dirac spinors. Let us
assemble the four components of A, into a column matrix A. Under a Lorentz
transformation, we have A’(x’) = AA(x), which is analogous to (7.29), the
matrix S(A) now being just A itself. In this matrix language, the generators
of Lorentz transformations which appear in the Pauli-Lubanski vector (7.45) and
(7.46) are given for 4-vector fields by

000 0 0 0 00 00 0 0
. (o000 o » o o o i s (oo -io
E=looo0o =i|F=|o o o0l ¥ loi oo
00 i 0 0 —i 0 0 00 0 0
(7.112)

0 i 0 0 00 i 0 00 0 i

v (i 000 > [0 o000 5 0000
E=loooo)l X =liooo] X =loooo
000 0 000 0 i 000
(7.113)

As before, we consider plane-wave solutions, which in this case have the form
AV (x) = ele ik (7.114)

and represent the components of the polarization vector €* as a column matrix.
The condition (7.111) implies ke = 0. For massive particles, we can use the
rest frame, where k* = (m, 0), and calculate the square of the Pauli—-Lubanski
vector, with the result

W2 =W, Wt = —m?3? = —2m? (7.115)

S oo O

0
0
1
0

- o O O

0
1
0
0
The factor of s(s + 1) = 2 indicates that the particles have spin s = 1, but the

matrix here is not the unit matrix. Taking the spin quantization axis in the x>
direction as usual, we can find a set of four basis vectors €, for the polarization (A
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is a label for these vectors, not a spacetime index), which are eigenvectors of 3.

0 0 0 1
e—L ! € = 0 € _ L €\ = 0
el 1o VA 0= 1o
0 1 0 0

(7.116)

The first three of these, with eigenvalues 1, O and —1 respectively correspond
to the expected values of the = 3 component of spin. The last, ¢, also has
eigenvalue 0, but it does not obey the condition (7.111), which in the rest frame
becomes me® = 0, and so is not an allowed solution. Acting on a solution built
from the first three polarization vectors, the matrix in (7.115) is, in effect, just the
unit 3 x 3 matrix.

The spin polarization of a massless particle such as a photon must again be
described in terms of helicity, and again we consider a frame of reference in which
k* = (k,0,0, k) with k > 0. In this frame, the helicity operator & = wo / k0
is h = 3, and it has the same eigenvectors (7.116). However, the condition
3, A" = 0 now says that kye* = k(e® — €’) = 0, or € = €. The two
‘transverse’ polarizations €41, for which the 3-vector € is perpendicular to the
momentum k, obey this condition, but of the 27 = O states, only the longitudinal
combination

€L =€0+ €)= (7.117)

—_— O O =

does so. This longitudinal polarization vector is el’j = kM/k and the
corresponding plane wave can be written as A, (x) = 9,6(x), where 6(x) =
(i/k)e™** Tt is thus a ‘pure gauge’, in the sense that it can be reduced to Ay=0
by a gauge transformation, and is not physically meaningful. We see, then, that
a photon exists only in the two polarization states with helicity # = =£1. In
terms of classical light waves, this corresponds to the familiar fact that plane-wave
solutions to Maxwell’s equations have electric and magnetic fields transverse to
the direction of propagation; the two helicity states correspond to states of right-
and left-circular polarization in the classical theory.

Quantum field operators for spin-1 particles can be constructed from creation
and annihilation operators for the allowed spin polarization states, but this is
not entirely straightforward, owing to the fact that A, has more components
than there are independent physical states. An immediate difficulty can be seen
from exercise 3.6, which shows that the momentum conjugate to Ag vanishes
identically, which is inconsistent with commutation relations such as (7.14).
Methods of circumventing this problem are described in many books on quantum
field theory, but I do not propose to enter into them here. Instead, I shall discuss in
chapter 9 an alternative approach to the quantization of gauge-invariant theories,
namely the path-integral formalism, which is more convenient for many practical
purposes.
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7.6.2 Gravitons

The general-relativistic theory of gravity asserts, as we saw in chapter 4, that
the metric tensor g,,(x) is not fixed, as in Minkowski spacetime, but is a
dynamical quantity analogous in some respects to electromagnetic fields. We
might therefore suspect the existence of gravitational radiation, which would be in
some respects analogous to electromagnetic radiation. This is indeed a prediction
of general relativity, and there exists a well-developed theory of the properties
of gravitational waves and how they might be generated and detected. Here, I
have the space only to deal with a few basic features, which bear directly on the
possibility of finding a comprehensive quantum-mechanical theory of the physical
world.

The equations which, in general relativity, serve a purpose analogous to
that of Maxwell’s equations in electromagnetism are the field equations (4.17),
and our first objective is to derive from these a wave equation of the same
kind as (7.109) or (7.110). To do this, we write the metric tensor as gy, (x) =

gg) (x) + hyy(x), where g,(E,) (x) is a ‘background’ metric describing the overall
geometrical structure of whatever spacetime interests us, while 7, (x) is a
small correction that we hope to interpret as a gravitational wave propagating
through this background spacetime. By expanding the field equations to linear
order in A, (x), we obtain an approximate wave equation that describes freely-
propagating waves. The essential features can be found most easily by taking
the background to be Minkowski spacetime, so we take gﬁ? (x) = nuv. Just
as we obtained (7.109) by ignoring charged particles, so here we will ignore the
presence of matter (which would, however, be necessary to generate the waves in
the first place), setting T,,, = 0. As we found when obtaining the Schwarzschild
solution, the field equations can then be written simply as R, = 0.

With g, = nuv + Ay, the affine connection coefficients ', can be
approximated as in (4.6) and they are linear in /,,,. Therefore, our wave equation
is derived only from the terms in the Ricci tensor (2.36) that are linear in I'. That
is

Ry ~T%, , —T",  ~0. (7.118)

Writing this out explicitly in terms of £, , we get
Ohyy + 3,30k} — 3% (3hva + dvhys) = 0. (7.119)

Since k., is symmetric in 4 and v, it has ten independent components. At first
sight, it might seem that a gravitational wave has ten possible polarizations, and
thus that a quantum of gravitational energy, or graviton, would be a particle
having ten independent spin polarizations, and obeying the rather complicated
wave equation (7.119). At this point, however, we must take into account that
the components of the Minkowski metric tensor have the special set of values
Ny shown in (2.8) only when we use an inertial, Cartesian system of coordinates.
There will be some sets of functions £, (x) for which the metric g,., = nuv+hu
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is exactly the metric of Minkowski spacetime, but expressed in a different
coordinate system. An £, of this kind does not describe a genuine gravitational
wave. In this sense, general relativity has a gauge invariance symmetry quite
similar to that of electromagnetism.

Let us work out the implications of this gauge invariance. Because we
are considering only small changes %, in the metric, we need consider only
small changes in the coordinates, which can be specified by four small functions
6" (x). That is, we consider the effect of changing to a new set of coordinates
xt = x* 4+ 6" (x). (Here I am using the same notation as in the derivation
of (7.40), which makes sense only for small transformations.) According to the
transformation laws that we obtained in §2.2, the components of the metric tensor
in the new coordinates are

o ayB
gu(X) = %%gaﬂ(x)' (7.120)
By expanding this to linear order in both 4, and 6, we find that the new metric
18 guv(x) = Ny + hyy(x), where

By () = Ry (x) — 3,0, (x) — 3,0, (x). (7.121)

Just as two vector potentials related by the gauge transformation (3.60) with an
arbitrary function 6 (x) represent the same physical situation, because they give
the same electric and magnetic fields, so two small changes in the metric related
by the gauge transformation (7.121) describe the same physical situation, because
they give the same geometrical structure, albeit described in different coordinate
systems.

Consider, in particular, the quantity g, = 81,5, — 33,1, whose derivatives
appear in the wave equation (7.119). By making a gauge transformation, we find

qu(x) = qu(x) — 00, (x) (7.122)

so we can arrange for g, (x) to vanish, by choosing 8,,(x) to be solutions of the
equation 06, = ¢,. Putting this another way, we are free to impose on the
solutions of (7.119) the condition

sy — 30,h5 =0 (7.123)

which is the gravitational equivalent of the Lorentz gauge condition (7.111). It
can be called the harmonic gauge condition, because it corresponds to choosing
coordinates such that g“”Fﬁw = 0, which are called harmonic coordinates. In
that case, the wave equation becomes simply [k, = 0, which is the Klein—
Gordon equation for a massless particle.

We have now established that a graviton is a massless particle, which
therefore travels with the speed of light. What about its spin? A plane-wave
solution to (7.119) can be written as

B (x) = etveiks (7.124)
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where k, k" = 0 and /" is a symmetric polarization tensor with ten independent
components. The gauge condition (7.123) implies that this tensor must obey the
four equations

ket = Lkie} (7.125)

for uw =0, ..., 3 and this reduces the number of independent components to six.
We can, however, make a further gauge transformation, using

oM (x) = oreikx (7.126)

where 6/ are four arbitrary constants. The new solution (which is physically
equivalent to the old one) is 2*¥ (x) = emve~ikx where

MY = MV — kHpY — kYoM, (7.127)

Using the fact that k,k* = 0, it is easy to check that R (x) still obeys the
harmonic gauge condition. Because of the four arbitrary constants, the number of
physically meaningful independent components in €*" is now 6 —4 = 2. Because
the graviton is massless, these must correspond to two states of opposite helicity.
The values of this helicity can be determined by the same methods we have used
in previous cases. The algebra is a little more complicated, though, so I shall just
quote the result, which is that ~ = 42. Thus, the graviton is a massless spin-2
particle. As for the photon, however, some of the helicity states that we might
have expected (namely 7 = 0, 1) correspond to gauge degrees of freedom and
not to genuine particle states.

While photons and massive spin-1 particles are routinely detected by
experimenters, no graviton has yet been observed. Quite possibly, this is because
no sufficiently sensitive detector has yet been constructed. There is, on the
other hand, some rather compelling, though indirect, evidence for the existence
of classical gravitational waves. This comes from observations of a single
astronomical object—a binary pulsar discovered by R. A. Hulse and J. H. Taylor
in the 1970s. The orbital frequency of this binary star system has been found
to be increasing, in a manner that can be attributed to energy loss through the
emission of gravitational radiation. Indeed, the frequency has been accurately
monitored over many years and is found to agree remarkably well with theoretical
predictions based on this interpretation.

7.7 Wave Equations in Curved Spacetime

It ought, of course, to be possible to study wave equations and field theories in
curved spacetimes. When this is done, it turns out that there are difficulties of
interpretation over and above those we have already encountered in Minkowski
spacetime, and these difficulties have not, to my mind, been completely resolved.
More detailed discussions than I can give here can be found, for example, in
Birrell and Davies (1982) and Wald (1984).
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The first requirement, obviously, is that wave equations should be
covariant, and therefore the action should be invariant, under general coordinate
transformations. Starting from the theories we have already considered, two steps
are necessary to construct suitable actions: we must use the covariant spacetime
volume element (4.12) and replace partial derivatives with covariant derivatives.
It is also possible to add further terms involving the Riemann curvature tensor,
which will vanish if the spacetime happens to be flat. In the case of a scalar field,
these steps can be carried out straightforwardly. The covariant derivative of a
scalar quantity is the same as the partial derivative, and we arrive at an action of
the form

5= [t (=g [5 (13,0700 — "6 + ERCOGG] (1128

where R (x) is the Ricci curvature scalar defined in (2.51) and & is a dimensionless
number. This additional term is the only possible one that does not involve
dimensionful coefficients. The corresponding Euler—Lagrange equation is

gV, Vo + (m2 - éR) ¢ =0 (7.129)

where V,, is the covariant derivative. (Recall that, although V,¢ = 9, ¢, this
quantity is a vector, which must be acted on with a covariant derivative.) To
derive (7.129), we use an integration by parts, and the covariant derivative enters
through the covariant version of Gauss’ theorem exhibited as equation (A.23) of
appendix A. The value of £ is not determined by any known physical principle
and, since the effects of spacetime curvature are too small to measure in the
laboratory, it cannot be determined by experiment either. The case £ = 0 is called
minimal coupling, for obvious reasons. An interesting case is £ = %. Ifé& = %
and m = 0, the theory possesses a symmetry known as conformal invariance. A
conformal transformation means replacing the metric g, (x) with (x)? 8uv(x),
where €2(x) is an arbitrary function. If at the same time we replace ¢ (x) with
Q~!(x)¢(x), then it can be shown that the wave equation (7.129) is unchanged.
Whether we should expect this symmetry to be respected by nature is not clear.
At any rate, the case § = % is known as conformal coupling.

To construct a generally covariant version of the Dirac equation requires
rather more thought. We have seen that spinor wavefunctions do not have the
same transformation properties as any of the tensors considered in chapter 2,
so we do not yet know how to form their covariant derivatives. In order to do
this, we first recall that it is always possible to set up a system of locally inertial
Cartesian coordinates, valid in a sufficiently small region of spacetime. Strictly
speaking, this must be an infinitesimal region surrounding, say, the point X with
coordinates x* = X*. I shall denote these local coordinates by y“, using Latin
indices a, b, c, ... to distinguish them from the large-scale coordinates x*. In
terms of these coordinates, the metric tensor is given at X by the Minkowski form
Nap- I shall denote the transformation matrix A (equation(2.13)) which relates the
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two sets of coordinates by the special symbol e:

% a
et (X) = " and e“M(X) = W . (7.130)
A XHh=XH dxH Xh=XH
If we set up a locally inertial frame of reference at each point of spacetime,
in such a way that the directions of their axes vary smoothly from one point to
another, then we obtain a set of four vector fields e%(x), el e’g(x) which specify,
at each point, the directions of these axes. This set of vector fields is known
variously as a vierbein (a German expression meaning ‘four legs’), a fetrad, or
a frame field. In theories that envisage numbers of spacetime dimensions other
than four, it is called a vielbein (a German expression meaning ‘many legs’). At a
given point X, the vierbein constitutes a set for four 4-vectors ¢ (X), ..., e%(X),
which specify the directions and scales of the large-scale coordinates relative to
the inertial coordinates at X. Considered as a whole, the 16 components of the
vierbein constitute a kind of rank-2 tensor field whose w indices transform as a
vector under general coordinate transformations and can be raised and lowered
using g, while its @ indices transform as a 4-vector under Lorentz transformations
in the local coordinates and can be raised and lowered using 1. By construction,
the vierbein satisfies the relations

ef (x)ef, (x) = 8 e”M(x)e’Z(x) =4 (7.131)
and

et (), () (X) = nap €%, ()€’ (XN = guv(x). (7.132)

Its 16 independent components evidently carry two kinds of information. First,
as we see from (7.132), they contain all the information needed to construct the
10 independent components of the metric tensor field. Second, each local inertial
frame can be redefined by Lorentz transformations, involving three independent
rotations and three boosts, and the remaining six degrees of freedom in the
vierbein specify the choices we have actually made.

It is now possible to describe any vector quantity either in terms of its
components V#(x) relative to the large-scale coordinate directions, which I shall
refer to for brevity as a coordinate vector, or in terms of its components V¢ (x)
relative to the local coordinate directions at x, which I shall call a Lorentz vector.
The two sets of components are obviously related by

VE@) =eh(0)Veix)  and  VIx) = e, () VAW). (7.133)

In fact, any tensor field can be expressed in terms of components with any
combination of a-type and u-type indices we happen to find convenient. The
advantage of this is clear: we know how to deal with spinors in the local inertial
coordinates, and the vierbein permits us to embed these in the curved spacetime.
In order to work out the covariant derivative of a spinor, we need a suitable
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rule for parallel transport. We shall first work out the rule for a Lorentz vector,
which will apply, for example, to the current ¥ (x)y®v (x), and then deduce the
corresponding rule for the spinor itself.

To transport V¥ (x) to the point x + dx, we need only to translate (2.23) into
the language of locally inertial coordinates. The transported vector will be given
by

Véx — x +dx) = V4(x) — a)“bv(x)vb(x)dxU (7.134)

where the coefficients @ (x) are the components of what is called the spin
connection. They involve both the affine connection, which defines parallel
transport of the vector itself, and the vierbein, which relates the locally inertial
coordinates at x to those at x + dx. We use the relations

VHE@x) = el (x)Vi(x) VEx = x+dx) = el (x +dx)V(x — x +dx)

together with the expansion e’;, (x +dx) ~ e/, (x) + e’ﬁw (x)dx" to convert (7.134)
into a transport equation for V# and compare the result with (2.23). We find that
the spin connection is given by

%, = e el +e e Tl (7.135)
With the spin connection in hand, we can generalize (2.28) to obtain the covariant
derivative of a tensor field with both a- and u-type indices, including a I" term for
each coordinate index and an w term for each Lorentz index. The vierbein itself
is such a tensor, and by rearranging (7.135) we see that its covariant derivative
vanishes:

vvelZ :e/-tl)v_i_l"ru/ eU _a)b e'ub :O. (7.]36)

ov- a av

This result should give alert readers pause for thought. We saw in §2.3.5 that,
in order to make the notion of parallel transport as defined by the affine connection
consistent with that defined by the metric, the covariant derivative of the metric
should vanish, and it does so only when the affine connection is the metric
connection (2.50). Although we shall usually want I" to be this metric connection,
we have not actually assumed this in order to derive (7.136). To resolve this point
to their own satisfaction, readers may like to consider the conditions under which
any two of the notions of parallelism defined by the affine connection, the metric
and the vierbein become equivalent. In particular, consideration of the covariant
derivatives of g, of n4p and of equations (7.132) should prove illuminating. Let
us impose the consistency condition that the magnitude of a transported Lorentz
vector should be preserved, so that

NapV(x = x +d0)VP(x = x +dx) = 1 V)V ().
It is easy to see that the spin connection must be antisymmetric, in the sense that

Waby (X) = Nac®, (X) = —wpav(x). (7.137)
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By using this condition, readers should be able to show that (2.48) is satisfied, so
I" must be the metric connection.

We can now turn our attention to spinors, which should satisfy a rule for
parallel transport of the form

Yx = x +dx) = ¥(x) — Q)Y (x)dx" (7.138)

where ,(x) is a suitable connection coefficient. This coefficient, like the
previous ones, has three indices; the first two are those it possesses by virtue
of being a 4 x 4 spin matrix. To discover what this coefficient is, we demand that,
in particular, the scalar quantity S(x) = 1/_f(x)1/f(x) should be invariant under
parallel transport, while the Lorentz vector V¥(x) = 4 (x)y“¥ (x) should be
transported according to (7.134). From (7.138), we find

S(x = x +dx) = S(x) — ¥ (x) [yOQ:(x)yo + Qv(x)] Y(x)dx”  (7.139)
so our first condition gives
YOy’ = -2, (x). (7.140)
Using this, we find similarly that V¢ (x) is correctly transported provided that
[y", Qv ()] = o, )y (7.141)

Taking into account the antisymmetry property (7.137), we can use (7.35) and
(7.51) to identify the matrix satisfying these two conditions as

Q,(x) = —Swapy ()0 = Fwap () [y*, ¥P1. (7.142)
Then the covariant derivative of the spinor is
Vo (x) = [0y + R, (x)] ¥ (x). (7.143)

It is now a straightforward matter to write down the covariant version of
the Dirac equation (7.23). The y matrices are valid only within the local inertial
frame and must be contracted with the covariant derivative by using the vierbein:

[ie" (x)y*V, —m] ¥ (x) =0. (7.144)
We can tidy this up by defining a set of covariant y matrices
yH(x) = e (x)y? (7.145)

and it may easily be verified that these satisfy the generally covariant version of
the Clifford algebra condition (7.26):

&),y (0} = 2" (). (7.146)
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The generally covariant action is clearly

5= [ at o) W [y 0T, - ml v @147

and in this case no curvature term can be added with a dimensionless coefficient.
If we wish, we can express (—g)l/2 as det(e“M).

Clearly, wave equations such as (7.129) and (7.144) do not, in general,
have simple plane-wave solutions. Only in very special cases, indeed, can their
solutions be found in closed form. When we try to reinterpret these equations
in terms of quantum fields, we encounter a new difficulty of principle. As a
matter of fact, this difficulty really exists for quantum field theories in Minkowski
spacetime as well, though we do not need to worry about it for most practical
purposes. A simply-stated fact that illustrates the Minkowski version of the
problem is this: the vacuum state, which from the point of view of an inertial
observer contains no particles, will be perceived by an accelerating observer
as containing a thermal bath of particles at a temperature proportional to the
observer’s acceleration. Proving this remarkable fact is not quite so simple, but
I shall outline one of several standard calculations that illustrate its truth. We
consider the theory of massless spin-0 particles in a Minkowskian spacetime that
has only two dimensions. In an inertial frame of reference, we can use coordinates
x and r. Another set of coordinates, £ and 5, invented by W Rindler, is related to
these by

x = a~ 'e* cosh(an) t = o~ 'e% sinh(an) (7.148)

where « is a constant. We should note at once that, although both & and 5 are
allowed to vary between —oo and +o00, these coordinate values cover only part
of the whole spacetime, namely the region x > |¢|, which is called the Rindler
wedge. In this region, the line element is given by

dr? = di? — dx? = 2% (dn2 - dgz) . (7.149)

To see the meaning of these coordinates, consider an observer whose & coordinate
is fixed. Relative to the inertial frame of reference, the equation of his path
through spacetime is x> — 1> = ag, where ap = aexp(—a). A little algebra
suffices to show that his velocity u = dx/dr and his acceleration a = d%x/dr?
obey the relation

B 5\ 372
ap=\1—u a. (7.150)

Compare this with the result of exercise 2.2, setting ¢ = 1 and v = u. We see
that ay, is the observer’s proper acceleration; that is, his acceleration relative to an
inertial frame of reference in which he is instantaneously at rest. For this observer,
proper time is given by (7.149) with d¢ = 0 as dt = exp(«&)dn.

Suppose that & (x, 1) is an Hermitian scalar field, describing particles that are
their own antiparticles. According to (7.11), with only one space dimension and
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w(g) = |q| for massless particles of momentum g, it can be expressed in terms
of creation and annihilation operators as

2 _ dg N —ilglt+igx | AT ilglt—igx
¢(x,t)_/7(2n)2|q| [a(q)e qli+igx | 47 (g)elldali—ia ] (7.151)

Now, as long as we consider the field inside the Rindler wedge, the Klein—Gordon

equation is
9> 92 o [ 0% 07
- —=e sl — - = 0. 7.152
(azz 8x2> g=e o~ 052)? (7.152)

In terms of &€ and 7, this equation has plane wave solutions, though they are by no
means the same as the ones that appear in (7.151). For example

o (&, ) = e KO = [a(x — )%/ (7.153)

Therefore, the field can also be expanded as

Pr(E, ) = / #kzuq [l;(k)e’”k‘“iks +l3*(k)e”"'"*ikf] (7.154)

where the subscript R reminds us that this is valid only inside the Rindler
wedge. The new creation and annihilation operators b (k) and b(k) obey the same
commutation relation as a'(¢) and a(q), but they are not the same operators. In
fact, we can use (7.12) to write

b(k) = foo dg K=k (k1 + 1a¢p /o) (7.155)

—00

and use the expression (7.151) for ¢ to find l;(k) in terms of a(q) and a'(q).
(However, because qg(x, t) exists throughout the Minkowski spacetime while
$R($, n) exists only in the Rindler wedge, it is not possible to express a(g) in
terms of l;(k) and I;T(k) alone.) Let us write the result as

bo) = f dg [ar(@)a(@) + Br@)d’ @) ] (7.156)

where the functions o (q) and By (q) are defined by integrals that are somewhat
awkward to compute. A relation of this kind between the creation and annihilation
operators associated with different sets of solutions to a wave equation is called
a Bogoliubov transformation. It is interesting to calculate the expectation value
N(k, k') = (0|6 (k)b(k")|0), where |0) is the Minkowski-spacetime vacuum state,
for which

a(@)|0y=0 and 01a'(g) =o. (7.157)

According to (7.22) the quantity

Nk, k)dk

Ik (7.158)
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gives the number of particles with momentum between k and k + dk as seen by a
Rindler observer. However, if there is a finite number of particles per unit volume
in an infinite volume, then N (k, k) will be infinite. By first calculating N (k, k'),
we will be able to extract a finite answer for the number of particles per unit
volume. It is given by

N K) = / dqdq’ B5(@)Bu (¢ 0la(@)a’ (@)10)
= /dqdq/ﬁ;f(q)ﬁk/(q’)(2n)2|q|5(q -q)
=4ﬂ/dq lq1B5 (q)Br (q)-

In the first line of this calculation, three of the terms that result from calculating
I;T(k)l;(k’ ) have disappeared because of the conditions (7.157) that define the
vacuum state. In the second line, I have used the commutator (7.17)—adjusted to
one space dimension—and (7.157) again. The remaining integral can be evaluated
(though this is not entirely straightforward) with the result

Nk, k') = (0167 (k)b(K))|0) = (27)2|k|5(k — k') (eZ”"‘V“ - 1)71 . (7.159)

On setting k' = k, the infinite factor §(0) can be interpreted, as discussed in

appendix D, as representing the infinite volume. The factor (ezn‘kV o — 1)71
has the same form as the Bose—Einstein occupation number, to be discussed in
chapter 10 (see equation (10.64)), for a gas of bosonic particles. In particular, the
argument of the exponential, 2 |k|/c, corresponds in thermodynamic language
to €(k)/kT, where € (k) is the energy of a particle of momentum k, T is the
temperature of the gas and kp is Boltzmann’s constant.

To interpret this result correctly, recall from our earlier discussion that for
an observer whose & coordinate is fixed, say at £ = &, proper time is measured
by = e*%05;. In terms of this proper time, we can write a positive-energy plane
wave as

exp(—ilk|n + ik&) = exp (—ilkle 7 + ik§) (7.160)

which will be interpreted by this observer as corresponding to a particle of energy
etk) = e’“‘folkl. From this observer’s point of view, then, we must identify
2w|k|/a = €(k)/kgT, where kgT = ap/2m and ap = ae~%0 is the observer’s
proper acceleration. From the point of view of statistical mechanics, this is at
first sight a strange result. As we shall see in more detail in chapter 10, the
Bose-Einstein distribution normally arises as an ensemble average of the number
of particles occupying a given quantum state; that is, an average over all the
microscopic states that are compatible with given values of a small number of
macroscopic quantities such as temperature. In the process of taking this average,
a great deal of information about the detailed state is lost. By contrast, the
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expectation value in (7.159) is taken in a pure quantum state, which contains
all the information that quantum mechanics allows us to have. One way of
understanding this is to remember that the field ¢r, which contains all the
information available to an accelerated Rindler observer exists only in the Rindler
wedge. The lost information concerns the state of the field in the rest of the
spacetime, to which the observer has no access.

From the point of view of quantum field theory, the result is strange for a
different reason. It tells us that the number of particles present in a given quantum
state depends on the frame of reference from which the state is observed. Indeed,
the very concept of a ‘particle’ has turned out to have no frame-independent
meaning. Nor, therefore, does the notion of a ‘vacuum’ as the state in which no
particles are present. We could perfectly well define a new vacuum state, say |0),
in Minkowski spacetime by requiring that b(k)|0) = 0 instead of (7.157). From
the point of view of an inertial observer, this would be a state in which particles
were present. So long as we deal only with Minkowski spacetime, this ambiguity
can be ignored for most practical purposes. The number of particles present in
a given state is the same when the state is observed from any inertial frame
and we normally take inertial frames of reference to define a preferred concept
of ‘particle’ and a preferred vacuum state. To be sure, our practical frames of
reference, such as those fixed on the earth’s surface, are not exactly inertial. To
estimate the likely effect of this, let us calculate the temperature corresponding
to an acceleration g, that due to gravity at the earth’s surface. To get an answer
in laboratory units, we must use dimensional analysis to reinstate the appropriate
factors of i and ¢. The result is T = gh/2mkpc =~ 10729K, so the effect is
completely negligible.

When we deal with a curved spacetime, this option is no longer open to
us, because no one set of inertial coordinates can, in general, cover the whole
spacetime. In particular, there will in general exist no quantum state that will
appear to every inertial observer to be devoid of particles. In view of the
equivalence principle, indeed, we might expect to be able to recast the general
idea that an accelerating observer in a vacuum observes the presence of particles
as a statement to the effect that particles can be created by a gravitational field.
A celebrated result of Hawking (1974) confirms this in the case of a black hole.
According to Hawking’s analysis, an observer far from a black hole, whose spatial
coordinates (r, 6, ¢) (in the notation of §4.4 and §4.5) are fixed, will observe
particles traveling outwards. This is true, at least, if we specify the quantum state
by assuming that there is no radiation coming in from infinity. For a black hole
of mass M, this Hawking radiation is the same as that emitted by a black body
whose temperature in natural units is 7 = gps/2mwkp. The acceleration gjs here
is

__L _aoM (7.161)
MM T 2 ’

where rg is the Schwarzschild radius. In Newtonian terms, this is the acceleration
due to gravity at the surface of a body of mass M and radius rs, so we might
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loosely identify it as the acceleration due to gravity at the event horizon, although
the proper acceleration of an object fixed at r = rg is infinite. It is still true in
the quantum theory that particles cannot escape from inside the event horizon,
so the radiated particles must be thought of as being created by the gravitational
field outside the event horizon. Nevertheless, the energy to create them must be
provided by a reduction in the mass of the black hole. In fact, a detailed analysis
shows that the energy density near the event horizon is negative (a quantum effect
that has no classical counterpart) and that the hole’s mass decreases because of
an inward flow of negative energy. In this way, it seems that a black hole can
‘evaporate’ and perhaps might eventually disappear altogether. However, the
theories we have thought about in this section concern quantum field theory in a
spacetime with a predetermined geometry. To determine the fate of a black hole,
we need to know about the ‘backreaction’ of the quantum field on the black hole
geometry. To the best of my knowledge, no entirely reliable way of doing this has
yet been found. A reasonable hypothesis seems to be that the energy E = Mc?
should decrease roughly in accordance with Stefan’s law d(Mc?)/dr = —oc AT?,
where A is the surface area of a black body and o is the Stefan—Boltzmann
constant (see equation (10.90)), perhaps modified to take account of the radiation
of particles other than photons. Taking A to be the area of the event horizon, we
find that dM/dr = —constant x M 2. Thus, the rate of evaporation is very small
for a large black hole, but becomes explosive as a small black hole nears the end
of its life. It is not hard to work out that the life expectancy of, say, a black hole
of one solar mass is of the order of 107 years—vastly longer than the present
age of the universe, which is around 10'° years. It has been speculated that small
black holes, created in the very early universe, might be exploding around now,
contributing to the observed flux of cosmic rays, but it is hard to test this idea in
any stringent way.

Exercises

7.1. In the Lagrangian density (7.7), let ¢ = 2*1/2(¢1 + i¢»), where ¢ and
¢ are real, and show that £ becomes the sum of independent terms for ¢; and
¢». Identify the two conjugate momenta and carry out the canonical quantization
procedure. Show that ¢; and ¢, are the field operators for two particle species,
each of which is its own antiparticle. Verify that your commutation relations
agree with (7.14) and (7.15) when ¢ is expressed in terms of ¢ and ¢>. How
are the type 1 and type 2 particle states related to the particle and antiparticle
states of §7.2? How does the factor of 2~ !/2 affect the definition of the conjugate
momenta, the commutation relations, the definition of creation and annihilation
operators and the normalization of particle states?

7.2. Let y* be a set of matrices satisfying (7.26), (7.48) and (7.50) and let U
be any constant unitary matrix. Show that the four matrices Uy*U~! also have
these properties and can therefore be used in the Dirac equation.
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7.3. For any 4-vector a*, show that ¢¢ = a,a*.

7.4. The spinors (7.68) and (7.74) give plane-wave solutions of the Dirac equation
in the rest frame, when the y matrices (7.27) are used. Denote them by u(m, s)
and v(m,s). Show that, in a frame where the momentum is £, the spinors
u(k, s) = KO4m)"V2(f+m)u@m, s) and v(k, s) = kO4+m)~V2(—f+m)v(m, s)
give plane-wave solutions which satisfy the orthonormality conditions (7.81) and
(7.82).

Use the relations (7.83) and (7.84) to verify that the anticommutation
relations (7.86) for creation and annihilation operators follow from the
anticommutator (7.87) of the field and its conjugate momentum (7.78).

7.5. The idea of charge conjugation requires that () = ny, where n is a
constant phase factor (|| = 1). Why is this? Assuming that = 1, show that
CC* = 1 and CC* = —1 where C and C are the charge conjugation matrices
defined in §7.3.6. Do not assume that the  matrices are those given in (7.27).

7.6. Show that y, y** = 4. Show that [y, yr])/5 is proportional to [yy, ¥ ], Where
(m, v, 0, T) is some permutation of (0, 1, 2, 3).

Hence show that [y, yr]y5 = —i€yvorY"y? and that the Pauli-Lubanski
vector (7.44) can be expressed in the form (7.57).

7.7. If S(A) is a Lorentz transformation matrix that satisfies (7.32), show that
S~H(A)Y>S(A) = det(A)y>. (It may be helpful to read about the Levi-Civita
symbol in appendix A.)

7.8. If the chiral projection operators are defined as PR = %(1 + »°) and
PL = (1 — y%), show that P = Pg, P} = P_ and PRP. = P_.Pr = O.
If Y1 = PL, show that ¥, = ¥ Pr. Show that the charge conjugate of a left-
handed spinor is right handed and vice versa.

7.9. If ¢ = YL + Yr. show that Yy = Yryr + YryL and that Yy =
YLIYL + YRIYR.

7.10. In the standard representation of the y matrices (7.27) show that the
transpose of the charge conjugation matrix C is CT = —C. Now define the
charge conjugate of the vector current V4 = yy*y to be VH = Sy yC.
Show that V¢* = +V* if the components of ¢ are treated as ordinary numbers
and V¥ = —V*" if they are regarded as anticommuting Grassmann numbers.
Which treatment is more appropriate in view of the antiparticle interpretation?



Chapter 8

Forces, Connections and Gauge Fields

One of the central problems faced by theoretical physics is to explain the
nature and origin of the forces that act between fundamental particles. In
the case of gravity, this is elegantly achieved (at the non-quantum-mechanical
level) by general relativity. With hindsight, we may say that an explanation
of gravitational forces arises naturally—indeed, almost inevitably—from a
systematic and explicit account of the geometrical structure of spacetime. The
origin of gravitational forces, as described in chapter 4, may be summarized as
follows:

(i) To relate physical quantities (represented by tensors) at different points
of spacetime, we must introduce a specific geometrical structure, the affine
connection, which defines parallel transport.

(ii) The simplest situation is that the connection coefficients are zero
everywhere (or can be made so by a suitable choice of coordinates). Departures
from this situation are what we recognize as gravitational forces.

(iii) It appears that the particular kinds of departure countenanced by nature
can be embodied in a principle of least action.

In essence, gravitational forces arise from communication between different
points of spacetime. At least at the level of description that accounts for all current
experimental observations, it appears that all known forces can be considered
to arise in essentially this way. In what follows, I shall first describe how this
comes about in the case of electromagnetism, and then discuss how the idea can
be generalized to encompass forces of other kinds.

8.1 Electromagnetism

Consider a particle described by a complex wavefunction
¢ (x) = ¢1(x) +iga(x). 8.1

179
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The absolute phase of ¢ is not an observable quantity. If, for example, each
wavefunction in (5.52) is multiplied by the same constant phase factor exp(if),
this factor cancels out in the final result. On the other hand, variations of the
phase through spacetime do have a physical significance, because a varying phase
angle 0 (x) is differentiated by the momentum operator. This may be expressed
differently, if we think of the value of ¢ at the spacetime point x as a point in
an ‘internal space’, namely the (¢1, ¢2) plane. The fact that the phase of ¢ is
unobservable implies that no particular direction in this plane has any special
physical significance. To represent the whole function ¢ (x), we must erect a
(¢1, ¢2) plane at each point of spacetime. The geometrical structure which results
is a fibre bundle. It is analogous to the Galilean spacetime fibre bundle, in which
a three-dimensional Euclidean space is erected at each point in time, or to the
tangent and cotangent bundles that we discussed in §3.7.3. Since there is no
preferred direction in the (¢, ¢2) plane, variations in the phase of ¢ from one
spacetime point to another can be meaningful only if a rule exists for parallel
transport through the fibre bundle. In order to attach a meaning to the relative
directions of ¢(x1) and ¢ (x2) in the internal spaces at x; and x;, we need a rule
for constructing the wavefunction ¢ (x; — x2) which exists at x, and is to count
as ‘parallel’ to ¢ (x1). The physically meaningful change in ¢ between the points
x1 and x3 is then given by

8¢ = Pp(x2) — p(x1 — x2). (8.2)

Evidently, this is quite similar to the way we defined changes in a vector field in
(2.22).

An obvious possibility for such a rule is that the phase angles tan™! (¢ /¢1)
should be equal for ¢ (x; — x2) and ¢ (x1). It will become apparent that this is
the special case corresponding to the absence of electromagnetic fields. Indeed,
this rule is equivalent to saying that the ¢; axes at any two points are to count
as parallel, and likewise the ¢, axes. In spacetime geometry, the analogous rule,
that a single set of self-parallel Cartesian axes can be used to cover the whole
manifold, implies that the manifold is flat and that there are no gravitational fields.

A less restrictive rule for parallel transport may be expressed in terms of
connection coefficients I';j ;. :

di(x > x + Ax) = ¢i(x) — Tjj () (x) AxH. (8.3)

This rule has the same form as that for parallel transport of spacetime vectors
between infinitesimally separated points via the affine connection (2.23), except
that the indices i and j refer to directions in the internal space. Unlike the absolute
phase, the magnitude of the wavefunction |¢| = (¢p*¢)!/? = (¢12 + ¢§)1/2 has
a definite physical meaning in terms of probability amplitudes. We therefore
include in the definition of parallel transport the requirement that this magnitude
remain unchanged. For this to be so, I';j;, must be antisymmetric in i and j
(see exercise 8.1) and therefore proportional to the two-dimensional Levi-Civita
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symbol €;;:
Cijpu(x) = —€;jAA, (x). (8.4)

The vector field A, (x) will turn out to be essentially the electromagnetic 4-vector
potential. The constant A is intended to allow for different species of particle with
different electric charges (proportional to A). In our present geometrical language,
we may say that the wavefunctions representing different particle species exist in
independent internal spaces and there is no reason why parallel transport in all
these spaces should involve the same connection. If, as we know to be the case,
particles of different types respond to the same electromagnetic fields, then we
conclude that, as a matter of empirical fact, their connections are determined by
the same vector potential A,,, though possibly with different coefficients A.

Because we are concerned only with the phases and not the magnitudes of
wavefunctions, it is convenient to deal with a fibre bundle whose fibres consist
just of these phases. Each fibre can be envisaged as a copy of the unit circle
in the complex plane, whose points are labelled by the phase angle 6, with
values between 0 and 2w. The angle 6(x) can be thought of as specifying a
transformation. Thus, if we write ¢(x) as exp(if(x))|¢(x)|, then the phase
factor transforms |¢(x)| into ¢(x). More generally, a phase transformation
changes the phase of any complex wavefunction by an angle between 0 and
2m. If the same transformation is made at each spacetime point, then the wave
equation satisfied by ¢ is unchanged, and so are all the matrix elements. In this
sense, the transformation is a symmetry of the quantum theory. The set of all
these transformations constitutes a symmetry group. It is possible to consider
symmetry groups that are much more general than phase transformations, and the
transformations that constitute the group may be labelled by several parameters
analogous to 6. The set of all possible values of these parameters is called the
group manifold. At the most fundamental level, each fibre in a bundle of the
kind we are considering is to be thought of as a copy of the group manifold of a
symmetry group. In our present case, the symmetry group is called U(1), and its
manifold is the unit circle.

In spacetime geometry, we defined objects called tensors by their behaviour
under general coordinate transformations. In our fibre bundle, the analogue
of a general coordinate transformation is a phase transformation through an
angle 6(x), where 6(x) is a differentiable function of position. The tensors
associated with these transformations are products of ¢ and ¢*. For a product
D, = 9™ @P", the transformation law is

@, (x) = expli(n — m)AO (x)] Py (x). (8.5)

The definition (8.3) of parallel transport leads to a covariant derivative D,
analogous to (2.24). In terms of the real and imaginary parts of the wavefunction,
it is defined by

di(x + Ax) — ¢i(x = x + Ax) = Djjup; (x) Ax* + O(Ax?) (8.6)
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which, on account of (8.3), gives

Dijpu¢j(x) = 8,¢i(x) + T'ijp(x)@; (x). (8.7
In terms of the complex wavefunction, this may be rewritten as
Du¢(x) = [0, +irAL(x)]@ (x). (8.8)

An essential property of a covariant derivative is that it acts on tensors to produce
new tensors. In the present context, this means that D, ¢ must have the same phase
transformation property as ¢ itself. As for the affine connection in chapter 2, this
requirement leads to a transformation law for the connection A, which is different
from the law (8.5) for ‘tensors’. If ¢’ = exp(irf)¢, then we must have

D/,¢' = (3, +irA))(€¢) = D, = (3, +irA) (8.9)
and so the transformation law for A, is
A;l(x) =Au(x) —9,0(x). (8.10)

The action of the covariant derivative on a tensor that transforms according to
(8.5) must therefore be

D, @y = [0y +ir(n — m)A L ] Ppp. (8.11)

The set of transformation rules given by (8.5) and (8.10) is usually called a local
gauge transformation and the connection coefficient A, is called a gauge field.
The derivative D;, may be called a gauge-covariant derivative to distinguish it
from the generally covariant derivative V,,.

The intrinsic geometrical structure of spacetime is determined, as we saw
in chapter 2, by the metric and by the affine connection. Once the presence
of this structure in the dynamical equations of physics has been made explicit
through their components g, and ', we expect that these equations should
be generally covariant: that is, their forms should be independent of our choice
of a coordinate system. If the dynamical equations are derived from a principle
of least action, general covariance is guaranteed by choosing the action to be a
scalar.

In the same way, the geometry of the U(1) fibre bundle of electromagnetism
(that is, the relationships between phases of wavefunctions at different points in
spacetime) is determined by the gauge field A, (x). Once the gauge field has been
incorporated into the equations of motion, we expect these equations to be gauge
covariant. That is, their forms should be preserved by gauge transformations.
This will automatically be so if they are derived from a gauge-invariant action.
Since we are working in Minkowski spacetime, we shall also require the action to
be a Lorentz scalar.

Let us first construct the wave equation for a spin-% particle in a prescribed
electromagnetic field. In the case of spacetime geometry, an action which is



Electromagnetism 183

invariant under general coordinate transformations could be built from tensors
by contracting all their indices, so that the transformation matrices cancel.
Correspondingly, to make a gauge-invariant action, we can use products of gauge
tensors, with transformation laws of the form (8.5). Clearly, the product of one
such tensor with the complex conjugate of another tensor of the same type will be
invariant. Consider the Dirac action (7.61). It should be clear that this will become
gauge invariant if we replace the ordinary derivative d,, with the gauge-covariant
derivative D,

Sbirac = f dx G ) (i — AAG) — m) Y o). (8.12)

The equation that follows from varying ' is
(id — 2A(x) —m) ¥ (x) =0. (8.13)

This is known as the minimal coupling prescription. It is the simplest modification
of the Dirac equation that makes it gauge covariant and reduces to the original
one when A, = 0. A variety of other equations could be invented by introducing
further gauge-covariant terms which vanish when A, = 0, but there appears to
be no good physical reason for doing so.

Some physical consequences of this modified Dirac equation will be
explored in the next chapter. A mathematical consequence is that the symmetry
of the theory under global phase transformations—those which change the phase
of the wavefunction by the same amount at each spacetime point—has been
promoted to a local symmetry, since the phase may be changed by a position-
dependent amount 6 (x), provided that a compensating change (8.10) is made
in the gauge field. This is precisely analogous to relativistic geometry. In
special relativity, Lorentz transformations with a position-independent matrix A
are global symmetries, and the affine connection coefficients are zero in Cartesian
coordinate systems. When the affine connection is explicitly included, general
coordinate transformations with position-dependent A are symmetries, in the
sense of general covariance. In the absence of gravitational fields, coordinate
systems may be found in which the connection coefficients are everywhere zero.
We shall shortly see that, in the absence of electromagnetic fields, the gauge field
can be expressed as the gradient of a scalar function A, (x) = d,w(x). Therefore,
by choosing 8 (x) = w(x) + constant in (8.10), A, can be set to zero everywhere.
This amounts to choosing a special set of coordinate systems in the fibre bundle,
which are analogous to the inertial frames of special relativity.

In addition to (8.13), which describes the response of a charged particle
to electromagnetic fields, we need an equation (the analogue of the Einstein
field equations) which determines how electromagnetic fields are generated by
a distribution of charged particles. The way to find this is again to add to the
action a part involving the connection. This must be gauge invariant, and therefore
constructed from quantities which are tensors under gauge transformations. The
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only such quantity that can be built from the gauge field alone is the curvature of
the bundle defined, like the Riemann tensor, as the commutator of two covariant
derivatives

i
Fuw = =510, Dyl = Ay — A, (8.14)

This is in fact gauge invariant, and the simplest Lorentz scalar that can be
constructed from it is F,, F*”. We see that F,, is none other than the Maxwell
field strength tensor given in (3.50) and (3.51). It turns out, as with gravity, that
an extremely successful theory is obtained by including in the action only a term
proportional to this quantity. This is, essentially, the first term of (3.54). If we
identify j/* in (3.54) as proportional to the current density (7.62), then the second
term of (3.54) is reproduced by the A term in (8.12). There is at present no
definitive understanding in either theory of why the simplest allowed form of the
action should be the one actually selected by nature, although some properties
of interacting quantum field theories that we touch on briefly in the next chapter
suggest a possible explanation.

To make the correspondence with Maxwell’s theory exact, we must examine
more closely the role of electric charge. So far, we have established only that the
simplest action contains a term proportional to F,,, F*V. Allowing for n species
of spin—% particles, the total action may be written as

1 "L
S = / d'x <—@FWF““ + ) i - nA) —m»%(x)) (8.15)

i=1

where e is a constant whose value is not known a priori. This constant, which
may be identified as a fundamental electric charge, is clearly somewhat analogous
to the constant G which appears in the theory of gravity. Note, however, that
the curvature term in the Einstein—Hilbert gravitational action (4.14) is linear
in the Riemann tensor R;,,, which can be contracted to give a non-trivial
scalar curvature R. In electromagnetism, the contraction gi” F),, is identically
zero, because g/¥ is symmetric and F,, is antisymmetric, and the simplest non-
trivial Lorentz scalar is quadratic in F,,. This is symptomatic of some important
differences between the two theories. The standard form of electromagnetism is
obtained by rescaling the fields:

Au(x) = eA,(x) Fuv(x) = eFy(x) (8.16)

after which the action becomes
1 n _
s = / d'x (—ZF,“,F“” + P @)l — hieA() — mi)p (x)) @17
i=1

The equations derived from this action describe the electromagnetic interactions
of n species of particle with masses m; and charges A;e. Evidently, the (n + 1)
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constants (A1, ..., Ay, e) are not all independent. We can choose e to be the
magnitude of the electronic charge by setting Acjecron = —1. Then the charges
of the remaining particles are multiples, A;e of this fundamental charge. There
is no reason, however, why the A; should be integers, or even rational numbers.
The fact that the electric charges of all observed particles are integral multiples of
a fundamental charge has no explanation within the theory of electromagnetism
alone. A possible explanation is offered by the grand unified theories of strong,
weak and electromagnetic interactions which will be outlined in chapter 12.
Notice also that had F),, contained terms quadratic in A, which, as we shall
see shortly, is the case in non-Abelian gauge theories, the rescaling of the gauge
field in (8.16) would not have removed the charge e entirely from the curvature
term, and e would have been a genuine independent parameter.

8.2 Non-Abelian Gauge Theories

The internal spaces in which wavefunctions exist may be more complicated than
the complex plane. Consider, for example, the nucleons—the proton and neutron.
In processes involving the strong interaction (of which more in chapter 12), they
appear on an equal footing: the strong interaction is said to be charge independent.
This observation, together with the fact that their masses are very similar, leads
to the idea that the proton and neutron can be regarded as different states of the
same particle—the nucleon. The nucleon wavefunction is then a two-component

matrix
_ 1//p(x)
YN(x) = (1//n(x)> . (8.18)

Actually, since the nucleons are spin-% particles, each of the two components is
itself a four-component spinor, but this does not at present concern us. A state
with ¢, = 0 is a pure proton state and vice versa, while a state in which both
components are non-zero is a superposition of the two. This is quite analogous to
the non-relativistic description of spin-% polarization states (see appendix B). In
particular, any unitary transformation (that is, a rearrangement of the components
that leaves the magnitude (1//;I YN 1/2 unchanged) can be expressed as

Y = expli@] + Yo - D)lyn = U6, )Yn (8.19)

where I is the unit 2 x 2 matrix, t!, 2, 73 are the Pauli matrices and 9, o!, a2,

o are real angles. Such transformations are involved, for example, in reactions
which change the state of a nucleon but not the total number of nucleons, such as
beta decay (n — p 4+ e~ + ¥e) or pion-nucleon scattering (7~ +p — n + 7°).
The matrices t! have the same numerical values as the spin matrices (7.28),
but the symbol T emphasizes that they refer to a different internal property of
the particles. This property is called isotopic spin, or more commonly isospin,

denoted by T'. The transformations parametrized by 6 are phase transformations,
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which will not concern us for the moment. The others, of the form
Ua) = exp(Yia - 7) (8.20)

can be regarded as rotations in an internal three-dimensional isospin space. The
proton and neutron states correspond to ‘isospin up’ and ‘isospin down’ with
respect to a chosen quantization axis in this space.

There now arises a question similar to that which led to electromagnetism.
The two-component wavefunction at the spacetime point x is to be thought of as
existing in a copy of isospin space erected at x, and we would like to know how
the directions of the (7', T2, T?) axes at different points are related. In contrast to
the complex phase, these directions have definite physical meanings, because the
proton and neutron are physically identifiable states. Parallel transport of a wave
function may be defined by introducing a connection as in (8.3), except that i and
j now label the components in (8.18) rather than the real and imaginary parts. If I"
is zero, then a parallelly transported wavefunction that represents, say, a neutron at
x also represents a neutron at x + Ax. If I is not zero, then the wavefunction may,
after being transported to x + Ax, represent a superposition of proton and neutron
states. Since the connection in (8.3) turned out to be related to the electromagnetic
field, we may anticipate that the isospin connection is similarly related to some
kind of force field. Evidently, one effect of this force is to turn neutrons into
protons, so it might provide a means of describing beta decay.

The right-hand side of (8.3) now corresponds to an infinitesimal rotation of
the kind (8.20), so the connection coefficient has the form

Tiju(x) = —5iA% (x) (19 (8.21)

There are three independent gauge fields Aj (¢ = 1,2,3), corresponding
to the three independent isospin rotations. This connection acts in the fibre
bundle whose typical fibre is the set of all transformations of the form (8.20) or,
equivalently, the set of all values of the a that lead to distinct transformations.
This can be taken as the set of all positive and negative values such that & - & <
472, with the proviso that all values for which the equality holds correspond to the
same transformation (see exercise 8.2). This set of transformations constitutes the
group SU(2). It is a non-Abelian group, which means that two rotation matrices
U(a) and U(B) do not commute unless & and B point in the same direction.
The group U(1) of electromagnetism is an Abelian group, because any two phase
transformations commute with each other. One consequence of the non-Abelian
nature of isospin rotations is that no arbitrary constant A appears in the connection
(8.21) to distinguish different particle species. This is because, as we shall see in
more detail below, the gauge field Aj, has an intrinsic scale. For example, a
rotation through an angle of 7 about the T'! or T2 axis changes a proton state
with T3 = % into a neutron state with 73 = —%. The same rotation must produce
the same reversal of 73 when acting on any set of particle wavefunctions that
form an isospin multiplet. Therefore, the size of the rotation angles in (8.20) has
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a definite meaning, common to all particle species, and we have no freedom to
introduce an arbitrary parameter as in the Abelian case (8.5). On the other hand,
different particle species may fall into isospin multiplets of different sizes. Just as
with angular momentum, an isospin-7" multiplet has (27 + 1) members. For the
moment, the three pions (7T, 7%, 7 ) may serve as an example of an isospin-1
triplet. At present, however, in order to describe the mathematics of non-Abelian
theories in its simplest terms, I am not taking proper account of the observed
properties of elementary particles. When we come to study the application of
these theories to real physical particles, it will be necessary to revise the way
in which the particles are assigned to isospin multiplets. The wavefunction for
an isospin-7" multiplet undergoes parallel transport with a connection similar to
(8.21) except that the Pauli matrices are replaced with a suitable set of three
(2T + 1) x (2T + 1) matrices, called the isospin-T representation of the group
SU(2). The same gauge field appears in each case, however.
Given the gauge connection, we have a gauge-covariant derivative

D, =9, +iA,(x) (8.22)
where A, (x) is a matrix defined by
Au(x) = AZ(x)T“ (8.23)

and T¢ are the isospin matrices appropriate to the particular multiplet of
wavefunctions on which the derivative acts. Under a gauge transformation, each
multiplet transforms as

¥’ (x) = U@y (x) = explia(x) - Ty (x). (8.24)
To find the transformation law for the gauge fields, consider
D,y = (8, +iA))Uy = (Udy + 8,U + iA;LU) Y. (8.25)
The requirement is that this should equal UD, v, so A, must transform as
A, =UA U™ +i@,U)U™". (8.26)

If U were just the phase factor exp(if (x)), this would be the same as (8.10).

The non-Abelian analogue of the electromagnetic field strength tensor is,
naturally, the curvature tensor —i[D,,, D, ]. This is more closely analogous to the
Riemann tensor, in the sense that it involves the non-commuting properties of
both the derivative 9, and the matrices 7¢. It is given by

Fuy = 8, A, — 0,A, +i[AL, Al (8.27)

Of course, the matrix form of this expression depends on the particular
representation of the gauge group (here SU(2)) to which the matrices belong.
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However, in every representation, these matrices satisfy the commutation
relations of the Lie algebra

[T, T’ = icecT° (8.28)

where the set of structure constants C** is totally antisymmetric in a, b and
c. For SU(2), they are given by C%¢ = ¢%¢ (see appendix B). The T¢ are the
generators of the symmetry transformations (in our case, isospin rotations) and in
group theory language are called the generators of the symmetry group. Using
the definition (8.23) of the matrices A, we find that

Fuy = Fy,T¢ (8.29)
where the field strengths
Fy, = 9,A7

v

—0,A% — CP A A (8.30)

are the same for any representation.
Unlike the electromagnetic field strength tensor, (8.27) is not a gauge-
invariant object. In fact, its transformation law is

F,, =UF,U™" (8.31)

as readers are invited to verify in exercise 8.3. From this it follows that the three
field strengths (8.30) (@ = 1, 2, 3) belong to an isospin-1 multiplet. To understand
this, notice first that (8.31) implies the transformation

Fl =U@)F), (8.32)
where the coefficients /*? are defined by
U@)T?U (@) = U () T°. (8.33)

It is a group-theoretical fact (which I shall not prove) that, if we regard these
coefficients as the elements of a 3 x 3 matrix, it can be written as

U(a) = exp(ia - T) (8.34)

where the 3 x 3 matrices 7¢ form a special representation of SU(2) called the
adjoint representation. Every Lie group possesses such a representation, in which
the number of members of the multiplet is equal to the number of independent
generators. The matrices of the adjoint representation can be expressed in terms
of the structure constants as

(THYpe = —iC%. (8.35)

The proof that these matrices satisfy the commutation relations (8.28) is the
subject of exercise 8.4.
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Once again, we need to construct a gauge-invariant action for the gauge
fields. The simplest possibility is

1
S=—72 d*x Ff, Fem (8.36)

where g is a coupling constant analogous to the electric charge. As in (8.16), we
now rescale the gauge field by a factor of g and rename the quantity g~ ! F ;fv as

ng, to get
Fl, = 0,A% — 8,A% — gC° AL AS. (8.37)
and
1
S=-3 / d*x Fo, . (8.38)

In the quantum theory, the gauge field becomes a field operator for ‘intermediate
vector bosons’, which mediate the corresponding force. In the case of
electromagnetism, these are photons, which are neutral particles. The action
(8.38), expressed in terms of the rescaled field strength (8.37), contains products
of three As multiplied by g and products of four As multiplied by g2. It will
become clear in the next chapter that such terms represent interactions between
the vector bosons of the non-Abelian theory, whose strength is measured by g.
Indeed, it is already obvious that the actions for free particles considered in
chapters 6 and 7 are only quadratic in the field operators. Thus, these particles
carry the ‘charge’ g of the force which they themselves mediate (in contrast to
the photon, which is electrically neutral), and this fact has important physical
consequences. The situation is similar in the case of gravity. In order to obtain
the wave equation (7.119) for gravitons (which in our present language are
‘intermediate tensor bosons’ mediating the gravitational force), we had, in effect,
to expand the gravitational action in powers of the field &, keeping only the
quadratic terms. The gravitational analogue of charge is energy density which is,
of course, possessed by the gravitons themselves, and the full gravitational action
has non-quadratic terms that lead to interactions between gravitons. I should point
out, however, that the quantum theory of gravity based on this action appears to
be mathematically unsound, for reasons I shall touch on later.

A detail that will be important to us later on concerns the normalization of
the generator matrices 7¢. The transformation matrix U = exp[ia - T] could
clearly be written in terms of a new set of matrices, say 7’“, which are linear
combinations of the 7%, and a new set of parameters o, such thate’ - T' = & - T.
This would entail a corresponding redefinition of the structure constants C¢*° and
of the gauge fields Aﬁ. Now, these field operators will have the commutation
relations that cause them to create and annihilate particle states with the correct
orthonormality properties, provided that their action is that shown in (8.38). We
should, however, make sure that this action really is gauge invariant. To this end,
consider the quantity Tr[ F,, F*"]. Because of the identity Tr[AB] = Tr[BA],
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valid for any two matrices A and B, this quantity is easily seen to be invariant
under the gauge transformation (8.31). We have

Tt[Fy F*') = Fo, FP* T TT"] (8.39)

and this will be proportional to our Lagrangian density — }T Fj, F"Y provided that
the generator matrices satisfy the condition

T T*T?] = 287 (8.40)

where X is a constant. Given some set of generator matrices, it will always be
possible to find linear combinations of them which satisfy this condition, and
these will be the ones we use. For our SU(2) theory, the isospin—% matrices
T = 11 do satisfy (8.40) with » = 1.

If we include spin-% fermions upon which the gauge field acts, the total
action 18

1 L
§= /d4x (—ZFSVF““” + Y i) (i — gAx) —m;) wi(X)) . (841

i=1

This is now expressed in a rather compact notation. The sum is over multiplets of
wavefunctions v;, each having (27 + 1) members in the case of SU(2) isospin.
Each member is itself a Dirac spinor, so 1; may be represented schematically in
the form

() 14

: 4
- (j) }. 27D 4 1.
()/ 14
The matrix 4 is

A= asyr (8.42)

where TV is the ath generator matrix in the isospin-T® representation. The
Dirac matrix y* acts on each four-component spinor independently, while 7 ¢
treats each spinor as a single element.

From the action (8.41) we derive an Euler—Lagrange equation for the gauge
field, which is the non-Abelian analogue of Maxwell’s equations:

D F*™ =J"  or 9 F — gCAb pery = gav, (8.43)
The current is given by

TV =g iy TV (8.44)
i
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For example, in the case of the nucleon doublet,

S L 9
J3v=g(‘ﬁp‘ﬁn)yv<(2) _é)(iﬁ)
=8 [%‘ﬁpyul//p - %anyvl//n]

=g Z T3 x (probability current density). (8.45)
p,n

There is, of course, a Dirac equation of the form (8.13) for each multiplet of
wavefunctions, A being replaced by g and 4 by (8.42).

We saw in chapter 3 that, as a consequence of gauge invariance, the
electromagnetic current ji is conserved in the classical theory. As readers may
easily check using the Dirac equation (8.13), the quantum-mechanical current
j& = Ayy*y (which becomes reyy vy after the rescaling (8.16)) is also
conserved. The conservation law 9, j¥ = 01is a gauge-covariant equation because
the current is a gauge scalar, with n = m = 1 in (8.5), and its gauge-covariant
derivative (8.11) is the same as the ordinary derivative. In the non-Abelian theory,
however, the current (8.44) is not a gauge scalar. It is a multiplet of currents,
whose members are labelled by a, which belongs to the adjoint representation of
the gauge group and satisfies the covariant equation

D,J*=0 or  9,J% —gCP Al =0. (8.46)

The current is said to be covariantly conserved, but it clearly is not conserved in
the usual sense. This does not, however, imply a breakdown of the general rule
that a symmetry implies the existence of a conserved quantity. If we differentiate
the non-Abelian Maxwell equation (8.43) and take into account the antisymmetry
of F*¥ we find that the modified current

T = 4 gCc AL per (8.47)
is conserved in the ordinary sense:
3, T4 = 0,0, F*" = 0. (8.48)

In fact, J is the ‘Noether current’ associated with the non-Abelian symmetry.
That is, it is the current which ought to be conserved according to Noether’s
theorem (see exercise 8.5). The two terms in (8.47) have a simple physical
significance. The current represents the flow of isospin, in the same way that
the electromagnetic current represents the flow of charge. The first contribution is
that of the fermions, and the second is that of the gauge fields or, in the quantized
theory, of the vector bosons which, as we have seen, themselves carry isospin.
The components of the field strength tensor (8.37) can be thought of as
‘electric’ and ‘magnetic’ fields E¢ and B?. As we saw in chapter 3, (3.45) implies
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that there are no magnetic monopoles, except at the expense of singularities in the
potential A, (x). In the non-Abelian theory, the corresponding equation is

3 B4 = gCcAb B (8.49)

Because the right-hand side is non-zero, the non-Abelian theory allows the
possibility of ‘magnetic monopoles’ without singularities in the gauge field. Of
course, the non-Abelian ‘magnetic field’ is not what we ordinarily recognize as
a magnetic field. In unified theories, which are more complicated than the ones
we have so far discussed, electromagnetism is combined with other forces in a
manner which permits the appearance of objects with the properties of genuine
magnetic monopoles, and I shall have more to say about this in chapter 13.

8.3 Non-Abelian Theories and Electromagnetism

It is now necessary to understand how the phase transformations of
electromagnetism fit in with the SU(2) isospin rotations we have been
considering. The general unitary transformation (8.19) includes a phase
transformation, which we have so far ignored. Since 6 multiplies the unit
matrix, any phase transformation commutes with any isospin rotation, so the
set of transformations of the form (8.19) constitutes a product group, written
as SU(2)xU(1). This means that each transformation is the product of two
independent transformations, one from each group. In the transformations
considered in the last section, only the identity transformation of U(1) was
involved. Now, the U(1) component of this product group cannot correspond
directly to electromagnetism because it changes the phase of the electrically
charged proton and the neutral neutron by the same amount. To represent
electromagnetism in this context, we must look for transformations of the form
(8.19) in which the angles 6 and « are related in such a way that the net
transformation changes the phase of y, while leaving the phase of v, unchanged.
The relation that achieves this is

0 = %Ya) a1 =0ay =0 o3 =w (8.50)

where w is an arbitrary angle and Y is a constant, which in this case is ¥ = 1.
With this relation, we have

L _ (10
01 + 1a r_a)(o o) (8.51)
and .
10
U(H,a)z(eo (1)) (8.52)

which is the desired transformation matrix. Since any two matrices of the form
(8.52) commute with each other, the set of all such transformations is a U(1)
subgroup of SU(2)xU(1), and quite suitable for representing electromagnetism.
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If this scheme is to work, it must be possible to assign to each isospin
multiplet a value of Y, called hypercharge, in such a way that the matrix
corresponding to (8.52) correctly reflects the charges of all the particles in the
multiplet. That is, if we use in (8.51) the isospin matrices appropriate for the
particular multiplet, the transformation matrix must turn out to have the form

CIQI‘U O .
UG,a)=| 0 &% (8.53)

where the Q; are the charges of the particles in the multiplet, measured as
multiples of a fundamental charge. This will be so if the charges are related to the
T3 quantum numbers of the particles by

0=T°+1ir. (8.54)

It so happens that relations of just this kind, the Gell-Mann—Nishijima relations,
are needed for the phenomenological classification of the observed particles.
For example, ¥ = 1 and 73 = =£] for the nucleon doublet and ¥ = 0,
T3 = (1,0, —1) for the pions.

8.4 Relevance of Non-Abelian Theories to Physics

Had we not already known of the existence of electromagnetic forces, the
geometrical considerations of §8.1 might have led us to predict the occurrence
of such forces in nature. Can we, then, identify forces in nature that correspond to
the extension of these geometrical ideas to non-Abelian symmetry groups? The
answer to this is a qualified ‘yes’. The idea of non-Abelian gauge theories was
first suggested by C. N. Yang and R. L. Mills in 1954, and theories of this kind are
generally known as Yang—Mills theories. At that time, it appeared that observed
particles such as protons, neutrons and pions were truly fundamental, and the
theory of Yang and Mills was based on the approximate nuclear isospin symmetry
which relates these particle states in the way I have described. It is now believed
that the nucleons, pions and other strongly-interacting particles are themselves
composed of more fundamental particles, the quarks. The experimental evidence
for this, although compelling, is indirect. It appears that quarks are permanently
bound inside the observed particles, and no quark has ever been detected in
isolation. The nuclear isospin symmetry, part of what is now known as flavour
symmetry, appears to be more or less accidental and the proton and neutron,
for example, are not to be regarded as different states of the same particle in
the straightforward way suggested by (8.18). However, it is consistent with our
present knowledge to group the quarks, and also the lepfons, which include the
electron, muon and tau particle, together with their associated neutrinos, into
multiplets of a different symmetry called weak isospin. This is also an SU(2)
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symmetry and can be combined, as above, with phase transformations to give
SUR2)xU().

The gauge theory associated with this symmetry can be identified as
describing the electromagnetic and weak interactions. As it happens, the proton
and neutron can loosely be considered as forming a weak isospin doublet, in
the sense that converting a proton into a neutron involves changing one of its
constituent quarks, called an ‘up’ (u) quark into a ‘down’ (d) quark, and these
two quarks form a weak isospin doublet. Therefore, the picture of beta decay as
parallel transport in the presence of a non-trivial gauge connection survives in this
version of the theory. Quantum-mechanically, what happens is that a d quark in a
neutron, say, turns into a u quark by emitting a gauge quantum, a particle called
W™, whose field operator is one of the gauge fields, which then decays into an
electron and an antineutrino.

To construct a theory of such processes, which I shall describe more
thoroughly in chapter 12, an important obstacle must be overcome. Unlike
electromagnetic forces, the weak interaction which is responsible for beta decay
has a very short range. As will become clear in the next chapter, this implies that
the gauge quanta must have rather large masses. In fact, the W™ is observed to
be about 100 times as massive as the proton. Since its field is a 4-vector, it is a
spin-1 particle, whose wave equation is the Proca equation (7.110), and it is easy
to see that the mass term in this equation originates with a term %AZA”“ in the
Lagrangian density. No such term appears in (8.41), for the very good reason
that it is not gauge invariant. In order to interpret the SU(2)xU(1) theory in
terms of electroweak interactions, therefore, we have to understand how massive
gauge quanta can emerge from a gauge-invariant theory. This requires the idea of
spontaneous symmetry breaking, which will be introduced in chapter 11.

8.5 The Theory of Kaluza and Klein

Now that we have seen how theories of electromagnetism and other forces arise
from much the same sort of geometrical considerations as the relativistic theory
of gravity, it is natural to wonder whether the analogy can be made any more
concrete. In other words, are the origins of gravity and other forces not merely
similar but identical? T Kaluza (1921) and O Klein (1926) put forward a theory
in which gravity and electromagnetism appear as two different aspects of exactly
the same phenomenon. According to this theory, the vector potential A, is part
of the metric tensor of a five-dimensional spacetime.

Setting aside, temporarily, the fact that we perceive only four dimensions, let
us call the five-dimensional metric tensor g4 5. To emphasize the extra dimension,
I shall let the indices A and B take the values O, 1, 2, 3, 5. We redefine the
components of g4 as follows:

gSp. = guS = §55Au gp.v = 8w + gSSAMAv (8.55)
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‘ Circumference = 2nr;

Figure 8.1. Two-dimensional representation of the five-dimensional Kaluza—Klein
spacetime.

where the indices © and v run from O to 3 as usual. The action for five-dimensional
gravity is
S———1_ /de g'/2R (8.56)
167G
where the gravitational constant (N;, the metric determinant g and the curvature
scalar R are the five-dimensional ones. If we take the extra dimension to be
spacelike, then g5s is negative and g is positive. We now make two assumptions:

(i) guv and A, are independent of x> and g55 1s just a constant;

(i) the five-dimensional spacetime manifold has the structure illustrated in
figure 8.1. In the fifth dimension it is of finite extent and closes to form a cylinder
of radius rs.

To account for the unobservability of the fifth dimension, we simply take s to be
much smaller than any length scale on which measurements can be made.

If, using these assumptions, (8.55) is substituted into (8.56), the result is

1 1
s== [drco' (frgh+qafnr™)  ®D

where g and R are the four-dimensional quantities, and Fj,, is the Maxwell
field strength tensor. (In principle, partial derivatives 9, A, are replaced with
covariant ones, V,A,, but in fact the affine connection terms cancel from
Fuv.) This is precisely the action we need to describe a spacetime in which
both gravitational and electromagnetic fields are present. The four-dimensional
gravitational constant G and the charge e are given in terms of the original
parameters by

G =G/2nrs|2ss|'?  and  e* = 8G/rs|2ss%/>. (8.58)

Readers may like to be warned that this simple and natural-looking result is quite
complicated to verify. Thus, we use (2.50) to work out the five-dimensional affine
connection coefficients, separating out those which have only px indices from
those which have one or more indices equal to 5. We substitute the result into
(2.36) to get the five-dimensional Ricci tensor and contract this with the five-
dimensional metric tensor to get R. That the result of all this boils down to (8.57)
strikes me as a minor miracle!
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Appealing though this theory is, little attention was paid to it for a long
time. Partly, no doubt, this was because it leads to no new observable effects. An
unsatisfactory feature is that the two assumptions needed to obtain the final result
have no particular justification. The theory would be greatly improved if some
dynamical explanation could be found: that is, if it could be shown that a more
general five-dimensional metric would naturally evolve into one approximately
described by (8.57). Unfortunately, no such mechanism is known. It is worth
mentioning that assumption (i) can be relaxed by expanding g,, and A, as
Fourier series in x°. For the reasons indicated in exercise 8.6, the additional
terms correspond to wavefunctions or field operators for particles with very large
masses, which we would not expect to have observed. In this sense, assumption
(i) can be regarded as a natural consequence of assumption (ii).

More complicated non-Abelian gauge theories can be obtained in much the
same way, by starting with more dimensions and compactifying them in various
ways. In recent years, the Kaluza—Klein idea has been much studied because a
number of theories, the supergravity and superstring theories, either can be more
simply formulated in more than four dimensions or are mathematically consistent
only in some number of dimensions greater than four. The simpler aspects of
some of these theories will be explored in chapter 15.

Exercises

8.1. If the real and imaginary parts of ¢ are changed to ¢; + d¢;, what is the
first-order change in the magnitude of ¢? Show that parallel transport using the
connection coefficients (8.4) leaves the magnitude of ¢ unchanged.

8.2. In the transformation matrix (8.20), let « = an, where n is a unit vector.
Show that (t - n)2 = 1 and that

exp(iat - n/2) = cos(e/2) +isin(x/2)(t « n).

Show that an angle o + 47 leads to the same transformation as « and that all
distinct transformations are included if « is restricted to the range —27 < o <
2m. Hence show that the range of values of a which all correspond to distinct
transformations is & - & < 472, except that all values of & for which the equality
holds correspond to U = —1.

8.3. A matrix U and its inverse U ! are related by UU —1 — J. Show that, if U
depends on x, then 8, U ! = —U~1(3,U)U . For the gauge-transformed field
(8.26), show that

0,4} = U [8,4, + [U7'0,U, A))

+iU~1(8,8,U) —iU~ (3, U)U! (8MU)} Ul
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Hence verify (8.31)

8.4. For any three matrices 77, TP and T¢, verify the Jacobi identity
([T T"1, TV + [[T?, T°), T+ ([T, T“], T"] = 0.

Taking these matrices to obey the Lie algebra relations (8.28), show that the
structure constants C%*¢ satisfy

Cabdcdce + Cbcdcdae + Ccadcdbe —-0.
Hence show that the matrices defined by (8.35) obey (8.28).

8.5. (a) Consider a field theory containing a collection of field components
{¢i (x)}. The index i labels all the components of all the fields, which may include
both bosons and fermions. (In the case of a gauge field A%, for example, i includes
both a and u.) The Lagrangian density can be expressed as a function of these
field components and their spacetime derivatives, L({¢;}, {0.¢:}). Show that the
Euler-Lagrange equations are

o (0L _ oL
" <a(8u¢,~)> T A

(b) Suppose that £ has a symmetry, such that it is unchanged to first order in a set
of small parameters € when the fields undergo the infinitesimal changes

i = G +e [P i —> Iudi + €[ ().

Generalize the considerations of §3.2 to prove the field-theoretic version of
Noether’s theorem, which asserts that the current

oL
(i)

is conserved (9, j** = 0). As usual, a sum over the repeated index i is implied.
(c) Consider the special case of the gauge transformations (8.24) and (8.26)
for which the angles o are infinitesimal and independent of x. Show that the
infinitesimal transformations in the fields are

JHx) =

119

vi — Y +ia T Ab — AL+ o Ce Al

and verify that the corresponding conserved current is proportional to that given
in (8.47).

8.6. Show that the five-dimensional Kaluza—Klein metric g4p5 can be written in
the form

§AB=<I (553)‘/121&2\“)(&1) O)(~ qz ~012)-
0 (g9 0 1 (855)12A,  (T55)
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The elements of each matrix represent, in clockwise order from the top left, a
4 x 4 matrix, a four-component column, a single element, and a four-component
row. guv is the four-dimensional metric and / the 4 x 4 unit matrix. Hence
show that the five-dimensional inverse matrix g42 has elements g’ = ghv,
PH =35 = —Atand 3 = A AM + (355)~!, and that the five-dimensional
metric determinant is det(g4p) = g55 det(g,.).

Consider a scalar field with the five-dimensional action

S = /de 2543407 5.

Assume that 5(x, X)) = exp(ikx5)¢ (x), where x denotes the four-dimension-
al coordinates. When the extra dimension is compactified, show that ¢ (x) can
be interpreted as the field for particles with charge Ae and a mass given by
m? = —A2/gss. Given that 5 should be a single-valued function of x>, what

values of A are permissible?



Chapter 9

Interacting Relativistic Field Theories

The relativistic wave equations and field theories encountered in chapter 7
described only the properties of free, non-interacting particles. The wave equation
for a free particle is always of the form (differential operator)¢p = 0, and therefore
the corresponding Lagrangians are quadratic in the fields. We have already seen
that gauge theories give rise, in a natural way, to Lagrangians that contain terms
of higher than quadratic order in the fields, and these terms describe interactions.
In (8.41), for example, &Aiﬁ describes an interaction between a fermion and a
gauge field, while the higher-order terms in Fj;, F***V describe interactions of
the gauge fields amongst themselves. It is, of course, only in the presence of
interactions that physically interesting events can occur. At the same time, the
physical interpretation of interacting quantum field theories is rather difficult.
The interpretation of free field theories is based on expansions such as (7.80)
in terms of solutions of the appropriate wave equation, the coefficients being
interpreted as creation and annihilation operators. When a fermion interacts with
a gauge field, the Dirac equation is modified as in (8.13). If the gauge field is
itself an operator, this equation cannot be solved for i alone, and the plane-wave
solutions of the free theory have no definite significance. It is, of course, possible
to write the field as a Fourier transform, but the momentum £ no longer satisfies
the constraint k, k" = m?. Although field operators still have the canonical
commutation relations, such as (7.87) for Dirac spinors, the coefficients in the
Fourier expansion no longer have the simple commutation relations required for
creation and annihilation operators.

To make sense of interacting theories, it is generally advantageous to have
in mind some particular kind of experiment whose outcome we want to predict.
More often than not, the experiments to which relativistic field theory is relevant
are high-energy scattering experiments. These are, indeed, the most fruitful
method of probing the fundamental structure of matter, and it is with a view to
interpreting such experiments that much of the mathematics of interacting field
theories has been developed. I shall begin, therefore, by discussing the field-
theoretic aspects of this interpretation.

199
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9.1 Asymptotic States and the Scattering Operator

The multi-particle states encountered in free field theories are eigenstates of
the Hamiltonian, so they can exist unchanged for as long as the system is left
undisturbed. In an interacting theory, the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian cannot, in
general, be characterized by a definite number of particles with definite energies
and momenta. Indeed, it is not often possible to discover exactly what these
eigenstates are. It is reasonable to suppose that the ground state is recognizable
as the vacuum. Another reasonable assumption is that a single, stable particle can
exist in isolation for an indefinite time, so that these single-particle states would
also be energy eigenstates. If the second assumption is valid, it might appear
that each stable particle would be represented in the theory by a field operator
which creates it from the vacuum and, conversely, that each field operator in the
theory could act on the vacuum to create a stable, single-particle state. This,
however, is not so. For example, the standard model of particle physics described
in chapter 12 contains, amongst others, field operators for quarks and muons.
While muons are indeed observed experimentally, they eventually decay (with a
lifetime of about 2 x 10~¢5s) into electrons and neutrinos, so a single-muon state
cannot be a true energy eigenstate. Quarks, on the other hand, are never observed
in isolation, so a single-quark state is not even approximately an eigenstate of the
Hamiltonian. Within the standard model, the proton is a true eigenstate, but the
operator that creates it from the vacuum is a complicated combination of quark
and other field operators. (This statement is believed to be true, being consistent
with observations and approximate calculations, but it has not, as far as I know,
been rigorously proved.) According to grand unified theories, protons can also
decay into lighter particles, and so even the proton is not an eigenstate. At the
time of writing, however, proton decay has not been observed.

A second difficulty of interpretation is that, although single particles have,
within experimental resolution, well-defined energies and momenta, they also
follow quite well-defined paths (seen, for example, as narrow tracks in cloud
chamber photographs) and so cannot, strictly speaking, be described by plane
waves. This is not a difficulty of principle, because it is quite possible to represent
these particles by localized wave packets, whose spread in momentum is well
within the range allowed by experimental resolution. Such wave packets are,
however, inconvenient to deal with. The standard formalism of interacting field
theories is based on a compromise between the strict mathematics and the need
for a straightforward interpretation of actual observations. The arguments I am
about to present are not really adequate for problems such as the confinement of
quarks inside hadrons, but the necessary modifications can be introduced at a later
stage.

The processes in which particles scatter or decay are always observed to
occur within a very small spacetime region, called the interaction region. Outside
the interaction region, particles behave, to an extremely good approximation,
as if they were free. The initial and final multi-particle states can therefore be
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approximated as eigenstates of the Hamiltonian of a non-interacting theory. The
real reason for this is that particle wavefunctions outside the interaction region
are wave packets which do not overlap appreciably. It is convenient to imagine,
however, that the interactions are ‘switched off’ at times well before and after
the scattering or decay event takes place. This should be allowable, since the
interactions have no significant effect at these times. I shall denote all the field
operators collectively by ¢ (dropping the "~ for simplicity of notation), and the
free-particle Hamiltonian by Ho(¢). Then, taking the event to occur at around
t = 0, we replace the true Hamiltonian by

H(¢) = Ho(®) + e 1" Hin() 9.1)

where Hipy is the part of the Hamiltonian that contains interactions and € is a
small parameter, which will be set to zero at a suitable stage of the calculation.
The modified Hamiltonian reduces to Hy at t = o0, but if € is small enough,
it is essentially the same as the true Hamiltonian within the interaction region.
This mathematical device is known as adiabatic switching. At very early or very
late times, referred to as the ‘in’ and ‘out’ region respectively, we no longer
need localized wave packets to prevent the particles from interacting, and the
wavefunctions of the incoming and outgoing particles can be taken as plane
waves.

The field operators ¢ (x,t) are, of course, Heisenberg-picture operators,
whose evolution with time depends on the Hamiltonian. In the ‘in’ and ‘out’
regions, they should behave approximately as free fields. We therefore assume
that

Pp(x, 1)~ Z2¢in(x, 1)  fort — —oo

9.2
~ Z12¢ou(x,1) fort — +oo ©-2)

where ¢i, and ¢y are free field operators and Z is a constant, called the
wavefunction renormalization constant, which allows the magnitude of the ‘in’
and ‘out’ fields to be adjusted in accordance with the correct normalization of
the states they create. (Close inspection reveals that some care is needed in
interpreting (9.2), but I must refer readers to the more specialized literature for a
discussion of this point.) Unlike the interacting fields, the ‘in’ and ‘out’ fields can
be expanded in terms of plane-wave solutions of the appropriate wave equations,
the coefficients being interpreted as particle creation and annihilation operators.
The initial state of particles about to undergo scattering will be of the form

ki, ... kn;in) = a (ky) - --a) (k1)]0). 9.3)

In most cases, N will be 1 for a decaying particle or 2 for a pair of colliding
particles. The creation operators will be those appropriate for the particular
particle species involved. Possible final states, or ‘out’ states, may be constructed
in the same way using ‘out’ operators. The ‘in’ and ‘out’ states are known
collectively as asymptotic states.
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The ‘in’ states are eigenstates of the Hamiltonian Ho(¢in), but not of the true
Hamiltonian H (¢) which governs the actual time evolution. In the Heisenberg
picture, a state vector such as (9.3) stands for the whole history of the system, but
its meaning depends on the Hamiltonian. Thus, (9.3) stands for that state which,
in the remote past, consisted of N particles with momenta ki, ..., ky, but this
does not mean that the state will continue to consist of these N particles. The
analogously defined ‘out’ state stands for that state which, in the remote future,

will consist of ... . Thus, the probability amplitude to detect final state particles
with momenta k’l, R k;v, given the initial state (9.3) is
(ki. ...,k outlky, ..., ky;in) 9.4)

and one of the primary tasks of field theory is to calculate these amplitudes.
The important but mundane process of converting these amplitudes into directly
measurable quantities such as decay rates and scattering cross-sections is
discussed in appendix D. It is reasonable to assume that the same multi-particle
states can exist in the ‘out’ region as in the ‘in’ region, and so there should
be a one-to-one correspondence between ‘in’ states and ‘out’ states. This
correspondence is expressed in terms of the scattering operator S:

k1, ..., ky;in) = Slkq, ..., ky; out). 9.5)

Thus, the amplitude (9.4) can be expressed as a matrix element of S between two
‘in’ states and is called an S-matrix element. To preserve the normalization of the
asymptotic states, thereby ensuring that the total probability of a given initial state
evolving into some final state is 1, the operator S must be unitary. It follows that
(...;out] = (...;in|S.

9.2 Reduction Formulae

The S-matrix elements can be expressed in terms of the field operators of
the interacting theory by means of the LSZ reduction formula, named after its
inventors H Lehmann, K Symanzik and W Zimmerman. I shall derive an example
of such a formula for the case of a single scalar field. The creation and annihilation
operators for particles in the ‘in’ and ‘out’ regions can be expressed in terms of
the ‘in’ and ‘out’ fields through (7.12) and (7.13). We now apply the identity

/oo a D f() — lim f() (9.6)
ot t—00 1—>—00

—00

and the assumed limits (9.2) to write

t——00 —00

— _12*1/2/ dx® 8o (/ d3x eik'xgoqb(x)). 9.7)

ain(k) — aou (k) = [ lim — lim}izlﬂ / Px e*Fogp (x)
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If we use the fact that k> = m? and integrate by parts, ignoring any surface term,
we can rewrite this as

ain(k) — aoue(k) = —iz~1/2 / d*x @O+ m?) g (x). (9.8)

Let us use this result to find an expression for the probability amplitude
(k’; out|k; in) for a particle of momentum k’ to be found in the distant future,
given a single-particle state of momentum k in the distant past. The first step is
to write (k’; out| as {0]aou (k") and re-express aou (k) using (9.8). The action of
ain(k") on |k; in) is given by (6.10), but with a relativistic normalization factor as
in (7.17) and (7.18), so we get

(k'; outlk; in) = 27) 2w (k)8 (k — k')
+iz—1/2/d4x KX (O + m2)(0]¢ (x) |k in).  (9.9)

Now, we want to use the same method to create |k;in) from the vacuum.
Obviously, we have

(01 (x)|k; in) = (0l¢p (x)af, (k)]0) (9.10)

but by using (9.8) directly we would get an unwanted term (O|¢a;rut|0). If, instead,
we could arrange to get (O|a;rut¢|0), then this term could be eliminated, because

(Ola;rut = (aout|0))4r = 0. To this end, remember that a;, and aoy arise from the
limits t — —oo and t — oo respectively in the time integral in (9.8). Therefore,
we can arrange the desired ordering of operators by defining the time-ordered
product

Tlp(x)d M= ()T (y) ifx0 > O
=" (Mp(x) ify > x°

in which the operator referring to the latest time stands on the left. Then, using
the adjoint of (9.8), we find

©.11)

ol / dtye @y + m?)0IT1d (1) (1)110)
= (0l¢ (), (K)]0) — (Olal, (K)p()[0)  (9.12)

and the last term vanishes. Finally, we substitute this into (9.9) to obtain the
reduction formula

(k'; outlk; in) = 27) 20 (k)3 (k — k') + (1Z71/%)?
* / dhx dty C T+ m?) @y + mA)OITIP ()¢ ()]]0).
9.13)
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The S-matrix element has now been expressed entirely in terms of the original
interacting field, so at this point we can take ¢ = 0 in (9.1) and forget about the
‘in” and ‘out’ fields.

The quantity —i(0|T[¢(x)¢"(¥)]|0) is called the Feynman propagator for
the field ¢. If translational invariance holds, in both space and time, then it
depends only on (x — y) and may be written as a Fourier transform

. d4 . ~
Gr(x — y) = —i{0|T[p (x)¢ ()1]0) = / #e*‘k'@*y)c:p(k). 9.14)

If we use this Fourier transform in the reduction formula and integrate by parts to
let the derivatives act on the exponential, we get

(k'; out|k; in) = (27)3 2w (k)83 (k — k')
+iGZ7YH22m) 4% k — K) (k2 — m®)2Grk). (9.15)

Since k and k" are the 4-momenta of free particles, they satisfy (k* — m?) =
(k"> —m?) = 0. Therefore, the second term is zero unless ap(k) has a singularity
at k> = m?. The form of the propagator depends on the nature of the interactions.
If they are such that the particles created by ¢ are stable, then Gr(k) will turn out
to behave roughly as (k> — m?)~!. The second term in (9.15) is then zero. In
that case, the single-particle ‘in’ and ‘out’ states satisfy the same orthogonality
relation (7.18) as in a free field theory. This means that |k; in) and |k; out) are
the same state, as we would expect for a single stable particle. If, on the other
hand, the ¢ particles can decay into lighter ones, it will turn out that Gr(k) is
roughly of the form (k% — m?)72(k), where T (k) is related to the probability
per unit time for the decay process to occur. In that case, (9.15) can roughly be
interpreted as the statement (probability of survival) = 1— (probability of decay).
The set of 4-momenta which satisfy k> = m? is called the mass shell. Quantities
like the propagator, known generically as Green functions, are well defined for
more general 4-momenta, but S-matrix elements such as (9.15) involve only the
residues of poles of these Green functions at k> = m?: the on-shell residues.

It should be clear that the operations which led to the reduction formula
(9.13) can be repeated for initial and final states that contain more than
one particle.  Thus, all S-matrix elements can be expressed in terms
of vacuum expectation values of time-ordered products of field operators,
O|T[¢(xy1) - - - (f (xn)]10), where N is the total number of incoming and outgoing
particles. The T product orders all the operators according to their time
arguments, with the latest on the left and the earliest on the right. When spin-
% particles are involved, the exponentials in (9.13) are replaced by plane-wave
solutions of the Dirac equation and the Klein—-Gordon operator (LI + m?) by the
Dirac operator (if — m). Thus, for single particles, (9.13) becomes

k', s"; outlk, s: in) = (27)> 2w k)8, 8(k — k') — Z 7! / dx gty K=k
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x k', s")(idx — m)(OITW(X)&(y)]IO)(—i(a_y —mju(k,s).
(9.16)

Included in the definition of the T product is a change of sign for each interchange
of a pair of fermion fields needed to bring the initial product into the correct time
order.

By means of reduction formulae, all probability amplitudes for collision
and decay processes can be expressed in terms of vacuum expectation values
of time-ordered products of field operators. Except in very special cases, these
expectation values can be calculated only approximately. Suitable methods of
approximation can be developed by continuing to work with field operators, but
a much more convenient framework for calculation is available, namely the path
integral formalism, which I shall now develop.

9.3 Path Integrals

9.3.1 Path integrals in non-relativistic quantum mechanics

To reduce things to their simplest terms, consider first the non-relativistic theory
of a single particle, moving in one dimension in a potential V (x). To make the
analogy with field theory as close as possible, I will take the mass of the particle
to be m = 1. A quantity somewhat analogous to the Green functions of quantum
field theory is the matrix element

Gri(t1, 1) = (xg, | T[X(t)X (82)]|x1, 1) (9.17)

The ket |xj, #;) is a Heisenberg-picture vector representing that history in which
the particle is at the point x; at the initial time # (but may be found elsewhere at
other times), so it is an eigenvector of the Heisenberg-picture operator X (¢) at the
instant ¢ = f; only. The bra (xt, #| is defined similarly, and #; and 7, lie between
t; and #;. To be definite, let us take the Heisenberg and Schrédinger pictures to
coincide at t = ¢t;, which means that

£(t) = expliH (t — 1)1 exp[—iH (r — 1)]. (9.18)

A little thought will show that, since X () |xs, fr) = x¢|xg, tf), the dependence of
this eigenvector on f¢ is given by

|xt, 1) = expliH (1 — )] x¢) (9.19)

which is different from the time dependence of a Schrodinger-picture state vector
such as (5.29).

The idea of a path integral, due to P A M Dirac and R P Feynman, is that
the matrix element (9.17) can be expressed as an integral over all paths x (¢) that
the particle might follow between x; at time #; and x¢ at time ;. An integral over
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Figure 9.1. Construction of a Feynman path integral over all trajectories leading from x;
at time f; to xy at time f¢.

paths can be defined by splitting the time interval #; — #; into N segments, each of
length A¢, doing an ordinary multiple integral over the N — 1 points x (f; + nAt)
and taking the limit N — o0, as illustrated in figure 9.1.

Symbolically, this may be written as

/Dx(t) (.)= Nlimw/ [T dxa o0 (9.20)

(A somewhat more rigorous treatment can be given in terms of probability
measures over suitable classes of functions.)

To see how (9.17) can be expressed in terms of such an integral, we first
translate it into the Schrédinger picture. For the case , > t1, we have

Gri(t1, 12) = (x¢| exp[—1H (tf — 12)]1X exp[—iH (12 — 11)]X exp[—iH (11 — £;)]|xi).

(9.21)
Now, |x) is an eigenvector of the Schrédinger-picture operator X, so we can use
the results of exercise 5.4 to write

i:/oodx|x><x| f:/m dx |x)x (x| (9.22)

—00

where [ is the identity operator. Making use of the second of these, (9.21)
becomes.

/ dxdx; (xf| exp[—iH (tf — 12)]|x2)x2
x (x2] exp[—iH (12 — t1)1]x1)x1 (x1] expl—iH (1 — 1:)]]xi).
(9.23)
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In the same way, we can split up each of the remaining matrix elements into a
large number of short time intervals, this time using repeated insertions of I:

(xflexp[— 1H(tf — 1)]|xi)
00 N—1

-/ [ armtarte N O A )
(9.24)

We now need to evaluate each of the matrix elements on the right-hand side.
The following is a rough-and-ready method that gives the right answer, but more
sophisticated treatments are possible. If At = (¢ — t;)/N is small enough, the
exponential in each matrix element can be expanded as

(ale A X)) & (s [1 — Liar p? —iAtV()E)] Ix1). (9.25)

Taking each operator in turn, we can evaluate the matrix elements as
(ealfben) = 5022 = 1) = @) [ ak explikxs — o)
(2| V(E)|x1) = (ZN)_I/dk explik(x1 — x2)]V (x2)
(2| p2lxr) = @n)7! f dk dk” expli(kx1 — K'x2)1(K'| p2[k)
=Qmn)~! /dk explik(x] — x2)]k>
On re-exponentiating, we find
(oale  HA k) = (27) ! /dk explik(x1 —x2) — 3iALk* —iA1 V (x2)] (9.26)

up to terms of order (Ar)2. We now shift the integration variable by k —
k + (x1 — x2)/At, after which the k integral produces just a constant:

. 1 —x\2
(lee_‘HA’|x1) A constant X exp {iAt |:— (x1 xz) — V(xz):“ . (9.27)

2 At

In the limit At — 0, this becomes exact, so for a longer time interval we can use
(9.24) to write

(xt] exp[—iI:I (tf — t))]|x;) = constant

oo N-1 2
X Nlimw l_[ dx, exp {1At Z |: ( —tno l) — V(xn)i|}

(9.28)
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where xo = xj and xy = x¢. Let us now consider the points x;, to belong to a path
x(t), with x, = x(; + nAt). Then (x,, — x,—1)/At = x(t), and we recognize the
expression in square brackets in (9.28) as the classical Lagrangian

L=1i—v@. (9.29)

When we apply this result to (9.23), x; and x» become x(¢1) and x(#2)
respectively, and we get the result

It
(x| X (22)X (1) |xi) = / Dx (1) x(t1)x(12) exp <i / L()%,x)dt) (9.30)
ti

where the path integral is over all paths for which x (#})) = xj and x(#f) = xt, and
all the constants from k integrations have been absorbed into the definition of the
symbol Dx(t). A close inspection of steps we have gone through should reveal
that (9.30) is valid only when # > #;. On the right-hand side, however, x(#1)
and x (f) are ordinary commuting numbers, so the order in which they are written
down does not matter. Therefore, if #; > f,, we would obtain exactly the same
result for the quantity (x¢|X (¢1)x (#2)|x;). In other words, the path-integral we have
derived actually represents the matrix element of the time-ordered product from
which we started. Readers should not find it hard to convince themselves that the
general result

(x| T (11) - - - X (1) ]]xi)

It
:/Dx(t)x(tl)oux(tn)exp <1/ L()'c,x)dt) (9.31)
41
can be obtained in just the same way.

9.3.2 Functional integrals in quantum field theory

Despite some slight technical complications that I shall not go into, the vacuum
expectation values of time-ordered products of field operators which appear in the
reduction formulae for S-matrix elements can be represented by integrals similar
to (9.31). For a scalar field, we have

OIT[p(x1) - @' (x2)110) = f D (x) p(x1) - - - p* (x,)e'5 @ (9.32)

where S(¢) is the action. The integral is over complex functions ¢ (x) and is often
called a functional integral rather than a path integral. The adjoint field operator
St (x) is represented in the integral by the complex conjugate function ¢*(x), and
if the field is Hermitian the integral is only over real functions.

In the case of fermions, the fields in the functional integral must be taken
as Grassmann variables, to take account of the anticommuting properties of the
original field operators. I give a brief discussion of the properties of Grassmann



Path Integrals 209

integrals in appendix A and further details may be found in specialized field theory
textbooks, but few of these details will be needed for the purposes of this chapter.
It might seem that functional integrals would be extremely difficult to
evaluate and so, more often than not, they are. In practice, however, it is often
possible to extract the results we require by means of manipulations that avoid
our having to compute a functional integral directly. As a first example, let us
evaluate the Feynman propagator (9.14) for a free scalar field. It is convenient to
introduce a generating functional for the Green functions (9.32), defined by

Zo(J, J*) = /D¢ exp{i/d4x [Lo+ T () (x) + J(x)qb*(x)]} (9.33)

where Lg is the free-field Lagrangian density (7.7) and the definition of the
measure D¢ is adjusted by a constant factor so that Zy(0, 0) = 1. The propagator
is given by

Zo(J, J")

(9.34)

Cr =) = S 5 ()
and other Green functions can obviously be generated by further differentiations.
The functional derivative 6/8J(x) works in much the same way as a partial
derivative and is explained in detail in appendix A. The quantities J (x) and J*(x),
usually called sources, serve as a mathematical book-keeping device and have no
direct physical meaning.

In this and other calculations, it is necessary to re-express spacetime integrals
using integrations by parts. For simplicity, I shall usually assume that boundary
conditions can be applied which ensure that surface terms vanish. Readers
should be aware, however, that this cannot always be done. In particular, the
nonlinear field equations, which are the Euler—Lagrange equations of interacting
field theories, frequently have topologically non-trivial solutions, described in the
literature as solitons, monopoles, instantons, vortices and the like (see chapter 13).
When these are important, the boundary conditions must be considered more
carefully. With this proviso, the exponent in (9.33) can be written in the form

J=J*=0

—i / d*x @*(x) (0, + mH)D(x) +1i / d*xd*y JF()g(x — I () (9.35)
where
O(x) =) + / dty g(x = »J () (9.36)
and g(x — y) is a Green function which satisfies the equation
O+mPgx —y) = =8(x — y). (9.37)

Since the functional integral over ¢ is the limit of a product of ordinary integrals
with the range —oo to 0o, we can shift the integration variable by an amount that
does not depend on ¢ (say, by — f d* y g(x —y)J (y) ) without changing the value
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of the integral. In effect, it is equivalent to an integral over ®, which contributes
to Zo a factor independent of J and J*. Thus, we have found

Zo(J, J*) = Zp(0,0) exp [—i/d“x/d“y J*(x)g(x — y)J(y)i|. (9.38)

In view of the normalization Z(0,0) = 1, we have succeeded in evaluating the
generating functional without actually carrying out a functional integral, as long
as we can find the function g(x — y). It is easy to verify that g(x — y) can be
expressed as a Fourier transform

d4k e—ik-(x—y)
gx—y)= / o (9.39)

This is not well defined as it stands, however, because the integrand has poles
at kO = £(k? + m?)/2. In fact, if the k° integral is carried out as a contour
integral, then several different solutions to (9.37) can be found by routing the
contour round the poles in different ways. Equivalently, each pole can be shifted
into the complex plane by a small amount +ie, which is taken to zero after the
integration, and different choices of the & signs give different solutions of (9.37).
Now, according to (9.34), the Feynman propagator is equal to g(x — y), so we
must choose that solution which agrees with the original definition (9.14). In the
free field theory, this can be calculated directly using the properties of the field
operators, and the correct definition is found to be (see exercise 9.3)

d4k e—ik»(x—y)
Gr(x — y) = Ii . 9.40
Pl =) 65%/ QT 12 —m? +ie ©-40)

Our final result for the generating functional is therefore

Zo(J, J*) = exp [—i/d“x/d“y J*(x)GEg(x — y)J(y)]. (9.41)

The appearance of this prescription of replacing m? by m* —ie may be understood
as follows. The functional integral (9.33) is not really well defined, because
the magnitude of the integrand is, for any value of ¢, a complex number of
unit magnitude. In effect, the m? — ie prescription adds to the exponent a term
—€ f d*x |¢(x)|?. This provides a convergence factor, which makes the integrand
decay to zero at large values of |¢|.

For spin—% particles, the Feynman propagator is a 4 x 4 matrix defined by

Skij (x — y) = =i(0|T [¥i () ¥ (D]10). (9.42)
It satisfies the spinor version of (9.37), namely

(g —m)Sg(x —y) =8(x — y) (9.43)
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and is given by

Sp(x —y) = (if + m)Gp(x — y)
T d*x —ik-(x—y) Kk +m)
=l [ T e O

9.4 Perturbation Theory

The simplest example of an interacting field theory is a scalar field theory whose
Lagrangian density has the form £ = Lo — V (¢, ¢*), where V is a polynomial
in the fields ¢ and ¢*. The generating functional for its Green functions can be
written as

Z(J,J" = /Dq) exp [i/d“x(ﬁ + T+ J¢*)]

= /qu exp [—i/d“wi,q&*)} exp [i/d4x(£o+ J*¢ + J¢*)]
(9.45)

In the second form, differentiation of exp[i f d*x(Lo+ J*¢ + J¢*)] with respect
to J(x) or J*(x) multiplies it by ip*(x) or i (x), so we can also write this as

kY o 4 _ 8 _ 8 *
zZJ,J") = Nexp|: I/d xV < 1—8J*(x)’ l—éj(x)>i| Zo(J,J™) (9.46)

where N is a normalizing constant determined by the condition Z(0, 0) = 1. The
most useful theory of this kind is defined by

Vg, ¢*) = Ir(9*$)? (9.47)

where A is a coupling constant, which determines the strength of the force acting
on ¢ particles in much the same way that electric charge determines the strength
of electromagnetic forces. There is no known way of computing this generating
functional or any of the individual Green functions exactly. A commonly used
method of approximation is perturbation theory, which means an expansion
in powers of A. To see how this expansion works, let us first calculate the
normalization factor N in (9.46). On expanding the exponential and setting
Zo(0,0) = 1, we obtain

Z(0,0)

. 2 2
- N 1—1)\/d4x( 8 )( 6 )ZO(JJ*)
4 si) ) s :

+ O(Az)j| )
J=J*=0
(9.48)
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When the expression (9.41) for Zg is expanded in powers of J and J*, we see
that after differentiating and setting J = J* = 0, only the term containing
(f J*GrJ )2 survives. By carrying out the functional differentiation, we find that
the normalizing constant is

N=1-1ix / d*x [GR(0)]* + O(A%). (9.49)

Taking this result into account, we can find a similar approximation to the
propagator of the interacting theory, defined by

LZ(J, J (9.50)

which is
Gx —y)=Grlx—y)
+2 / &'z (—1)*Gr(x — DGr — Gr(z - y) +002).
(9.51)
Its Fourier transform can be written, using (9.40), as
v
p?—m? +ie

+ i / d' ! +002). (9.52)
(P2 —m?2+ie)2 ) Qm)*k? —m? +ie ’ ’

G(p) =

This expression, and those arising in the perturbation series for all other Green
functions, are conveniently represented by Feynman diagrams. The diagrams
corresponding to (9.52) are shown in figure 9.2, and are constructed according
to the following rules:

: p
1) I S stands for ————
@ p? —m? +ie

(i) P3 g2 stands for —i), together with the condition
P I p1 + p2 = p3 + pa for momentum conservation

(iii) All internal momenta, such as k in figure 9.2, whose values are not fixed
by momentum conservation are integrated over.

(iv) Each diagram has a combinatorial factor arising from the expansions of
exponentials and the chain rule for differentiation. Many field theory textbooks
supply rules for calculating this factor, but in my experience it is best obtained
from first principles.
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Figure 9.2. Diagrammatic representation of equation (9.52).

XIS OO0,

Figure 9.3. Examples of Feynman diagrams which contribute to the elastic scattering
amplitude for two spin-0 particles.

At a given order in A, there are fixed numbers of vertices and unperturbed
propagators available, and there is a contribution to the Green function from each
diagram that can be formed from these elements. For example, figure 9.3 shows
some of the diagrams which contribute to the S-matrix element for two-particle
elastic scattering. Each diagram has four external propagators, one for each of
the two incoming and two outgoing particles. The S-matrix element itself is
similar to (9.15), but with a factor (ki2 — m?) for each particle multiplying the
Green function. Evidently, these are just cancelled by the external propagators in
figure 9.3, leaving a non-zero result.

The Feynman rules for theories containing fermions differ in two respects
from those given above. One is that each propagator line represents the matrix
(9.44). Most often, only two fermion lines meet at any given vertex. For example,
a term e A in the action (8.17) gives rise to a vertex of the form

p p—k

where the wavy line denotes the photon propagator, to be discussed in the next
section. As far as the fermion is concerned, this vertex, together with the
propagators, corresponds to the matrix product

—ieSg(p)y" Sr(p — k) (9.53)

whose index p will be contracted with a corresponding index belonging to the
photon propagator. Each internal fermion propagator will be multiplied by a
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matrix on either side. An external propagator will be multiplied by a matrix on one
side (where it meets a vertex) leaving one free Dirac index. This free index is the
one belonging to a field operator in the original matrix element, such as (9.42), and
will eventually be contracted with a Dirac operator and a wavefunction, as in the
reduction formula (9.16). The second difference is the appearance of some power
of —1 in the combinatorial factor. These signs arise from the anticommutation
properties of the Grassmann variables in the functional integral. Every closed
loop of fermion propagators gives a factor of —1 and extra minus signs come
from the ordering of field operators in a time-ordered product. Once again, |
must ask readers who wish to become proficient in these calculations to consult a
specialized text for details of the technicalities.

Feynman diagrams such as those in figures 9.2 and 9.3 are often thought of
as representing actual physical processes. For example, the first diagram of fig-
ure 9.3 might be thought of as an immediate transition from the initial two-particle
state to the final two-particle state, while the higher-order diagrams represent in-
direct transitions via the intermediate states in which particles corresponding to
the internal propagators are created and subsequently annihilated. The net effect
of each of these processes is the same, in the sense that they each involve the
same initial and final states. The overall probability amplitude is the sum of the
amplitudes for all possible ways in which this net transition can occur. A particle
whose transitory existence is represented by an internal propagator differs from
a real, observable particle, because its 4-momentum does not have to satisfy the
mass-shell constraint k2 = m2. For this reason, the intermediate particles are
called virtual particles. The idea of virtual particles provides a pictorial language
that is often useful for discussing the mathematics of perturbation theory. Clearly,
however, this language is closely tied to our use of an expansion in powers of A or
some other coupling constant; the notion of virtual particles is meaningful, at best,
only when perturbation theory gives an accurate approximation to the observable
quantities we are attempting to calculate.

9.5 Quantization of Gauge Fields

We saw in §7.6 that gauge fields, such as the electromagnetic 4-vector potential
Ay, can be treated as field operators whose associated particles are vector
bosons, such as the photon. However, there are problems in the quantum-
mechanical treatment that do not arise for scalar or spinor fields and which are
most conveniently overcome by the use of path integrals. Symptomatic of these
problems is the fact that, although A, has four components, photons exist, as we
have seen, in only two independent helicity states. Therefore, two of the four
field degrees of freedom are in some way redundant, being unobservable gauge
degrees of freedom.

Mathematically, this can be seen as follows. In the absence of charged
particles, the action of electromagnetism is the first term of (8.17). With F),,
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given by the antisymmetric expression d, A, — 9, A, this action is independent
of dpAo and therefore, as indicated in exercise 3.6, the canonical momentum o
conjugate to Ag is identically zero. Thus, there are at most three independent
momenta
i S i0 i
I = =F"=E". (9.54)
8(30Ai)

Since there are at most three independent momenta, there can also be at most
three independent field variables. To reduce the matter to its simplest terms, let
us regard Ag as the redundant component. The four Euler-Lagrange equations
are Maxwell’s equations 9, F*” = 0. The one obtained by varying A( cannot
be regarded as an equation of motion on the same footing as the others, because
Ao is not a bona fide dynamical variable, but must rather be regarded as a further
constraint on the remaining field components. (Readers familiar with such matters
will realize that Ap is playing the role of a Lagrange multiplier.) The offending
Maxwell equation is Gauss’ law (3.44) which, given (9.54), may be written as

V.E=§TIl'=0. (9.55)

Clearly, this equation has no time derivatives and is not a genuine equation of
motion. It is a relation between the three momenta, which implies that only two
of these momenta are really independent. We conclude that there are really only
two genuine field variables and two conjugate momenta, corresponding to the two
observed polarization states of the photon.

For scattering processes that involve photons in the initial or final state,
reduction formulae similar to (9.13) or (9.16) can be derived in which the
contribution from a photon is

7172 / a4y etikx O|T[- - - €(k)-je(x) - - 1]0). (9.56)

The current density j& (x) is given in terms of field operators for whatever charged
particles are present (for example, j&' = gy y"y for spin—% particles of charge
q) and € (k) is the polarization vector introduced in §7.6.1. This could have been
written in a form more similar to (9.13). Indeed, with charged particles present,
Maxwell’s equations are

A" — 3 (3,A") = j* (9.57)

and we can simply substitute the expression on the left-hand side for ji‘. The
advantage of (9.56) is that it avoids certain ambiguities concerning the definition
of time-ordered products of gauge fields, as well as the question of whether the
constraint 9,A¥ = 0 is to be imposed and, if so, how. In terms of Feynman
diagrams, j!' introduces into any diagram the vertex (9.53) without the external
photon propagator, so in effect we have simply cancelled out this propagator
before evaluating the Green function rather than afterwards.
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The reduction formula (9.56) serves to make contact with observable
physical processes in a way that temporarily avoids the difficulties associated
with quantizing the gauge field, but these difficulties can no longer be avoided
when we come to calculate the vacuum expectation value itself, because we expect
Feynman diagrams to contain internal photon or other gauge-field propagators as
well as external ones. In the case of a scalar field, whose quantum-mechanical
properties are straightforward, the path-integral representation (9.32) could be
deduced from the canonical formalism of field operators. With enough care, the
same thing can be done for a gauge field. However, it is possible to adopt an
alternative point of view, regarding a path integral such as (9.32) as defining a
quantum theory, given that we have an action S which specifies the corresponding
classical theory. This path integral quantization scheme is an alternative to the
canonical scheme of §5.4, upon which our theory up to this point has rested. If
we adopt this point of view then, at first sight, it appears that we simply have to
base our calculations on an appropriate generating functional

Z(sources) = / D(fields)e!S Hsource terms (9.58)

The functional integral is over all the fields in the theory, and the source terms are
similar to those in (9.33), namely

i/d“x [J* + Jo* + JFA, + iy +¥n+...] (9.59)

with one terms for each field. The sources J, J*, 5, etc are the arguments of Z,
and the action is an expression such as (8.17) or (8.41), perhaps with the addition
of scalar fields, depending on the particular theory considered.

We should, of course, be suspicious of this procedure if it enabled us to
ignore entirely the problems associated with redundant gauge degrees of freedom.
In fact, these problems reappear in the following way. Since the action S is gauge
invariant, the integrand in (9.58) is independent of the gauge degrees of freedom
when we set the sources to zero, and the functional integrals over these degrees of
freedom lead to a meaningless infinity. It is, in fact, impossible to do perturbation
theory with (9.58) as it stands, because we cannot find propagators for the gauge
fields. In the case of electromagnetism, if we follow the same steps as for the
scalar field, we find that the propagator, denoted by Dgy,, should satisfy an
equation similar to (9.37), but with the Klein—-Gordon operator replaced by the
Maxwell operator:

0Dy (x — ) — 8,0 Dpsn(x — y) = 108 (x — y). (9.60)

This equation has no solution.
A way round this difficulty was found by L D Fadeev and V N Popov. Their
argument is slightly complicated, and here I shall just state the result, but a related
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calculation is described in detail in §15.3.2. It is possible to modify the action by
adding two terms to the Lagrangian density of the gauge fields:

Lep = —3F§ F™ — 3671 £(A) + bA(A)c. (9.61)

The function f(A) is a function of the gauge fields, whose purpose is to remove
the gauge invariance of the original action, thereby allowing a propagator to be
constructed. We are allowed a considerable freedom in choosing this function,
although only a limited number of choices are convenient in practice. The new
fields b and ¢, which are to be integrated over in the generating functional,
correspond to fictitious particles, usually called ghosts. Although these are spin-
0 particles, the mathematics requires their fields to be Grassmann variables, so
they are fermions, contradicting the spin-statistics theorem which applies to all
physical particles. The quantity A(A) is a differential operator, whose exact
form depends on our choice of f(A). In the case of electromagnetism (where,
of course, the index a does not appear), a convenient choice of f(A) is

f(A) = (8,42 (9.62)

With this choice, A turns out to be independent of A,. In this case, the ghosts
do not interact with other particles and can be ignored. By modifying the action
in this way, we naturally modify the Green functions as well. In particular, they
now depend on the arbitrary parameter £. As a consequence of the original gauge
invariance, however, it can be shown that S-matrix elements and other physically
measurable gauge-invariant quantities are unaffected by the modification and are
independent of £. I shall give an example of this is due course. The f(A) term in
(9.61) is often referred to as a gauge-fixing term. This is somewhat misleading, as
it suggests that a constraint has been applied to eliminate the redundant gauge
degrees of freedom. What really happens is that these degrees of freedom,
together, in general, with the ghosts conspire to have no net effect on physical
quantities.

When (9.62) is used for f(A), readers may readily verify that the equation
for the propagator becomes

0Dy (x — ) — (1 —£718,8" DEay (x — y) = n8(x — y) (9.63)

and that its solution is

d*k e k= kuk
et === | s e (mor€-05E). o0

If we include in the Lagrangian density a term %mZA,LA“, we get a theory of
massive vector bosons, with the propagator

d4k e—ik»(x—y)

) et K2 —m?tie

kyk,
Dpyv(x —y) = <77p.v + ¢ - l)m) . (9.65)
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As it stands, such a theory is not gauge invariant, so we are not really entitled
to use the extra Fadeev—Popov terms. Unlike (9.64), the propagator (9.65) has a
finite limit when we remove the gauge-fixing term by taking £ to infinity:

d*k ey kyky
Druvr =) == Q2m)* k2 —m? +ie <77p.v B ?) ' (5-66)

At the level of free particles, this non-gauge-invariant theory makes good sense.
As we saw in §3.7, the massive spin-1 particles have three spin polarization
states and the one redundant degree of freedom is removed automatically by the
constraint 9, A" = 0, which is implicit in the equation of motion. In interacting
theories, however, massive vector bosons are troublesome, as we shall shortly
discover.

9.6 Renormalization

Earlier on, we derived an expression (9.52) for the first-order correction to the
scalar propagator in the theory with interactions given by (9.47). This correction
and further corrections at higher orders of perturbation theory are properly
thought of as a self-energy, or as a correction to the mass of the particle brought
about by the interactions. Thus, the parameter m that appears in the Lagrangian
density is not the true mass of the particle. It is usually called the bare mass,
and I shall denote it henceforth by mq. The pole of the complete propagator must
appear at the true mass shell, p2 = mz, and the ‘in” and ‘out’ states should be
defined in terms of the true mass m which therefore still appears in the reduction
formulae. As we shall see below, the integral in (9.52) is purely imaginary and I
shall denote it by —iX(mq). Then (9.52) can be written as

-1
x 2
G = e\ e O
pe—mg+1e pe—mg+1€

= + 0. 9.67
pz—mé—)»2+ie % ( )

This is more than a merely ad hoc rearrangement. Amongst the whole set of
Feynman diagrams that contribute to the propagator, there is the infinite sum of
diagrams shown in figure 9.4, which is easily shown to be a geometric series.
Thus, the true mass is given by

m? = m} + A (mo) + 0(\2). (9.68)

This relation is said to represent mass renormalization.

There are two more ways in which the Lagrangian of an interacting field
theory reflects only indirectly the physical phenomena that the theory describes.
First of all, when we include only the lowest-order corrections to the propagator



Renormalization 219

Figure 9.4. The Feynman diagrams whose sum forms the geometric series (9.67).

asin (9.67), its residue at p> = m? (that is, the quantity limpzﬁmz(p2—m2)(~;(p))
is still equal to 1. It turns out, though, that this residue is no longer equal
to 1 when higher-order corrections are also included. This means that, when
acting on the vacuum state, the field operators of the interacting theory create
single-particle states whose normalization is different from those of the non-
interacting theory. In order to have a clear physical interpretation of our calculated
scattering amplitudes, we demand that the ‘in’ and ‘out’ states should have the
standard normalization of the non-interacting theory. To this end, we define
the wavefunction renormalization constant Z, which appears in the reduction
formulae, by the requirement

lim Z~'(p> —m>»G(p) = 1. (9.69)

p2—m?

For reasons that will shortly become apparent, it is convenient to define a
renormalized field

Por(x) = Z72¢(x) (9.70)

and renormalized Green functions

G (X1, ...\ xn) = (OIT[R(x1) - - - bt () 1]0)c 9.71)

which take into account the adjusted normalization. (Note that the ‘2-point’
function Gg ) also differs by a factor of —i from the Feynman propagator as
defined in (9.14).) The subscript ¢ here denotes the connected Green functions,
which are obtained by ignoring all Feynman diagrams that consist of two or
more disconnected parts. For example, the complete 4-point Green function (the
vacuum expectation value involving four fields) contains, amongst many others,
the diagrams shown in figure 9.5, but only diagrams (a) and (c¢) are connected.
The disconnected diagrams are associated with particles that continue from the
initial state to the final state without colliding, while the connected diagrams
refer to particles that actually collide, and are therefore of greater interest. The
complete Green functions, should we ever want them, can be expressed in terms
of connected ones. In fact, it can be shown that the generating functional (9.45)
is given in terms of these connected Green functions by

o0

InZ(J, T =Y

n=1

(izl/2)n
T/d4x1 e dh e, S ) - T ()G (R - xn)

(9.72)
while Z(J, J*) itself has a similar expansion involving the complete functions.
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Figure 9.5. Some Feynman diagrams which contribute to the four-point Green function.
Only (a) and (c) are connected diagrams.

Finally, we must recognize that the coupling constant appearing in the action,
which I shall now denote by Xg, is not a physically measurable quantity. If,
for example, we measure the scattering cross-section for 2 particle — 2 particle
scattering, then the measured quantity includes contributions from every Feynman
diagram in G](f ); we cannot single out the contribution from diagram (a) of
figure 9.5, which is simply proportional to A¢. In order to compare the results of
our calculations with experimental data, we must exchange Aq for a renormalized
coupling constant A which is measurable. There is considerable latitude in how
we actually do this. A suitable definition might be

4
h= []‘[(p% - m%] G (p1. - pa) (9.73)

i=1

pi=pi(L)

where p;(u) are a chosen set of momentum values. These values must be
specified by a parameter ; having the dimensions of momentum or equivalently,
in natural units, of mass. A measurement of the cross-section for particles which
have these particular momenta serves to establish the value of A chosen by nature,
and the testable content of our theory then consists in the values it predicts for
the same cross-section at other momenta and for the cross-sections for other
scattering processes. If we are to continue using perturbation theory, the relation
between A and A9 must be of the form

A =20+ 003 9.74)

so that a power series in A¢ can be re-expressed as a series in A. The exact physical
meaning of A depends, of course, on the method used to define it and, in particular,
on the chosen value of

The preceding remarks show, I hope, that renormalization is a natural and
essential part of the physical interpretation of a quantum field theory. There is,
however, a more sinister aspect to renormalization, which must now be revealed.
Let us evaluate the self energy

d*k 1

Y(mp) =1 .
(o) Qm)* k2 —m3 + ie

(9.75)



Renormalization 221

Im(k0)

Figure 9.6. Wick rotation of the integration contour in the complex K0 plane. Crosses mark
the poles of the Feynman propagator, which do not impede the anticlockwise rotation of
the contour.

If the k¥ integral is done as a contour integral, the poles in the propagator appear
as in figure 9.6. The contour of integration can be rotated, avoiding these poles,
to run along the imaginary axis, in effect replacing k% by ik*. The result of this
process, known as a Wick rotation, is an integral in a four-dimensional Euclidean
space, with momentum components k', ... k*). In this integral, the integrand
depends only on the magnitude of the momentum, so in polar coordinates the
angular integrations give just a constant factor. We get

d*k 1 1 [ Kdk
X (mo) = A

e eim sl e O
where now k? = Z?zl(ki )2. When £ is large, the integral behaves as k2, so
it diverges quadratically at its upper limit: it is infinite! In practice, this does
not matter. When we express the propagator (9.67) in terms of the true mass,
it is equal to (p*> — m? 4 ie)~! plus higher-order corrections, and ¥ does not
appear in our final answer for any physical quantity. On the other hand, many
other infinite integrals can be expected to occur. While these are embarrassing,
we can still obtain sensible, finite results for measurable quantities provided that
all infinite integrals disappear after renormalization. In quantum electrodynamics,
our embarrassment is somewhat alleviated by the fact that the renormalized theory
yields predictions that agree with experiment to some 10 significant figures.
What we require is that the renormalized Green functions should have well-
defined, finite values when they are expressed in terms of true particle masses
and renormalized coupling constants. If this is true for a particular field theory,
the theory is said to be renormalizable. It would seem that only renormalizable
theories are suitable as models of physical reality, but whether this is really true
is not quite clear. We are, after all, only able to do approximate calculations,
and it could be that infinite answers obtained from a non-renormalizable theory
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are due to inadequate methods of approximation rather than to the theory itself.
It practice, ways can often be found of making approximate use of a non-
renormalizable theory, on the understanding that it represents only part of some
more comprehensive theory.

The task of finding out whether a given field theory is renormalizable or not
is a lengthy and highly technical one, and I shall do no more than state some of
the essential results.

(a) A simple, though not infallible, criterion for renormalizability is provided
by dimensional analysis. Since we are using natural units (7 = ¢ = 1), there is
only one independent unit, which I shall take to be a mass. Thus, the dimension
of any quantity can be expressed as (mass)”. A momentum has D = 1. Since
the two terms in a differential operator such as (O + m?) must have the same
dimensions, 9, has D = 1 and, correspondingly, the spacetime volume element
has D = —4. The action S appears in a functional integral as the argument of
an exponential and must therefore be dimensionless (D = 0), which means that
D = 4 for a Lagrangian density. For a scalar field, whose Lagrangian density
includes (7.7), this implies that D = 1. Similar arguments show that a gauge field
also has D = 1, while a spinor field has D = % Knowing this, it is a simple
matter to determine the dimension of any coupling constant that appears in the
action.

Now, the power of k with which the integral (9.76) diverges, namely 2, is
equal, for fairly obvious reasons, to the dimension of the integral. Suppose, more
generally, that a coupling constant A has dimension D, and a Green function G
has dimension Dg. We evaluate the Green function as a power series

G=Go+ 2G| +A*Gar+.... 9.77)

Each coefficient G, is a multiple momentum integral of dimension Dg — nD;,
which may be expected to diverge with this power. Assume that we have enough
freedom, using mass, coupling constant and wavefunction renormalization, to
eliminate all infinities at order n = 1. If D, is negative, the infinities become
more severe at higher orders, and we might expect to reach a point where we no
longer have enough freedom to eliminate them. On the other hand, if D is zero
or positive, then things get no worse at higher orders. A more detailed argument
along these lines shows that, indeed, the theory is likely to be renormalizable if
D, > 0. In fact, if D, is positive, then the infinities may cease altogether after
some order, and the theory is said to be super-renormalizable. Consideration
of (8.17), (8.41) and (9.47) reveals that the coupling constants ¢, g and A in
the theories we have thought about up to now are all dimensionless and, other
things being equal, these theories should be renormalizable. One reason for
restricting the actions to contain only the terms we have considered is that
other possible terms would involve coupling constants of negative dimension and
destroy renormalizability.
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(b) When a theory possesses symmetries such as gauge invariance, these
restrict the terms which may appear in the action, and therefore also restrict the
number of independent parameters and the number of renormalizations that can
be used to eliminate divergences. However, the same symmetries also restrict the
ways in which infinite integrals can appear. Generally speaking, to construct a
renormalizable theory, it is necessary to include in the action all possible terms
that are allowed by symmetries and do not involve coupling constants of negative
dimension.

(c) The dimensional criterion works for scalar field theory because the
propagator (k> — m* + ie)~! behaves for large k like kP, where D, equal to
—2, is the dimension of the propagator. The same is true of the momentum-
space propagators for spin—% fermions, (9.44), and photons, (9.64). For massive
spin-1 particles, however, the term k k,/ m? in (9.66) leads to more severe
divergences than are allowed for by dimensional analysis. As a result, interacting
theories of massive spin-1 particles are found to be non-renormalizable, even
when the dimensional criterion is satisfied. The propagator (9.65) does not lead
to this problem, because of the extra power of k% in the denominator of the
expression k, k, / (k* — Em?). However, the gauge-fixing term that allows us to
use a propagator of this kind can be introduced only in a gauge-invariant theory.
Therefore, a renormalizable theory of massive spin-1 particles must be gauge
invariant. As we saw in chapter 8, special measures are necessary to achieve this.

(d) In some gauge theories which have dimensionless couplings and might be
expected to be renormalizable, there occur certain ‘anomalous’ Feynman integrals
whose divergences cannot be renormalized away. How and why these anomalies
occur is the subject of a large and technical literature, the details of which I
cannot pursue here. The root cause is a subtle breakdown of gauge invariance
in functional integrals. Even when a fully gauge-invariant action is used, the
integration measure D(fields) in (9.58) may fail to be gauge invariant. For this
reason, a field theory that is gauge invariant at the classical level may cease
to be so upon quantization. Several different kinds of anomalies have been
identified. The chiral anomalies that afflict gauge theories arise in Feynman
diagrams from closed fermion loops and can be traced to gauge non-invariance
of the fermionic path integral. The only way to remove them is to arrange for
anomalies from several different fermion species to cancel amongst themselves.
Indeed, the standard theory of weak and electromagnetic interactions (to be
discussed in chapter 12) is potentially anomalous, and the sets of particle species,
called families or generations of quarks and leptons, which are required for the
cancellation of anomalies are exactly those whose existence is inferred from
experiment.
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9.7 Quantum Electrodynamics

Quantum electrodynamics, or QED for short, is the field theory that describes
the behaviour of charged particles with only electromagnetic interactions. It is, of
course, most useful when the effects of other interactions are negligible, and this is
most nearly true when we study the properties of the charged leptons—electrons
and muons. (There are also the tau particles, but these are short-lived particles
produced only in high-energy collisions and their properties cannot be determined
with the same accuracy.) The electrodynamics of electrons and muons is the most
accurate theory in existence, if accuracy is measured by the agreement between
theoretical calculations and experimental data. I shall illustrate the application of
interacting field theories by discussing some well-known consequences of QED,
namely the Coulomb potential, the Lamb shift of spectral lines in simple atoms,
and the magnetic dipole moments of charged particles. Although the formalism
has been developed with a view to interpreting scattering experiments, none of
the quantities of interest here is conveniently described in these terms. Moreover,
the detailed calculations involve much complicated algebra, though they are quite
straightforward in principle. I shall therefore use somewhat qualitative arguments
to identify the quantities that need to be calculated and omit detailed algebra when
it does not illuminate questions of principle.

9.7.1 The Coulomb potential

From the point of view of perturbation theory, the interactions between charged
particles come about through the exchange of virtual photons. A few of the
diagrams that contribute to the scattering of two particles are shown in figure 9.7.
To see how this description is related to the more elementary idea of a potential
energy, let us first go back to chapter 6, where we wrote down in equation (6.21)
the potential energy operator for particles interacting through a potential V (x, x).
I am going to show that all reference to photons can be eliminated from QED,
leaving a theory of charged particles alone. In this version of the theory, we
can, under suitable circumstances, obtain a potential energy operator of the form
(6.21), which involves the familiar Coulomb potential.

For a single species of charged particle, and with the gauge-fixing function
introduced in (9.62), the Lagrangian density for QED may be written as

LQED = %Au [n“”D N 1)8“8”] Ay — jEAL+ UG —m)y (9.78)
where, for particles of charge g, the electromagnetic current is

J&=qyy™y. (9.79)

The idea now is to carry out the functional integral over A, leaving an effective
action for i alone:

exp[iSerr(¥)] = /DA expliS(y, A)]. (9.80)
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Figure 9.7. Some diagrams which contribute to the elastic scattering amplitude for two
electrons. Diagrams (a) and (e) are the first two of a geometric series analogous to
figure 9.4.

This is easy to do because, as far as the A integral is concerned, the current density
can be considered as a source, similar to that in (9.33) or (9.59). In the same way
that we derived (9.38), but using the photon propagator, we obtain

Seff = / d*x ¥ () (f —m) g (x) +1 / d*xd*y jE(x) Druy (x — )72 (). (9.81)

Obviously, we would like to identify the last term as
-3 / d / Exd’y p(x, OV (x = y)p(y, 1) (9.82)

where p = ¥4 is the particle density.

The idea of a potential energy V (x, y) between two particles located at
x and y is really a classical one. To extract a comparable notion from the
quantum-mechanical action (9.81), I shall imagine the current density (9.79)
to represent an actual distribution of real charged particles although, in reality,
it stands for a quantum-mechanical operator and appears only in intermediate
stages of a calculation of, say, a scattering cross-section. Readers may like to
consider for themselves how this step might be justified more rigorously. We can
verify immediately that the effective action (9.81) is independent of the arbitrary
gauge-fixing parameter £. This follows from the conservation of electric charge,
expressed by the equation of continuity 9, j& = 0. Thus, if we insert the photon
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propagator (9.64) into (9.81), then (¢ — 1) is multiplied by two integrals of the
form

[atyeoniio = [aty it it =i [ atyetaiie =0
(9.83)
and therefore has no effect. (The second step of this calculation requires an
integration by parts, with the usual assumption that j¥(y) — 0 for y* — Fo00.)
We now obtain the standard Coulomb potential by considering a static distribution
of charged particles, for which j& = ¢(p,0) and the particle density p is
independent of time. For the second term of (9.81) we then get

/d4xd4y JH ) DR (x — ») 2 () = ¢* / d*xd*y p(x) Droo(x — y)p()
= —/dt/d3xd3y,0(x)V(x —pry)

where I have written ¢ and ¢’ for x° and yo, and the potential is

5 . d4k e—ik()(t—t’)eik-(x—y)
Vix —y)= —¢qg° lim | dt
( y) 1 6—)0/ / Qm)4 k(% — k% +ic

d3k eik~(x7y)
= q2 _—
2n)} k2
2
q
= 9.84
4rlx — y| O-89

which is the Coulomb potential. In this calculation, I have used the fact that
f dt'e"iko(=1) — ox§ (ko), and I leave it as an exercise for readers to verify
the result of the final integral. If the charge distribution is not static, then
the interaction cannot be described just by an electric potential. There will,
for example, be corrections for the magnetic force between particles in relative
motion. In the case of a force mediated by exchange of massive particles, say of
mass M, we should expect the potential to be of the Yukawa form

d3k eik-r q26—M|r\
Qr)3 k2 4+ M2 Axr|

V(r)=q* (9.85)
The range of such a force, as measured by the exponential decay, is a distance
equal to 1/M in natural units or to 2/ Mc in laboratory units. For example, this
potential was suggested by Yukawa as a means of describing the strong force that
binds nucleons together to form a nucleus. Assuming that the exchanged particles
are pions, with masses given by Mc¢? &~ 135 MeV, we calculate a range of about
1.5 x 10~15 m, which is indeed typical of the separation of nucleons in a nucleus.
We shall see in chapter 12, however, that the modern view of strong forces is
rather more complicated than this.
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Figure 9.8. Some diagrams which contribute to the complete photon propagator.

9.7.2 Vacuum polarization

Evidently, the Coulomb potential is associated with the transfer of a single
virtual photon. The very simplest approximation to QED, which considers only
single-photon exchange between real particles is, roughly speaking, a classical
approximation. If, for example, we calculate the scattering cross-section for two
electrons using only the single-photon diagram of figure 9.7(a), the result obtained
in the non-relativistic limit | p| << m (and after a substantial amount of algebra) is

do  o?m? 1 1 1
— = | =3 +— - (9.86)
dQ  16p* |sin*(0/2) cos*(6/2)  sin?(6/2) cos2(6/2)

where @« = e¢2/4w ~ 1/137 is the fine structure constant (in SI units, ¢ =

62/4ﬂ€0h6) and, in the centre of mass frame, 6 is the scattering angle and p
the magnitude of the 3-momentum of each particle. This is a modified version
of the classical Rutherford formula, corrections arising from the electrons’ being
identical spin—% particles. Quantum-mechanical corrections, which are all the
diagrams containing closed loops, are small in QED, because each photon added
to a diagram is attached to a pair of vertices, giving rise to a factor of «. Under
some circumstances, however, they can be measured by accurate experiments.

Some, though not all, of these corrections can be regarded as modifications
of the photon propagator. For example, figure 9.7(e) is obtained from 9.7(a) by
inserting a closed loop of virtual charged particles, and the same modification
can be made to any photon appearing in any diagram. The total effect of
such modifications can be represented by replacing each unperturbed photon
propagator with the complete propagator, whose first few terms are shown in
figure 9.8. After making this replacement, of course, individual diagrams like
figure 9.7(e) do not appear. By using the complete photon propagator in (9.84),
we should obtain a modified Coulomb potential, which describes some of the
quantum corrections to classical electrodynamics. This modified potential is said
to result from vacuum polarization. Picturesquely, the idea is that the electric field
of a charged particle polarizes the vacuum, in the sense that the original particle
becomes surrounded by a distribution of virtual charged particle-antiparticle pairs,
and the net potential is that due to this modified charge distribution.

In momentum space, the contribution to the complete propagator D, (p) of
the second diagram of figure 9.8 is

d*k Ty R4+ m)yTE+ p+m]
2m)4 (k2 —m? +ie)[(k + p)? — m? + i€]

€2 Dio () / : Dreu(p)  (9.87)
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and the set of all diagrams consisting of strings of these loops is, like (9.67) a
geometric series. Because the photon propagator always appears inside Feynman
diagrams multiplied by €2, it is useful to consider the quantity aD,,(p), which
must be the sum of a part proportional to 1,, and one proportional to p, p,. The
contribution to the 1, part from the above set of diagrams is

@0 Nuv
[14 a0l (p?)] (p* +ie)

(9.88)

where I(p?) is an infinite quantity, proportional to the integral in (9.87), and I
have added the subscript to ¢ to indicate the need for renormalization.

Our hope is that (9.88) will turn into a finite expression when we rewrite it
in terms of the true fine structure constant «, but this raises the question of how
«a is to be defined. We would expect (and this can be verified a posteriori) that
modifications of the usual Coulomb potential due to quantum effects should be
appreciable only for charged particles separated by a very short distance. The
true fine structure constant ought to involve the electronic charge e as measured
by macroscopic experimental apparatus, so it can be identified as the coefficient
of 1/|r| in the large-distance limit of the static potential. As in (9.84), the static
potential corresponds to p° = 0 or p> = —p?, and the large-distance limit
corresponds to a virtual photon of very large wavelength, which means p — 0.
Thus, in the approximation where we use only the diagrams that led to (9.88), we

have
o=—2 (9.89)
1 4+ apl(0) '

and (9.88) becomes
o Ny

1 +all(p?) — 1(0)] p? +ie’
The difference I (p2) — 1(0) is finite and (again after some lengthy algebra) can
be expressed as

(9.90)

1(p*) = 1(0)
1 1
= - | ar{[1-207"| i+ 21 -0 01+ 2001 - )
3 0
1 p’ 2 2
¥ T (‘W) forlpth<m
1 2
~ ——1In (_p_2> for |p2| > m? 9.91)
3r m
where 0 = —p?/m?. To calculate the static potential, and for some other

purposes too, we are interested in negative values of p* = p(z) — p?, for which Q
is positive. By substituting this result into (9.90), we obtain the Fourier transform
of the modified Coulomb potential. On carrying out the Fourier transform, we
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would obtain the modified V (r) itself. The detailed result is a little complicated
and not particularly enlightening as it differs significantly from e?/47r only at
extremely short distances. Although we have considered only a single species of
charged particle, there will in reality be contributions of the same kind from every
species that exists in nature. Clearly, however, the major contribution will be that
of the lightest species, namely the electron. The next lightest particle, the muon,
is about 200 times heavier and its contribution to the large-distance or low-energy
vacuum polarization is much smaller.

9.7.3 The Lamb shift

The modified Coulomb potential which is the spatial Fourier transform of (9.90)
will not be exactly proportional to 1/r. This has a measurable effect upon
the atomic spectrum of hydrogen. Readers will recall that in the elementary
non-relativistic theory of the hydrogen atom the energy levels are independent
of angular momentum and that this fact depends crucially on the form of the
Coulomb potential. In a relativistic treatment based on the Dirac equation, the
degeneracy is partly lifted by spin-orbit coupling, which leads to the fine-structure
splitting, but, for example, the 2S1,2 and 2Py levels are still degenerate. If the
Coulomb potential is not exactly proportional to 1/r, then this degeneracy too
is lifted. Actually, there are other effects of the loop diagrams of QED which
cause a more pronounced 2S-2P splitting than does the vacuum polarization. The
measurements of W E Lamb and R C Retherford in 1947 showed the 2P/, level
to lie below the 25,2 by an amount corresponding to a frequency A E /h of some
1000 MHz, while a calculation of the vacuum polarization effect alone suggests a
shift of about 27 MHz in the opposite direction. However, detailed calculations,
including all QED effects and also some nuclear effects, agree with more recent
measurements, which give a shift of about 1057.9 MHz, within the experimental
accuracy of 0.02MHz. Since this uncertainty is about a thousand times less
than the contribution of the vacuum polarization, the agreement can be taken as
confirming the modification of the Coulomb law.

9.7.4 The running coupling constant

The modified Coulomb potential can be interpreted as V(r) = «a(r)/r, where
a(r) is an effective distance-dependent coupling constant. Pictorially, if vacuum
polarization is interpreted as a screening of the bare charge of a particle by a
cloud of virtual electron-positron pairs, then the apparent charge of the particle
depends upon how far into this cloud we have penetrated before measuring it. In
Fourier-transformed language, the apparent charge depends upon the wavelength,
and thus upon the energy and momentum, of a real or virtual photon that interacts
with the charged particle. Using (9.90), we define a running coupling constant
a(—p?) by .

. 9.92
L+ all(p?) = 1(0)] 092

a(=p®) =
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There are several important theoretical issues associated with this running
coupling constant. In the first place, there is a close link with the process of
renormalization. Instead of using the true fine-structure constant, we could in
principle define a renormalized coupling constant in terms of the value of (9.88)
at p2 = —u2 u being an arbitrary parameter as in (9.73). Then, in (9.89) and
(9.90), 1(0) would be replaced by I(—,u2). We easily find that

o

9.93
all(—pu?) = 1(0)] 059

a(u?) = =

which is the same equation as (9.92). This facet of renormalization can be
developed more thoroughly. The resulting machinery has come to be known as
the renormalization group, and I shall explore one of its uses in chapter 11.

The existence of the running coupling constant can be taken to mean that
the effective strength of electromagnetic interactions varies with energy. The
variation is appreciable only when (—p?) > m?, and in that limit we have

5\ -1
a(—pz)%a[l—%ln (—%)] . (9.94)

At the energies of a TeV or so (1 TeV = 10'2eV) that are accessible in modern
particle accelerators, a(—p?) has increased by only about 2% from its zero-
energy value . On the other hand, we see that a(— p?) becomes infinite when
(—p?) = m?exp(411m). This energy is so vast as to be irrelevant to any
conceivable experiment, but there is cause for concern on theoretical grounds.
The pole in (9.90) at p2 = 0 is, as we know, associated with the existence of
real photons of zero mass. An infinite value of the running coupling constant
would seem to imply the existence of a particle with imaginary mass M given by
M?* = —m?exp(4117), sometimes referred to as the Landau ghost. This would
be a tachyonic, or faster-than-light particle, since v>/c? = 1 — M?/E? at energy
E. Such particles are generally believed to be impossible, so the Landau ghost
seems to indicate some fundamental flaw in QED. A related problem is that the
infinite constant /(0) in (9.89) is positive. This appears to mean that there is no
positive value of «g (and therefore no real value of ¢g, even zero or infinity, for
which the renormalized « is non-zero. If every permissible value of o leads to
a being zero, then the theory is in fact non-interacting (we are not allowed to
set « = 1/137) and is said to be frivial. This question is somewhat confused,
because the arguments are based on approximations of one kind or another and
the bare coupling oy has no direct physical meaning. There is no doubt that
perturbative QED is an excellent theory of electromagnetism at experimentally
accessible energies, but many believe that it would break down at sufficiently
high energies and, indeed, that it ultimately makes sense only when embedded in
a more complete theory.
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9.7.5 Anomalous magnetic moments

A charged, spinning particle might be expected to possess a magnetic dipole
moment, and so it does. An extremely accurate test of QED is provided by
measurements of the magnetic moments of the electron and muon. To see how
these are calculated, it is helpful first to study the non-relativistic limit of the Dirac
equation (8.13) which, for an electron of charge —e, reads

(if +ed —m)y =0. (9.95)

When the kinetic energy is much smaller than the rest energy m, we can,
approximately, derive a Schrodinger equation from this. We first multiply on
the left by ¥ to give

Y
1— =

- (—iyoyiai —eAg— ey yiA; + myo) " (9.96)

and note that, in the standard representation of the y matrices, we have

0.i (0O o'l o_(1 O
Yy _(oi O) and y _<O —I>' 9.97)

When m is large compared with the kinetic energy, the most rapid time
dependence of ¥ is in a factor exp(—imt). For a free, positive-energy particle in
its rest frame, the solution is exp(—imt) multiplied by one of the spinors (7.68).
For small kinetic and electromagnetic energies, therefore, we anticipate a solution
of the form

v = o imt <g) (9.98)

where x and 6 are two-component spinors and 6 is small. On substituting this
into (9.96), we obtain two coupled equations for x and 6:

0x _ i 0
g =0 (i0; +eA)O —eAy (9.99)
.00 i 0
15 = —0'(10; +eAj)x —eA”0 —2m0. (9.100)

When m is large and 6 is small, the solution to (9.100) is approximately
.
~ ——0o'(10; + eA))) (9.101)
2m

and by substituting this into (9.99) we find

9 1 .. . .
X I (V 4+ ieA) (V +ieA) y — edy (9.102)
ot 2m

where ® = A is the electric potential.
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P

Figure 9.9. The effective electron—photon vertex which gives rise to an anomalous
magnetic moment.

Now, the Pauli matrices satisfy the identity
olod =8l 4 jelikgh (9.103)
which leads to the final result

aX 1 . 2 el
o (VrieA)? —ed+ 2o -B|y. 9.104
Vot [ oV TieA) medt Too }X ©.104)

The first two terms on the right-hand side give the usual Schrédinger equation for
a particle of charge —e in an electric potential ® and magnetic vector potential A.
The last term represents the interaction of a magnetic moment y = (—e/m) (%a)
with the magnetic field B = V x A. Since the spin angular momentum operator
is§s = %a, we have

= —gsuBS (9.105)

where up = e/2m is the Bohr magneton and g = 2. This is a somewhat
surprising prediction of the Dirac equation, because the corresponding g factor
for orbital angular momentum is 1.

Experimentally, this prediction is approximately verified for electrons and
muons, but there is a correction of about 1% arising from higher-order quantum
effects in QED. The way this comes about is quite similar to the modification
of the Coulomb potential by vacuum polarization. In (9.95), the middle term
is ey" A, ¥, and the y# is the same as the one that appears in the QED vertex
(9.53). Now consider again the 4-point Green function which is the sum of the
diagrams of figure 9.7, along with many others. The total effect of diagrams
(a), (b) and an infinite set of similar ones can be obtained by keeping just (a),
but replacing the y* in its upper vertex with an effective vertex I'**, which is
the sum of a series of diagrams whose first few terms are shown in figure 9.9.
In the same way, any Green function can be expressed as a sum of ‘skeleton’
diagrams, in which each vertex is I'* and diagrams such as figure 9.7(b) do not
appear. Thus, the vertex ['* represents the net effect of higher-order corrections
on the interaction between an electron and a photon, as suggested by figure 9.9.
Essentially, the anomalous magnetic moment is calculated by replacing y* with
I'* in the previous calculation, but the technical details are a little complicated.
The anomaly is defined by a = (g5 — 2)/2 and its lowest-order contribution is
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o/2m. The best theoretical and experimental values for the electron anomaly are

am = (1159 652.24+0.2) x 1077
dexp = (1159 652.188 & 0.004) x 10~°.

As a matter of fact, theoretical calculations have been carried out which are rather
more accurate than the quoted uncertainty suggests. Most of this uncertainty is
the experimental uncertainty in the value of « which has to be substituted into
the calculated formula. For muons, there is similar agreement between theory
and experiment, although the accuracy of each is somewhat less. Moreover,
there are strong- and weak-interaction corrections to the magnetic moment as
calculated using QED alone. For the electron, these corrections are no bigger
than the uncertainty; for the muon they turn out to be more important, and must
be included to obtain agreement with the measured value.

For the proton and neutron, the g factors found from the Dirac equation are
2 and 0O respectively, but they are found experimentally to be approximately 5.58
and —3.82. The reason for these large discrepancies is that the Dirac equation
applies to point particles. The experimental values for the various magnetic
moments may be taken as evidence that, whereas the electron and muon are truly
fundamental particles, the proton and neutron have an internal structure, being
composed of more elementary constituents, the quarks. Although theoretical
models of the quark structure of nucleons are by no means as accurate as QED, the
observed magnetic moments can be reasonably well accounted for on this basis.

Exercises

9.1. In many contexts, Green functions of various kinds are encountered as a
means of solving differential equations. If ¢9(x) is a solution of the Klein—Gordon
equation (0 + m2)¢o = 0, show that a solution of the equation (I 4 m2)¢(x) =
Jj(x) is given by

¢ (x) = do(x) — / d*y Gr(x — y)j ().

9.2. In equation (7.11), denote the positive-energy part of ¢ (x) by ¢,(x) and the
negative-energy part by ¢ (x). Show that

<~

Bx Gr(x' —x, 1 — 1>
F(x' —x,t t)atqb(x,t)
= =0 —pa(x', 1) + 0 — 1)) (x', 1)

where 6 is the step function (see appendix A). Can you justify Feynman’s
description of an antiparticle as ‘a particle travelling backwards in time’?



234 Interacting Relativistic Field Theories

9.3. Write down an expression for the time-ordered product of two bosonic or
fermionic field operators, using the step functions 6 (x — y%) and 6(y° — x°) to
distinguish the two time orderings. Use Cauchy’s theorem to show that the step
function can be represented as

1 0 eiw(tft/)
e(t—t’)zlim—/ do .

e—0 271 J_oo w — i€

By expressing the free field operators in terms of creation and annihilation
operators, verify the expressions (9.40) and (9.44) for the scalar and spinor
propagators.

9.4. The symbol 0~! means that if JA = B then A = O~'B. For example,

O~ 'exp(ik - x) = —exp(ik - x)/k%. The transverse and longitudinal projection
operators Ty, and L, are defined by T, = 1y — 3M8VD_1 and L,, =
30,071,

Show that (a) Ly + Tiw = Nuv; ) Luo L%, = Luy; (©) Tue TS = T
(d) Lo TS = Tyus L%, = 0. Solve (9.63) by expressing the differential operator
in terms of these projection operators and by expressing Dgy,, (x — y) in terms of
projection operators acting on §(x — y). (For this purpose, set € = 0.)

9.5. A charged particle of mass m undergoes an electromagnetic scattering
process, emitting a virtual photon that subsequently interacts with another
particle. If p* and p’* are the initial and final 4-momenta of the particle
(p* = p’* = m?), then the 4-momentum of the virtual photon is g* = p* — p*.
Show that g> < 0. [Hint: consider the frame of reference in which p’ = —p.]

9.6. (a) In equation (9.95), take A, (x) to be a real function, representing an
externally applied electromagnetic field. By considering the charge conjugate of
this equation, show that particles and antiparticles have opposite electric charges.

(b) Now consider the proposition that charge conjugation is a symmetry of
nature, in the sense that a state in which all particles are replaced with their
antiparticles is indistinguishable from the original state. (This is true of a universe
with only electromagnetic forces, but not of a universe in which there are weak
interactions as well.) Consider A, (x) to be a field operator. Then the charge
conjugate of (9.95) should be equivalent to exactly the same equation, but with
both ¥ and A, replaced by their charge conjugates. Show that A} = —A,.

(c) To get the correct answer for (a), you should not have replaced A, with
—A,. Convince yourself that (a) and (b) are consistent by considering how the
electromagnetic fields produced by a given distribution of charged particles are
affected by reversing the charges of these particles without changing their state of
motion, and whether, in (a), the charges of all relevant particles were reversed.



Chapter 10

Equilibrium Statistical Mechanics

When we deal with systems containing many particles, it soon becomes essential
to adopt statistical methods of analysis. To a large extent, statistical mechanics has
been developed with a view to studying condensed matter systems, such as solids
and fluids, upon which controlled laboratory experiments can be performed. In
some cases, the quantum-mechanical properties of the constituent particles are
crucial. This is true, for example, when we study the properties of electrons in
metals or semiconductors, or of superfluid helium. In other cases, it is sufficient
to treat the constituent particles according to classical mechanics, although it
may still be necessary to determine their properties, such as the forces which
act between them, from the underlying quantum theory. The properties of most
normal fluids and many magnetic properties of solid materials, for example, can
be adequately and conveniently treated by classical methods.

There are, moreover, important connections between statistical mechanics
and the relativistic field theories that have been our concern in previous chapters.
Indeed, the entire history of quantum mechanics and quantum field theory might
be said to have started with Planck’s attempts to understand black-body radiation
in terms of statistical mechanics. The most obvious connection is that it may
be necessary to consider the behaviour of large assemblages of high-energy
particles, whose proper description is in terms of quantum field theory. Black-
body radiation is a case in point, although it can be understood without the
full machinery of field theory. Other examples are the hot, dense gases found,
it is thought, in the cores of some stars or in the early universe and, perhaps,
small amounts of hot matter formed in high-energy collisions of heavy ions. At
the mathematical level, there are close formal similarities between the thermal
averages of statistical mechanics and the functional integral methods of quantum
field theory, which I shall discuss towards the end of this chapter. The recognition
of these similarities has proved enormously fruitful. For example, the methods
of quantum field theory have shed considerable light on certain problems in
condensed matter physics, especially those involving phase transitions, as we
shall see in the next chapter, while techniques developed originally for statistical
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mechanics provide alternative methods of approximation in relativistic field
theories, when perturbation theory is not applicable.

In this book, I shall consider, for the most part, only equilibrium statistical
mechanics. The assumption of thermal equilibrium, that is, of a state in which
all macroscopic properties of the system have settled down to constant values,
leads to great simplifications, provided we accept that the measured values of
these quantities are to be compared with suitably weighted averages over the
microscopic states of our theoretical model system. For we then have only to
establish what weight should be attached to a given state and are absolved from
considering how the system passes from one state to another. The mathematical
foundations of statistical mechanics have been developed rather more fully for
classical systems than for quantum-mechanical ones. I shall begin by considering
the kinds of justification that have been suggested for the use of particular
statistical weight functions for classical systems and then examine the relationship
between statistical mechanics and thermodynamics. Finally, I shall describe the
adaptation of these ideas to quantum mechanics and quantum field theory.

10.1 Ergodic Theory and the Microcanonical Ensemble

It will probably strike readers as intuitively obvious that macroscopic
measurements generally yield some kind of average value of the measured
quantity. This is because of the limited resolution of our measuring apparatus,
but there are at least two different aspects to this, both of which are called upon
to justify different theoretical steps. Consider, for example, a largeish amount
of a gas in a transparent container. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that we
know, with negligible error, the total mass of gas and the volume of the container.
Then the ratio of the two gives us a value for the overall density. By passing
a beam of light through the container, we can measure the refractive index, and
hence the density, of that region of the gas that the beam intersects. There are
two reasons for expecting the density measured in this way to coincide with the
overall density. One is that the measurement process takes much longer than the
timescales which characterize the microscopic motions (for example, the mean
time between two collisions of a single particle or the time taken for a particle
to cross the beam). Therefore, although the number of particles in the volume
defined by the light beam fluctuates with time, we would expect the measured
density to be a long time average of instantaneous densities and, further, that this
average should coincide with the overall density. The second reason is that, even
though the volume defined by the beam may be only a small part of the total
volume, it will normally contain a large number of particles. Averaged over all
possible configurations of the particles, the density should certainly be equal to
the overall density, and probability theory tells us to expect relative fluctuations
about this average that depend inversely on the square root of the mean number
of particles. Because our measurement is coarse grained, in the sense that it
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probes distances much greater than the average separation of two particles, we
would expect even an instantaneous measurement to give a value very close to the
average.

The statistical description of systems in thermal equilibrium is based on the
idea that the measured value of a quantity is a long-time average. We further
assume that, during the time taken to perform the measurement, the system passes
through a sequence of instantaneous states that is representative of the whole set
of states available to it. In classical mechanics, the instantaneous state of a system
can be represented as a point in phase space. For a system of N particles, phase
space I' is the 6 N-dimensional manifold (discussed from a geometrical point of
view in §3.7) whose points correspond to the values of the 3N coordinates and
3N momenta. For the moment, it will be convenient to lump the coordinates and
momenta together into a 6 N-dimensional coordinate X. A weighted average of a
quantity f(X) is of the form

(e = /rdﬁNX p(X. 1) f(X) (10.1)

where p (X, t) is a probability density for finding the system in a state close to X
at time 7. The probability density can be visualized in terms of a Gibbs ensemble
of very many identical systems, p (X, )d®N X being the fraction of these whose
state at time 7 is in the phase-space volume element d®" X containing X.

An equation governing the rate of change of the probability distribution with
time can be deduced from Hamilton’s equations (3.16). In fact, we have already
derived this equation, namely the Liouville equation (3.22), for the particular
distribution (3.20). To show that the same equation is valid for any other
distribution, we consider the points representing members of the ensemble as a
‘probability fluid” in phase space. The current density of this fluid has components
Jji = Xip(X, 1) and, since we are not going to change the probability artificially
by adding or removing systems from the ensemble, the equation of continuity

must hold:
6N

I rom HallllltOIl S equathIlS, we ﬁnd

. 3N
% ap,> <a OH 88H> 0
- - 272 = (10.3)
=S (G oy (o

opi dq; dp;  Op; 9q;

6N

i=1

and therefore
3
5P = Zx p(X N =—iHp(X,1) (10.4)

where H is the Liouville operator defined in (3.19). This is the Liouville equation.
It gives the rate of change of the probability density at a fixed point in phase space.
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We could also fix our attention on a particular member of the ensemble, whose
state is X (¢), and ask how the probability density in its neighbourhood, p (X (¢), t)
changes with time. The answer is

9ok = Lok 43 %L pxe. 5 =0 (10.5)
g P A= g PRt ; ox, P D=0 '

This result, known as Liouville’s theorem, is usually described by saying that
the probability density behaves as an incompressible fluid. It does not, however,
imply that p has a uniform value over that part of phase space where it is non-zero,
as would be true for an ordinary incompressible fluid.

For a system in equilibrium, all averages of the form (10.1) should be
constant in time, which means that dp/dt = 0. According to (10.4), this will
be true if p depends on X only through quantities whose Poisson brackets with
the Hamiltonian H are zero, which are conserved quantities. For simplicity,
I shall assume that the only relevant conserved quantity is the energy. The
probability density that describes a system in equilibrium depends, as we shall
see, on how the system is allowed to interact with its environment. Once this
interaction is specified, it is quite straightforward to construct the appropriate
probability density. Ideally, however, we would like to have some reassurance
on several points. First, we would like to know whether the ensemble average
(10.1) is indeed equal to the long-time average which, by hypothesis, corresponds
to an experimental measurement. If so, we would like to be sure that the time-
independent probability density we have constructed is unique, for if more than
one could be found we would have no good reason for preferring any particular
one. Finally, we would like to understand theoretically why a system that
starts in a non-equilibrium state usually does settle down into a state of thermal
equilibrium. The theory that tries to answer these questions in a mathematically
rigorous manner is called ergodic theory. It is unfortunately true that, while many
elegant mathematical results have been obtained, the effort required to derive them
is out of all proportion to their practical utility in applications to actual physical
systems. I shall therefore not attempt to do more than convey the flavour of what
is involved.

We consider a system that is completely isolated from its environment. It is
therefore closed, which means that no particles enter or leave it, and isoenergetic,
which means that its energy is fixed at a definite value E. The probability density
must be zero except on the (6 N — 1)-dimensional surface where H(X) = E. A
candidate for the equilibrium probability density, which depends on the phase-
space point X only through H (X), is

P (X, E) = S0 =) (106)

where, to ensure the correct normalization,

Y(E) = /d6NX5[H(X)— El. (10.7)
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The Gibbs ensemble corresponding to this probability density is called the
microcanonical ensemble. It is uniformly distributed over the constant energy
surface.

The microcanonical ensemble is likely to be relevant to experimental
observations if the averages we calculate with it are equal to the corresponding
long-time averages. A system is said to be ergodic if, for any smooth function

£,
T

/ VX priero(X) f(X) = lim — / dr FX (1) (10.8)
r T—-oo T Jy

and if this is true for almost all starting points X (+ = 0) for the trajectory on the
right-hand side. The phrase ‘almost all’ has the mathematical sense of ‘except
on a set of zero measure’, which means that the set of exceptional starting points
makes no contribution to the ensemble average on the left. The way this might
come about is as follows. Imagine the constant-energy surface to be divided into
small cells. In the course of its motion over a very long time, the point X ()
representing an ergodic system will pass through every cell, provided that we
wait long enough, and the fraction of time that it spends in each cell is equal to
the weight of that cell in the ensemble average. This is true for any cells of finite
size, however small, so the trajectory will eventually pass arbitrarily close to any
point of the energy surface. The stronger statement that it will eventually pass
through every point is actually not true. The application of the microcanonical
ensemble to averages in thermal equilibrium is justified by the ergodic theorem
due to G D Birkhoff and A I Khinchin, which states that, for an ergodic system, the
microcanonical ensemble is the only time-independent probability density on the
energy surface. The converse, that a system for which the only time-independent
distribution is the microcanonical one is ergodic, is also true. The drawback of this
approach lies in the extreme difficulty of proving that any system of real physical
interest actually is ergodic. One such proof, given by Y Sinai, applies to a gas
of hard spheres; that is, to a gas of spherical molecules which do not deform or
penetrate each other, but exert no other forces. Given that this admittedly idealized
model system is ergodic, we might expect that other, more realistic models would
also have this property.

Although ergodicity ensures that the microcanonical ensemble correctly
describes thermal equilibrium, it does not ensure that an isolated system will
eventually settle into equilibrium if it starts in some other state. In other words,
a Gibbs ensemble which initially does not have the uniform microcanonical
distribution over the energy surface will not necessarily approach such a
distribution with the passage of time. On the face of it, indeed, it seems
unlikely that this could ever happen. From (10.5), we know that the density in
the neighbourhood of any particular member of the ensemble is constant, and
therefore any initial inhomogeneities in p(X) cannot be smoothed out with time,
although they will move around the energy surface. The kind of thing that might
happen is illustrated schematically in figure 10.1, where p is zero, except in the



240 Equilibrium Statistical Mechanics

Figure 10.1. Schematic illustration of the evolution in time of the phase-space probability
density of a mixing system. The probability density is non-zero only in the shaded region,
whose area is constant.

shaded region. The fraction of the energy surface where p is non-zero is constant
in time, but the shape of this region may evolve in a complicated way, developing
strands which spread out over the entire energy surface. If the surface is divided
into small cells, and we define a coarse-grained probability density by averaging
over each cell, then this coarse-grained probability density may well become
uniform. Since our experimental measurements are in any case coarse grained, the
actual probability density would, for practical purposes, become indistinguishable
from the microcanonical one, because we would only want to average functions
f(X) that vary very little within a coarse-graining cell.

This kind of behaviour is somewhat analogous to the mixing of two
immiscible liquids, such as oil and water, stirred together in a container to produce
a mixture that is homogeneous in the coarse-grained sense. Systems whose
trajectories in phase space lead to this kind of development of a probability density
are called mixing. There is, of course, a precise mathematical definition, but we
shall not be making any use of it. It can be shown that all mixing systems are also
ergodic, but the converse is not true. The hard-sphere gas was in fact shown by
Sinai to be mixing.

A simple example of the use of the microcanonical ensemble is provided by
an ideal gas with Hamiltonian

N
1 2
H=3Y - p; (10.9)
i=1
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confined to a volume V. The area of the energy surface X (E) can be expressed
as

3N
1
S(E)= [ &N pd3Nxs E——E: 2
(E) / p X 2mi_1pl

0 3N 3N 1 sl 2
=5 | ¢Vpdxo E—%Zpi (10.10)
i=1

where §(E — H) is the step function. The integral over coordinates gives V¥
and the momentum integral is the volume of a 3/ N-dimensional sphere of radius
(2mE)'/?, which can be evaluated as in appendix A. The final answer is

VN(an)3N/2E(3N/2)7l
(GN — D!

Y(E) = (10.11)

and we shall see shortly that it is related to the entropy of the gas.

10.2 The Canonical Ensemble

If our system is allowed to exchange heat energy with its surroundings, we need
a somewhat different statistical description. So long as we restrict ourselves to
equilibrium conditions, we need not be very precise about the mechanism that
allows this exchange to take place. The simplest course is to suppose that the
surroundings constitute a heat bath. Ideally, the heat bath is an infinite system,
which can exchange finite amounts of energy with the system of interest without
any change in its own properties. Experimentally, this situation can be accurately
simulated by using thermostatic feedback techniques. Normally, we describe
these as techniques for maintaining a constant temperature, but we have yet to
establish a precise notion of temperature within statistical mechanics. We shall
still take the total number of particles in the system to be fixed, in which case
we are dealing with a closed isothermal system. The Gibbs ensemble for such
a system is called the canonical ensemble and our first objective is to find the
appropriate probability density pcan(X). The question of what this probability
density should be has not been investigated with the same degree of mathematical
rigour as for the microcanonical ensemble, but the following simple argument
produces what is universally accepted as the correct answer.

Consider two systems, A and B, which are both in equilibrium with the same
heat bath but do not interact directly with each other. Individually, they have
probability densities pcan(Xa) and pcan(XB), which depend on the coordinates
and momenta only through Ha(Xa) and Hp(Xp) respectively. Equally, we
can regard A and B as a single system AB, with Hamiltonian Haog(XaAB) =
Ha(Xa) + Hp(XB), whose probability density pcan (X ap) depends only on Hag.
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Since A and B do not interact, their probability densities should be independent,
and the joint probability density is

Pcan(HAB) = pcan(HA + HB) = pean(HA) pcan (HB). (10.12)

This relation determines the form of pcan up to a single parameter. For a function
of a single variable, f(x), which has the property f(x +y) = f(x)f(y), we can
first deduce that f(0) = 1 by setting x = y = 0. Then, by choosing y to be a
small increment §x and defining 8 = — f/(0), we obtain the differential equation
df(x)/dx = —Bf(x). Since f(0) = 1, the unique solutionis f(x) = exp(—px).
In (10.12), the analogue of x is the function H (X), and this allows some extra
freedom in the normalization. It is easy to see that the normalized probability
density that satisfies (10.12) is

—1
Pean(X, ) = e PHX [ f dﬁNXeﬂ”“”} . (10.13)

The undetermined constant  is the same for any system in contact with the same
heat bath, so it must be a property of the heat bath itself. Thermodynamically,
the only relevant property is its temperature. Thus, § must be a function of
temperature, and we can clearly relate it to the ideal gas scale of temperature
by taking the system to be an ideal gas.

For a gas or liquid consisting of N identical molecules, we define the
canonical partition function Zcan(B, V, N) in terms of the normalizing factor in
(10.13) by

Zean(B,V,N) = /d6NX e PHX), (10.14)

3NN
By including the 1/N!, we get a sum over all distinct states of the system,
counting any two states that differ only by the interchange of a pair of particles as
indistinguishable. The factor 23" has no physical significance and is included as
a matter of theoretical convenience to make Z.,, dimensionless. The constant % is
arbitrary, but must have the dimensions of an action. It is convenient to take it to
be Planck’s constant, because this allows a direct comparison to be made between
corresponding classical and quantum-mechanical systems. Many quantities of
thermodynamic interest can be expressed as derivatives of the partition function.
In particular, the average internal energy U is evidently given by

-1
UB,V,N) = /d6NX H(X)e PHE) U dN x e—ﬁH(X)}

0
= — —1InZwm(B,V,N). (10.15)
B
For an ideal monatomic gas, we easily obtain

VN 2am\3N/?
Z L,V N) = — [ — 10.16
can(B. V. N) = ( ﬂh2> (10.16)
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and the internal energy is found to be U = 3N /2. For this gas, an elementary
kinetic argument (see exercise 10.2) shows that the pressure is related to the
internal energy by pV = %U , so we have pV = N/B. The ideal-gas scale
of temperature is defined by the equation of state pV = NkgT, where, in SI
units, kg = 1.38054 x 10~23JK~! is Boltzmann’s constant and T is the absolute
temperature, so we identify

B =1/kgT. (10.17)

10.3 The Grand Canonical Ensemble

A system which can exchange both heat energy and particles with its surroundings
is called an open isothermal system. Exactly what this means depends to
some extent on the particular physical situation we want to investigate. Most
straightforwardly, we can think of a very large homogeneous system, within
which we draw an imaginary boundary enclosing a small part of the whole, which
still contains a very large number of particles. Our earlier example of a light beam
intersecting a large container of gas would be a case in point. The small subsystem
constitutes ‘the system’ while the remainder of the original large system acts as
an (ideally infinite) heat bath and particle reservoir. The Gibbs ensemble that
describes an open isothermal system is the grand canonical ensemble.

The grand canonical probability density allows for the possibility of the
system’s containing any number of particles. It must have the general form

oo —1
p(X) = gn exp[—BHy(X)] [Z gn / d*Vx exp[—ﬁHN(X)]} (10.18)

N=0

where Hy is the Hamiltonian of the system when it contains exactly N particles
and gy is related to the probability that it does contain N particles. This
probability is obtained by integrating over the coordinates and momenta that the
N particles might have:

00 -1
Py =gn f dV X exp[—BHN(X)] [Z gn f d*x exp[—ﬂHN(X)]} .
N=0
(10.19)
If a particular particle can find itself, with equal probability, anywhere in the
system or reservoir, and the reservoir is very much larger than the system, then
the probabilities Py should form a Poisson distribution

NNe—N

Py ==

(10.20)

where N is the average number of particles in the system.
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In the case of non-interacting particles, the N-particle Hamiltonian is just
the sum of single-particle Hamiltonians, and

N
f dNX exp[—BHN(X)] = [ / &*xd®p exp[—BH (x, p)]} =z

(10.21)
where Zp is the canonical partition function for a single particle. The two
expressions (10.19) and (10.20) are then consistent if we set

_ ! vy (10.22)
SN=Ni\ndzy) '
In general, the grand canonical probability density is defined as
)Ogr(Ny Xv ﬁv :u')
N x N -
_ 6N
= vy SP—BHN ()] [ZO PRra / d XeXP[—,BHN(X)]:|
N=
(10.23)
where the fugacity z is
7 =eft (10.24)

and p is called the chemical potential. The chemical potential is taken to be a
property of the particle reservoir and so, while it controls the average number N
of particles in the system, it is independent of the number N that characterizes a
particular configuration of the system.

From the derivation of (10.22), it is clear that the general expression (10.23)
for the grand canonical probability density is strictly valid only when the integral
Yy = [dVX exp[—BHy(X)] can be written as YV, where Y is a quantity
independent of N. This is usually not true when particles interact, but it is an
excellent approximation when we consider a large system and interactions that
are appreciable only over a distance which is small compared with the dimensions
of the system. In that case, we can divide the volume of the system into a large
number of cells, each of a size greater than the range of interactions, and ignore
interactions between particles in different cells. The integral Y then factorizes
into a product of single-cell terms, and the number of these terms is proportional
to the number of particles in the system. Finally, since the relative fluctuations in
the number of particles in a large system are small, only those terms in (10.23)
for which N is large will be important.

The grand canonical partition function is defined as the normalizing
denominator in (10.23):

Zy(B,V, 1) = ) exp(BuN) Zean(B, V, N)
N=0
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o 1
=) N eXP(ﬂMN)/dGNX exp[—BHy(X)]. (10.25)
N=0 ’

For an ideal gas, we easily find

2mm\/?

Za(B, V. 1) =exp | PV (W) ) (10.26)

The average internal energy and number of particles are

dInZ 3 2mm\*/*
U= —(L0%er)  _ 2g-tepuy (20 (10.27)
B Jp 2 Bh?

. dInZ 2mm\*/?

N = <ﬁ) — Py <”—'f) (10.28)
0B /4 Bh

from which we recover the relation U = 3N/2B, now involving the average
particle number.

10.4 Relation Between Statistical Mechanics and
Thermodynamics

The highly successful science of thermodynamics deals with large systems in
terms of macroscopic observable quantities alone. Equilibrium thermodynamics
is derived, for the most part, from three basic principles, known as the
zeroth, first and second laws, which summarize the phenomenological results of
countless experiments. These principles are so well established by observation
as to stand in no real need of further justification. However, our theoretical
understanding would be seriously incomplete if we could not recover the results
of thermodynamics from the microscopic laws of motion for the particles that
constitute a macroscopic system. Moreover, once we can identify thermodynamic
functions in statistical mechanical terms, we can set about obtaining predictions
for their properties that cannot be obtained from thermodynamics alone. I am
going to assume that readers are familiar with the principles of thermodynamics,
but I shall first give a short summary of the points that particularly concern us.
For simplicity, I shall deal explicitly only with fluid systems, but other systems,
such as magnets and superconductors, which we shall need to consider later, can
be dealt with by using straightforward analogies.

If two systems which are internally in equilibrium, their macroscopic
properties having reached steady values, are brought into thermal contact,
allowing heat energy to pass between them, their individual equilibria may be
disturbed. If we wait long enough, however, the combined system will settle
into a new equilibrium state, and we say that the two systems are in equilibrium
with each other. The zeroth law of thermodynamics asserts that if two systems
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are simultaneously in equilibrium with a third, then they will be found to be in
equilibrium with each other also. This implies that the systems share a common
property, which has the same value for any two systems that are in equilibrium
with each other. The property in question is femperature, and our discussion of the
canonical ensemble indicates that 8 is a measure of thermodynamic temperature.
The zeroth law does not, however, provide a means of assigning numerical
values to temperature. Indeed, any property of a chosen standard system—a
thermometer—that varies with temperature could be used to define an ‘empirical
scale of temperature’. Two such scales defined by different thermometers do not
necessarily agree with each other.

The first law is essentially a statement of the conservation of energy, which
explicitly recognizes that a change in the internal energy of a system can result
equally from a flow of heat or from the performance of an equivalent amount of
work. In a rudimentary way, we can distinguish a higher temperature from a lower
one by agreeing, say, that the temperature of a system increases if heat flows into
it and no work is done in the process.

The second law has been formulated in many different ways. The simplest,
due in slightly different forms to Clausius and Kelvin, asserts that no process
is possible whose only effect is the transfer of heat from a colder body to a
hotter one. On the face of it, this is a purely qualitative statement, and it is
quite remarkable that two precise, quantitative results follow from it. These are
derived in every self-respecting textbook on thermodynamics. The first is that
we can define an absolute thermodynamic scale of temperature. This scale is
independent, in principle, of the properties of any specific system, but it coincides
with the ideal gas scale, which is defined by the equation of state pV = NkgT
of an ideal gas (which holds for real gases in the limit that they become infinitely
dilute). For an ideal gas, temperature is just a measure of the average kinetic
energy of its molecules, and the value of kg simply converts units of energy to
the conventional units of temperature. The second result is that every equilibrium
state of a system can be assigned an entropy S, in such a way that, if an amount
of heat A O flows into the system at a fixed temperature 7', the change in entropy
is AS = AQ/T. This actually defines the difference in entropy between any two
equilibrium states, but not its absolute value.

Combining the first and second laws, we obtain the fundamental equation of
the thermodynamics of fluids

dU =TdS — pdV (10.29)

which expresses any change in internal energy as the sum of heat flow into the
system and work done on it. In thermodynamic terms, this serves to define the
pressure p. Because of this equation, the internal energy is naturally expressed
as a function of the two quantities S and V, U = U(S,V). This means
that the partial derivatives (U /dS)y and (dU/dV)s have recognizable physical
interpretations as 7 and — p respectively. While it is perfectly possible to write
U as a function of, say, T and p, its partial derivatives with respect to these
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variables have no simple significance. If we wish to consider the possibility of
particles entering or leaving the system, we extend (10.29) to read

dU = TdS — pdV + pdN (10.30)

where u is the increase in internal energy due to the addition of a particle when
no heat flow or performance of work accompanies the change. This provides the
thermodynamic definition of the chemical potential.

The last two equations exemplify a general feature of thermodynamics,
namely that a system can be characterized by a thermodynamic potential.
This is a function of several macroscopic variables, which together specify
the macroscopic state of the system, whose partial derivatives produce other
quantities of physical interest. Several different functions may be used as
potentials, and the criterion for a specific choice is that its natural independent
variables should be quantities over which we exert experimental control. In
statistical mechanics, we consider various idealized experimental situations in
which systems are constrained in different ways and, as we have seen, these lead
to different statistical ensembles. For a closed isoenergetic system, described
by the microcanonical ensemble, the energy E (which for the moment I shall
consider as identical to U), volume V and particle number N are all fixed and
we need a potential for which these are the natural independent variables. By
rearranging (10.30), we find

dS = (1/T)dE + (p/T)dV — (u/T)dN (10.31)

which shows that the entropy S(E, V, N) is a suitable choice.

For a closed, isothermal system, described by the canonical ensemble, the
variables are 7', V and N. The appropriate potential is the Helmholtz free energy
F=U—-TS.Usingd(TS) =TdS + SdT, we get

dF = —SdT — pdV + udN (10.32)

so indeed F is naturally expressed as F (T, V, N). It is important to notice that
we have done more than subtract 7S from U. In (10.30), it is implied that both
U and its partial derivatives T, p and u are regarded as functions of S, V and N.
In (10.32), it is similarly implied that F', S, p and u are functions of 7, V and N.
This demands that we re-express S as a function of these variables by solving the
equation
T = <iU(S, v, N)) (10.33)
aS V.N
for S. The whole process is a Legendre transformation, quite analogous to the
passage from a Lagrangian to a Hamiltonian description of a classical dynamical
system that we discussed in §3.3.
For an open isothermal system, described by the grand canonical ensemble,
the independent variables are 7', V and . By another Legendre transformation,
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we identify the appropriate potential as
QT,V,u)y=F—-uN=U—-TS —uN (10.34)

which is called the grand potential. The following argument allows us to relate
the grand potential more directly to observable macroscopic quantities. We return
to the entropy S(E, V, N) and observe that all four of the variables S, E, V
and N are extensive. That is to say, they are all proportional to the total size of
the system. If we increase the total size by a factor A, so that it contains AN
particles in a volume AV and these particles have a total energy AE, then we
see intuitively that any small part of the enlarged system should look exactly the
same as a similar small part of the original system. (This intuition might fail us
in some circumstances. If, for example, there are interparticle forces whose range
is comparable with the size of the whole system, then the state of some small part
might depend on the total size. Here, I am ignoring such possibilities.) An amount
of heat A Q flowing into the original system should have the same effect on any
small part as an amount LA Q flowing into the enlarged system, so the enlarged
system has entropy AS. The entropy must therefore be a homogeneous function,
in the sense that

S(AE,AV,AN) =AS(E,V,N). (10.35)

Let us differentiate this equation with respect to A and then set A = 1. We find

s 9 3s
E—+V_—+4+N_—=

= =5 (10.36)
dE 9V IN

The various partial derivatives can be identified from (10.31) and we discover the
relation (still taking E to be equivalent to U)

TS=U+ pV — uN (10.37)

which implies that Q (7', V, u) = —Vp(T, V, ). Readers should not find it hard
to see that p, T and p are intensive variables, being independent of the total size
of the system, and that p therefore cannot depend on V independently of T and
. (For example, in the ideal-gas equation of state, p = (N/V)kgT, the values
of T and p determine the number of particles per unit volume N/V, as can be
seen from (10.28).) We can thus write the grand potential as

Q(T, V, w) = —Vp(T, ). (10.38)

These three potentials can be identified in terms of the statistical partition
functions X(E,V,N), Zcan(B,V,N) and Zg(B,V,u). To do this safely,
however, it is necessary to consider the thermodynamic limit in which N and
V are taken to infinity, with the number of particles per unit volume N/V held
fixed. The reason for this is that, in thermodynamics, it is assumed that the
quantities U, T, i and N all have definite values. In statistical mechanics this
is not true. In an isothermal system, for example, the temperature is fixed by
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an infinite heat bath, but the energy fluctuates and U can be identified only
as an average energy. In an isoenergetic system, by contrast, the energy E is
fixed. Because the interpretation of the variables varies from one ensemble to
another, the entropy, Helmholtz free energy and grand potential obtained from
the appropriate ensembles will not be related by the thermodynamic Legendre
transformations unless the effect of fluctuations is negligible. I said earlier that
relative fluctuations are expected to be proportional to N~'/2, and readers are
encouraged to investigate this in exercise 10.3. If so, then we can expect to obtain
a unique correspondence between statistical mechanics and thermodynamics in
the thermodynamic limit. Experimentally, we deal with systems of finite size, but
typical numbers of particles are of the order of Avogadro’s number 6.02 x 10?3
which is, to a fair approximation, infinite!
Let us start with the grand canonical ensemble and define

Qu(T, V, ) = —kpT In Zge(B, V, ). (10.39)

We would like to identify this as the grand canonical version of the
thermodynamic potential Q (7', V, ). If we can identify its partial derivatives
with respect to 7, V and pu as —S, —p and —BN respectively, then the two
functions can differ only by an additive constant, which can be determined by
direct calculation if necessary. It follows from (10.28) that the p derivative is
—BN, and in the thermodynamic limit we identify the mean number of particles
N with the thermodynamic variable N. For the T derivative, we can use (10.17),
(10.27) and (10.28) to find

0 _ 1 9 _ 1|, +(81nZgr> +’u<8lnzgr)
aT kT2 8 T | % B )4 B ) g

1 _
?(Qgr — U + uN). (10.40)

We do not have a definition of entropy within the grand canonical ensemble,
but we can argue self-consistently that if, indeed, (10.39) is the correct grand-
canonical version of 2 then, according to (10.34), the appropriate definition

must be Sy = —T’l(Q‘gr - U + ,u]\_/), in which case we have shown that
0Qg;/0T = —Sgy, as required. Similarly, we have no grand-canonical definition
of the pressure, so we must resort to defining pgr = —0€2,,/dV. We can check

that this is, at least, sensible in the case of an ideal gas, by using (10.26) and
(10.28) to recover the equation of state pgr = NkgT/V.

Readers may like to develop similar arguments to show that, for the canonical
ensemble,

Fean(T,V,N) = —kgT In Zcan(B, V, N) (10.41)
and for the microcanonical ensemble

Smico(E, V, N) = kgl X(E, V., N) 10.42

mlCO(aa)—BnW (10.42)
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I shall follow the alternative course of showing that, in the thermodynamic
limit, these functions are obtained from (10.39) by the thermodynamic Legendre
transformations. Consider equation (10.25). In the thermodynamic limit, we
expect fluctuations in N to be small relative to N, so only those terms in the
sum for which N ~ N should make significant contributions. We can therefore
make the estimate

Za(B. V. 1) = KeP'N Zon(B. V. N) (10.43)

where K represents the number of important terms. We now use (10.39) and
(10.41) to write

Qgr Fean InK

N - W 7 i (10.44)
In the thermodynamic limit, we expect the potentials to be extensive, in the sense
I explained earlier on. The quantity K is not precisely defined, but it should
depend only weakly on N. In the thermodynamic limit, therefore, the last term
in (10.44) vanishes and the remaining equation coincides with (10.34). Both
potentials can now be obtained from either ensemble with the same result, so we
have a unique correspondence with thermodynamics and the ensemble subscripts
can be dropped.

A relation between the canonical and microcanonical ensembles can be

derived in a similar manner. Using (10.7) and (10.14), we can write

1
Zean(B, V. N) = m/dE/dﬁNXe—ﬁEa[E— Hy(X)]

= ﬁ/dli e PES(E, V, N). (10.45)
Then, treating fluctuations in energy in the same way as those in the number
of particles, and using the definitions (10.41) and (10.42) of the canonical and
microcanonical potentials, we recover the thermodynamic relation F = U — T'S.
In this way, we see that all three statistical ensembles become equivalent in the
thermodynamic limit and their partition functions can be uniquely identified in
terms of thermodynamic potentials. Mathematically, it is interesting to note
that the Legendre transforms which relate these potentials correspond to Laplace
transforms which relate the partition functions. The arguments I used to derive
these relations are, of course, by no means rigorous. In principle, assumptions
such as the extensivity of the potentials should be checked for each system to
which the theory is applied. Indeed, it is possible to invent theoretical models for
which the arguments do not work. For example, as suggested by earlier remarks,
the thermodynamic limit may not exist when there are long-range forces. As far as
I know, the arguments are sound for all systems of physical interest. Readers may
like to check for themselves that everything goes through smoothly for the ideal
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gas. They should find that the entropy is given by the Sackur—Tetrode equation

S g 15 |V (2rmksT 3/2 (10.46)
— = —+In|—=——— . .
N2 AN

Factors of N! should be treated using Stirling’s approximation
In(N!) = NIn(N) — N + 3 In27N) +... (10.47)

valid for large N.

10.5 Quantum Statistical Mechanics

When dealing with a large quantum-mechanical system, we need to estimate the
expectation values of operators in states that we are unable to specify exactly
at a microscopic level. We therefore have to take two averages, one over the
uncertainties inherent in a definite quantum state and one to take account of
our ignorance of what the state actually is. For the time being, I shall work in
the Schrodinger picture. Suppose we have a complete orthonormal set of states
[ (2)) for which

(W @O (1)) = Smn and Z [V () (Y ()] = f (10.48)

For simplicity, I am assuming that these states can be labelled by a discrete index
n; there will be no difficulty in converting the sums into integrals where necessary.
Suppose further that we can specify for each state the probability P, of finding the
system in that state. As long as the system is left undisturbed, P, does not change
with time. Using (10.48), we can write the expectation value of an observable A
at time ¢ as

AW =Y WnOIAIY @) Py =Y (Wm (O AIY0 (1)) P (n ()19 (1))

(10.49)
The object

p(1) = Z [V (1)) Pu (n (1) (10.50)

can be regarded as an operator, called the density operator, which acts on a bra or
ket vector to produce another:

(W=D LW Pl (@) or pIW) =Y 19 (0) [P (¥ (D) W)] .

(10.51)
The expectation valui: (10.49) is the sum of diagonal matrix elements of A p,
which is the trace of A p:

AW =Y (U IAplYm (1)) = TrA p]. (10.52)

m
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It is readily verified that . .
Tr[p Al =Tr[Ap] (10.53)

and, on account of the normalization of probabilities, that

Trp] = Z P, =1. (10.54)

The density operator behaves rather differently from the operators that
represent observable quantities. Because it is constructed from state vectors that
represent possible histories of the system, it is time-dependent in the Schrédinger
picture and time-independent in the Heisenberg picture. In the Schrodinger
picture, we can use the Schrodinger equation (5.32) with (5.33) to obtain the
equation of motion

d . i o
E'O(t) = ﬁ[p(t), H] (10.55)

which is the quantum-mechanical version of the Liouville equation (10.4). It
differs by a minus sign from the equation of motion (5.36) for time-dependent
operators that represent observables in the Heisenberg picture.

The arguments we used to derive the ensembles of classical statistical
mechanics can be taken over to the quantum theory. To describe thermal
equilibrium, we want the density operator to be time independent in the
Schrodinger picture. According to (10.55), it must therefore be constructed from
operators which commute with the Hamiltonian, including the Hamiltonian itself.
For a system of N particles confined to a volume V, we obtain the canonical
density operator as .

fean = Zn exp(—BHN) (10.56)

where the partition function is given by
Zean(B. V. N) =Te [exp(—=BHN) | (10.57)

No factor of 273V is required because this expression is already dimensionless,
and no factor of 1/N!, because the indistinguishability of identical particles is
taken into account in the definition of the quantum states. The grand partition
function may be defined by analogy with (10.25) as

Zg(B, V. 10) =Y exp(BiN) Zean(B, V, N). (10.58)
N
Alternatively, we can resort to second quantization and define the grand-canonical
density operator and partition function by
Por = Zg' expl—p(H — ui)] (10.59)

Zes(B, V. ) = Trfexpl—B(H — n1}. (10.60)
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Here, of course, the trace includes states with any number of particles. When
the number of particles is not conserved, it makes no sense to speak of a fixed
number. Moreover, the particle number operator N does not commute with
the Hamiltonian (in fact, it may not even be well defined) and cannot appear
in the equilibrium density operator. In that case, we must use (10.59) and
(10.60) with & = 0. It is a matter of taste whether this is regarded as a grand-
canonical description of a system of particles or, on the other hand, as a canonical
description of the underlying system of quantum fields.

Quantum-mechanical ideal gases are most conveniently treated in the grand
canonical ensemble. Since the particles do not interact, eigenstates of the operator
H- /LN can be built from single-particle energy eigenstates. If we consider a gas
confined to a cubical box of side L, the single-particle momentum eigenstates
have momenta

p=(h/L)i (10.61)

where i is a triplet of integers, each of which can have any positive or negative
value. If the particles have spin s, then for each momentum value, with single-
particle energy €; = pi2 /2m, there are (2s + 1) independent spin polarization
states. We now take the states |1,,) to be the basis states of the occupation number
representation, with n;, particles in the state with momentum labelled by i and
spin polarization o. The grand partition function is

Zge = Z exp | =B ) (i — wnio | =[] D expl—Bei —winis]. (10.62)

{nio} i,o i,0 {nis}

For bosons, each n;, ranges from O to oo, while for fermions it takes only the
values O or 1. In either case, all the sums can be carried out (for bosons, the
infinite sum is a geometric series) giving

Zge = [ [{1 £ expl—B(ei — w)}*>+Y (10.63)

where the upper signs refer to fermions and the lower ones to bosons. The average
occupation numbers of single-particle momentum states are easily found:

- _ __81nZgr_ L -1
n,—;nw— a(,ee,.)—(z””{”p[ﬁ(f’ WIE 1 (10.64)

Under all circumstances of practical interest, sums over momentum states
can be replaced with integrals, and (10.61) leads to the replacement ) ; —
(V/h%) fd3p, where V = L3 is the volume. The energy becomes € = p*/2m
and, since this depends only on the magnitude of p, the angular integrals over the
direction of p can be carried out. After defining x = (8/2m)!/?|p|, we find for
the logarithm of the partition function

m\/? [ 2
InZg = 47V (25 + 1) (W) / dex?In(l£ze*)  (10.65)
0
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and for the average number of particles per unit volume

N nm 3/2 o 2 2 2 1
S dr@s+1) (—) z/ de x%e (1 4 ze=)" (10.66)
v ph? 0

where z is the fugacity (10.24). At low temperatures, quantum ideal gases behave
very differently from classical ones. I shall discuss some of the low-temperature
properties of bosons in the next chapter. The case of fermions, which I shall not
discuss, is particularly important when applied to the gas of electrons in a metal
and is dealt with extensively in most textbooks on solid state physics. At high
temperatures, on the other hand, quantum gases differ very little from classical
ones. From (10.66), we see that if 8 becomes very small with N/V fixed, then
the fugacity z must also become small. In that case, (10.65) can be approximated
as

2'm 3/2 00 5 ) 3/2
angr%47rV(2s+l) (W) Z/O dxx eix :(2S+1)ZV (W) .

(10.67)
This agrees exactly with (10.26), apart from the spin multiplicity factor (2s + 1).
For spin-0 particles, which can be compared most directly with their classical
counterparts, this factor is 1. For particles with higher spin, the familiar relations
U =3NkpgT/2 and pV = NkgT are unaffected.

10.6 Field Theories at Finite Temperature

Although we have found it possible to treat ideal gases without any detailed
use of second quantization, field-theoretic methods are more or less essential
for the systematic study of large systems of interacting particles. We have seen,
moreover, that relativistic particles can be correctly described only by a quantum
field theory. It is therefore necessary to find methods of evaluating quantities
such as (10.52) or (10.60) when H and N are second-quantized operators. A
useful technique comes about from realizing that each of the matrix elements in
the trace in (10.60) is analogous to the one we evaluated in (9.28), if we replace
H with H — u1\7 and tr — f; with —iB. This leads to the imaginary-time formalism,
in which the diagrammatic perturbation theory we discussed in chapter 9 can be
taken over more or less intact, simply by replacing real time ¢ with an imaginary
time t = ir. This imaginary time takes values between 0 and 8. Here, I shall
discuss only the case of a relativistic scalar field ¢, but other relativistic and non-
relativistic field theories can be treated by similar methods.

Since we are considering a many-particle system in thermal equilibrium, its
rest frame is a preferred frame of reference. Therefore, even in a relativistic
theory, there is a preferred measure of time, namely that measured in the
rest frame, which provides a natural means of distinguishing Heisenberg and
Schrodinger pictures. For simplicity, I shall take the chemical potential to be zero.
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If ¢ (x) is the Schrodinger-picture field operator, then we define the imaginary-
time Heisenberg picture by

d(x,1) = eﬁ”q?b(x)efﬁ'r and ¢'(x,7)= eﬁqubT(x)e*m. (10.68)
It should be noticed that (;AST (x, 7) is not the adjoint of qS(x, 7) in the usual sense.
By analogy with (9.14), we define an imaginary-time propagator by

Gx—x.t—1t)=Tr [5 T, [ (x, )T (v, r')]] (10.69)

where T; is the latest-on-the-left ordering operator for imaginary times. This
propagator will indeed depend only on x — x’ if the equilibrium state is
homogeneous, as intuitively it must be. By using the identity Tr(AB) = Tr(BA),
valid for any A and B, itis easy to show that it also depends only on t — t’.

The same identity may be used to derive a vital property of the propagator,
namely that it is periodic in T — 7/, with period 8. That is

Gx—x't1—7+B=Gx—x",t-1). (10.70)

Since 7 and 7’ both lie between 0 and B, their difference lies between —8 and B,
so (10.70) is meaningful only when T < t’. On the other hand, T + 8 must be
greater than 7/, so we have

Gx—x".t—17+pB)
_ Zg_rl Tr [e—ﬁﬁe(rw)ﬁq;(x)e—(r+ﬁ)ﬁer/ﬁ¢;f(x,)e_r/g]
_ Zg_rl Tr [erﬁqg(x)e—rﬁe—ﬁﬁer’ﬁqgf(x/)e_r/ﬁ]
= Z; Tr I:e*ﬂlfler’l:lq’;“'(x/)efr’lflerlflé(x)eft[:l:l . (1071)
For t < 7/, this is indeed equal to G(x —x’, T —1’). For T > 7/, the corresponding

relation
Gx—x'1—17-B=Gx—-x,1—-1) (10.72)

can be established in the same way. In the case of fermions, the propagator is
antiperiodic, which means that

Sx—x't—7+xp=-Sx—-x',t-1). (10.73)

The expectation value of any operator constructed from the fields can, in
principle, be calculated from the propagator or from other imaginary-time Green
functions. For example, to obtain the expectation value of qu(x)qﬁ(x), we would
use

@' @) =T[4 @) | = lim Tr [6 T[dx. 0 (x. 7 + )]
= lim G(0, —¢). (10.74)

e—>0
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The Green functions in turn can be represented by functional integrals similar to
(9.32), except that these must be converted to imaginary time. The result, derived
by a method similar to that of §9.3, is

Te[pTeldon) - ¢ ()]

= Zg_rl/D¢(X)¢(X1)---¢*(xn)exp[—5,s(¢)]
(10.75)

where ¢ (x) means ¢ (x, t) and the symbol D¢ (x) includes a normalizing factor
to make (10.54) true. The finite-temperature action Sg is found by replacing ¢
with —it. For the self-interacting scalar field we studied in chapter 9, it is given
by

S5(¢) = /dr/d3 [a¢ a¢+V¢ Vo +miee+ (¢¢>2]

(10.76)
Proceeding as in chapter 9, we can find the equation analogous to (9.37) satisfied
by the unperturbed propagator Go(x — x’, T — t’), namely

2
(% +V? 2) Gox —x', 1 —1) ==8(t —)8(x —x).  (10.77)

Because of the periodicity in imaginary time, we express this propagator in terms
of a Fourier transform as

Golx —x',t—1)
a3k _ - . o
= / m eXp[lk * (x - X )]ﬂ Z exp[la)n(‘l? -7 )]GO(k’ n)

n=—0oo

(10.78)

where w, = 2nn/B. The frequencies w, are known as Matsubara frequencies.
On substituting in (10.77), we find

~ —1
Golk, n) = (k2 + o+ m2> . (10.79)

To see how the finite-temperature field theory fits in with our earlier
discussion of quantum gases, let us evaluate InZg for the case of an ideal
relativistic gas, with A = 0. The partition function provides the normalizing
factor in (10.75), and since Tr[p] = 1, it is clearly given by

Zy = /D¢(X) exp[—Sp(®)]. (10.80)
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This, however, is slightly ambiguous because of an ill-defined constant that
appears in the definition of the functional integral (see (9.28), for example). To
avoid this difficulty, we can calculate the quantity —d In Zg,/ dm? which, as we
see from (10.76), is given by

3an B
= / dt/d3 *(x, )¢ (x, 7)) =/ dr/d3x Go(0,0).
0

(10.81)
Since G¢(0, 0) is independent of x and 7, the two integrals just give a factor of
BV. To evaluate G (0, 0), we use the identity

9]

1 7 (e 4 e T4 T
Y 5——== < — _M> = = coth(ra) (10.82)
P “+a a \e € a

which readers are invited to prove in exercise 10.7. We obtain

KLY &k B
am?2 (27)3 20 (k) (k)

0
— Vv Baw(k)/2 Bok)/2
=5 |:2 / R In (e e )] (10.83)

Up to a possible constant of integration, this gives

coth( Bw(k))

angr_ZV 2,33/ dx x ln[ — exp[— (x2 +,32 1/2]

+;3V/ma)(k). (10.84)

Remembering that the internal energy is U = —0 In Zy,/38, we recognize the last
term as the infinite vacuum energy encountered in (7.21), as long as we identify
(2m)38(0) = fd3x = V. The first term, in which x = g|k|, is obviously
similar to (10.65) with z = 1. The field theory describes particles of spin s = 0,
and the overall factor of 2 represents the two equal contributions from particles
and antiparticles. Other differences arise from the relativistic energy relation
w(k) = (k% + m?*)Y/? and the use of natural units, in which # = 2. The non-
relativistic limit of (10.84) is explored in exercise 10.8.

10.7 Black Body Radiation

Black-body radiation is most simply conceived of as an ideal gas of photons
in thermal equilibrium with the walls of a cavity that contains it. According
to quantum electrodynamics, photons can scatter from each other by way
of intermediate states containing virtual charged particles. Under almost all
circumstances, however, this interaction is entirely negligible. Because photons
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are massless, there is no lower limit to the energy change involved in the emission
or absorption of a photon by the cavity walls. There is therefore no constraint
on the total number of photons in the gas and its chemical potential is zero. It
is possible to derive the partition function from QED, but problems are again
encountered with redundant gauge degrees of freedom. In particular, the treatment
of the component Ag of the vector potential in the imaginary-time formalism
needs careful consideration. I shall not discuss these questions in detail. It should
come as no surprise, though, that we obtain the correct result simply by setting
m = 0in (10.84). Since photons are their own antiparticles, the overall factor of
2 arises in this case from the two independent spin polarization states.

At very high temperatures, such as we shall later encounter in connection
with the early universe, a modified version of black-body radiation arises, in
which any particle species whose mass is much smaller than kg7 can be
considered effectively massless and treated on the same footing as photons.
As long as an ideal-gas description remains appropriate, we simply add the
contributions to In Zy from each species. If we drop the unobservable vacuum
energy, then, for each bosonic species, the contribution is

1
—angr = gbvmlb (1085)
where gy, is the number of independent spin polarization states of particles and
antiparticles and

7.[4

o0
Iy = /0 dxx’In(1 —e™) = T (10.86)

For fermions, this integral is modified in the same way as that in (10.65). It is
given by

o0
I = _/ dx 2 In(1 +e™*) = ZIy. (10.87)
0

In view of this relation (which is readily verified by showing that I, — It = I,/8),
we can treat the gas as a whole by defining

g= D e+E oy e (10.88)

boson species fermion species

To return to laboratory units, we must divide InZgy by (he)’ to make it
dimensionless. We then have

Q= —kpTIn Zye = =V =T (10.89)
C
where
2, 4
k
T8 _ 56698 x 1078 Wm—2K~* (10.90)

7= sonie?
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is the Stefan—Boltzmann constant. It is a simple matter to derive the following
expressions for the energy and entropy densities and the pressure:

U 10InZey 2
v__2 g _ 289 p4 (10.91)
% vV B c
S 10Q 8
2 1% _%89,.3 (10.92)
v VT ~ 3¢
2 1U
p= -t 80 2 (10.93)
vV~ 3¢ R%

10.8 The Classical Lattice Gas

Our explicit examples have so far been restricted to ideal gases, because the
approximation methods needed to treat non-ideal gases and liquids require quite
lengthy development, for which there is no space in this book. I shall, however,
describe a straightforward, if somewhat crude, approximation to a non-ideal
classical gas, which is of some importance in the theory of phase transitions.
This is the lattice gas. We consider a gas whose molecules interact through a pair
potential W (r), so the Hamiltonian for N molecules is

N

N

1 5, 1

Hy = Z %Pi + 5 Z W(lx; — xj|)- (10.94)
i=1 i,j=1

Inserting this into (10.14), we find that the momentum integrals can be carried

out, so the canonical partition function is

271m>3N/2 1

N
e —/d”x exp | =38 ) W(lxi —x;))

ann(,Bv V, N) = ( N
’ i,j=1

(10.95)
The remaining integral is a sum over all instantaneous configurations of the
positions of the molecules, and there is some advantage to re-expressing this sum
in the following approximate manner. Real molecules exhibit a strong repulsion
at short distances, so it makes sense to divide the total volume occupied by the gas
into a large number of cells, each having a volume v comparable with the volume
of a single molecule, and to suppose that there can be at most one molecule in
any one cell. The mid-points of the cells will usually be taken to form a regular
lattice in space. To the ith cell, we assign an occupation number n;, which is 1
for an occupied cell or O for an empty one; the sum of the n; for all the cells is
the total number of molecules N. We now take the potential energy of a pair of
molecules to depend only upon the cells occupied by the molecules, but not on
their precise location within the cells, which will be a reasonable approximation
for potentials that vary little over the size of a cell. For a given set of N occupied
cells, the integral in (10.95) now gives v for each of the N! distributions of N
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molecules in the N cells. By summing over all possible sets of N occupied cells,
we obtain

2rm \*N/?
ann(,B: Vv, N) = (W) UNZ(N) eXp —%,BZWijninj (10.96)
{ni} ij

where i and j now label all the cells in the lattice and W;; is the potential between
particles in cells i and j when these cells are occupied. The configuration sum is
over all sets of values n; = 0, 1 consistent with their sum being equal to N.

For reasons I shall explain below, it is convenient to write n; = %(1 + si),
where the new variables s; take the values £1. Also, if interactions are appreciable
only over distances much shorter than the size of the whole system, then we can

write
Z Wij = Z Wi =W (10.97)
J J

where Wy is independent of the location of cell i. This will be true except for
cells close to the boundaries of the system. In the thermodynamic limit, these
boundary cells will be insignificant, because their number grows with the volume
only as V%/3, while the number of interior cells is proportional to V. We now use
(10.25) to construct the grand canonical partition function. It is

Zo(B,V, 1) =N exp | 3B Y si —gB Y Wijsis, (10.98)
{si} i iJ

where the modified chemical potential is given by
Bit = B +1n [(%)3/2 v} — 1BWo (10.99)

and the factor A/, which is independent of the s;, is
N =exp [— (i—jj) (;1+%Wo)] (10.100)

The special value of this result is that, apart from the factor /, it has the
same form as the partition function of a well-known model for ferromagnetism,
the Ising model, which we shall encounter in the next chapter. In that model,
the variables s; represent atomic spins (or magnetic dipole moments) situated at
the sites of a crystal lattice. That this analogy between a ferromagnet and an
imperfect gas can be made is, as we shall see, both theoretically important and
experimentally well verified.
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10.9 Analogies Between Field Theory and Statistical
Mechanics

Since both quantum mechanics and statistical mechanics require us to calculate
suitably weighted averages of physical quantities, it is not too surprising that
formal analogies can be made between them. Under appropriate circumstances,
however, these analogies can be closer than we might have expected, and it is
interesting to see how they work out. Consider first of all the imaginary-time
action (10.76) for a scalar field theory at finite temperature. In the integrand, the
imaginary time variable appears on an equal footing with the spatial coordinates
so, in effect, ¢ (x, t) lives in a (d + 1)-dimensional Euclidean space, d being the
original number of spatial dimensions, which has a finite extent 8 in the extra
dimension. The extra dimension is sometimes regarded as having a quantum-
mechanical origin, in the following sense. The Hamiltonian of the scalar field
theory may be written as

H= /d3x [fﬁﬁ F VTV +m2pih+ }—‘)\(é*éﬁ] (10.101)

and may loosely be compared with (10.94) for a classical gas. In the classical
case, the momenta can be trivially integrated out leaving, as in (10.95), a
configurational integral involving the potential energy part of the Hamiltonian
with its original number of dimensions. By contrast, we could regard (10.76)
as being obtained from (10.101) by again dropping the momentum term, but
now adding an extra spatial dimension. If (10.101) were to be interpreted not
as the Hamiltonian of a quantum field theory, but as a classical Hamiltonian
(with ¢ being, say, the displacement of a continuous vibrating medium), then
the configurational integral would be weighted with the exponential of — g times
its potential energy part. It would, in other words, be similar to (10.80), but with
a factor § in the exponent instead of the integral over an extra dimension. While
we must obviously be cautious when arguing in this way, it is frequently true that
the properties of a quantum-mechanical system in d dimensions can be related to
those of a (d + 1)-dimensional classical system.

There is clearly also an analogy between the configurational integrals of
classical statistical mechanics and the functional integrals of chapter 9, which
represent purely quantum-mechanical expectation values. If, in a functional
integral such as (9.32), we make the replacement 1 = —ix*, the weight function
becomes exp(—Sg), where the Euclidean action is

Sg = /d4x[V¢* Vo +mp*o + 1r(0*$)?] (10.102)

the gradient operator V now being the four-dimensional Euclidean one. The
introduction of an imaginary time here has nothing to do with temperature—the
fourth Euclidean dimension being of infinite extent—and is, in fact, equivalent
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to the Wick rotation we used to evaluate Feynman integrals such as (9.76). The
original Lorentz invariance of the action has been replaced by invariance under
rotations in four-dimensional Euclidean space. We see that there is a rough
correspondence between the Euclidean functional integral and the configurational
integrals or sums of classical statistical mechanics, if we make Sg correspond to
BW, W being the potential energy.

For a sum like (10.98), this correspondence can be made more precise by a
change of variables known as the Hubbard—Stratonovich transformation. If we
denote by I';; the inverse of the matrix (— }T W;j), we can prove the identity

exp | 38 Z(—iWij)SiSj]
i,j

00
1
= Q/_mUineXp —ﬁ;r‘”@i@j—i-;d)isi
(10.103)

by completing the square on the right-hand side; that is, by making the shift
D, - b, — }T B> i Wijsj. Obviously, Q is the appropriate normalizing factor.
Applying this identity to the partition function (10.98), it becomes easy to carry
out the sums over the s;:

3 exp [(%,3;1 + CID)S] = 2cosh(1Bji + ®). (10.104)
s==1

Thus, the partition function of the lattice gas becomes

_ [ 1
Zgrzzﬁmljd¢iexp —E;FUCD,'CD]-+Xi:1ncosh(%ﬂﬁ+<b,~)

(10.105)
where Z denotes the collection of normalizing factors we have accumulated. This
partition function will be essentially identical to a functional integral if we take
the cells of the lattice, positioned, say, at the points x;, to be tiny compared
with the total size of the system. Let us, indeed, regard the variables ®; as the
values of a continuous function ®(x) at the points x = x;. Correspondingly,
we would like to convert the sums over lattice sites into integrals, using the
replacement Zi — ! f d3x, but we have the matrix I';; to contend with. This
matrix can be regarded as a function of the distance between two lattice sites, say
I';j = I'(|x; — x;]), and under some circumstances it is permissible to expand its
Fourier transform as

L d3k
Y @n)d

sik-(xi—x)) [1"0 ST+ ] (10.106)
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keeping only the first two terms. On account of the Fourier representation of the
Dirac § function, we can rewrite this as

Tij =[To+T1Vi -V +...]8(x —x)). (10.107)

In this way, we can approximate (10.105) by the functional integral
Zg ~ /DCD(x) exp [—H(D)] (10.108)

where the effective ‘reduced Hamiltonian’ is

H(P) = /d3x [(L) V.V + (i) o2 — L Incosh (lﬁ‘ + @)}
N 2Bv? 2802 v 2P '
(10.109)
To derive this form, I have used integrations by parts to make the derivatives in
(10.107) act on ® and used the § function to do one of the space integrals. A final
change of the integration variable

d(x) = 1B+ (Bv?/ TP (x) (10.110)

together with the expansion In cosh(y) = %yz — 11—2 y* + ... enables us to write
H o~ /d3x [%Vq) Ve + imPp? + Lagt — J¢] (10.111)
where

m?=(To—pv)/T1  r=p%3%3r2  J=@riHsrnv)?a 10.112)

which is equivalent to the Euclidean action for a relativistic scalar field. (The
factors of % in the first two terms give the right normalization for a real field,
as shown by exercise 7.1.) The equivalence we have derived is, of course, only
approximate. It will be valid, roughly speaking, when the functions ¢ (x) that
make the most important contributions to the functional integral are small (so
that higher-order terms in the expansion of Incosh(y) can be neglected) and
vary slowly with spatial position (so that the higher-order terms in the gradient
expansion (10.107) can be neglected). As will transpire in the next chapter, these
approximations are well justified in the neighbourhood of a critical point, where
the analogy is most useful. It will be noticed that (10.102) and (10.111) involve
different numbers of spatial dimensions and we shall see that this has important
consequences.

Exercises

10.1. Consider a classical one-dimensional harmonic oscillator, with Hamiltonian
H = p%/2m + mw*x%/2. What are the curves of constant energy in its two-
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dimensional phase space? Show that X (E) = 2m/w. Show that both the long-
time average and the microcanonical average of a function f(x, p) are given by

1 2
2—/ de((ZE/ma)z)l/z sin6, (2mE)1/2cos9).
T Jo

This system is therefore ergodic. By considering the flow of an ensemble of points
on the energy surface, show that it is not mixing.

10.2. Consider a single classical, non-relativistic particle of mass m in a cubical
box of side L, which rebounds elastically each time it collides with a wall.
Suppose that two opposite walls lie in the planes x = 0 and x = L. Show that,
averaged over a long period of time, the momentum per unit time that the particle
exchanges with each of these walls is mv% /L. Hence show that the pressure
exerted by a gas of N particles is p = Nm(v?)/3L3, where v is the magnitude of
the velocity of any one particle and the average is over all the particles, and verify
the relation p = 2U/3V. Note that this result does not assume any particular
distribution of velocities.

10.3. For an open system, define the fluctuation AN in the number of particles
by (AN)? = ((N — N)?). Show that (AN)? = 3%In Zg/d(Bu)?. For a classical
ideal gas, show that AN/N = N~!/2. In the same way, show that the relative

fluctuations in the internal energy U are proportional to N~1/2.

10.4. The partition function for the pressure ensemble (or isobaric ensemble) is

(e.¢]
Zpr(ﬁs pv N) = / dV e*ﬂpvzcan(ﬁ’ Vs N)
0

Calculate this partition function for a classical ideal gas. Suggest an expression,
in terms of Zj, and its derivatives, for the mean volume of a system maintained
at constant pressure p, and check it by recovering the ideal gas equation of state
in the thermodynamic limit. Show that, in the thermodynamic limit, the quantity
G = —kgT In Z); is the Gibbs free energy G = F + pV. Show that the chemical
potential w is the Gibbs free energy per particle.

10.5. Given any set of objects, mathematicians define an equivalence relation ~
between any two of them as a relation that has the three properties:

(i) for each object a in the set, a ~ a (reflexivity);

(ii) if a ~ b then b ~ a (symmetry);

(iii) if a ~ b and b ~ c, then a ~ c (transitivity).
Show that these properties allow one to divide the set into equivalence classes
such that all members of any one class are ‘equivalent’ to each other and no two
objects belonging to different classes are ‘equivalent’ to each other.

Consider a set of macroscopic physical systems, and interpret @ ~ b to mean
‘a has the same temperature as b’. How is the zeroth law of thermodynamics
relevant to the possibility of assigning unique temperatures to these systems?
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10.6. Show that the density operator (10.50) is Hermitian and that the trace in
(10.52) does not depend on which complete orthonormal set of states is used to
compute it.

10.7. In the complex z plane, let C be the closed contour which runs from —oo
to 400 just below the real axis and returns to —oo just above the real axis. Show
that, for any sufficiently well-behaved function f(z),

lim ¢ dz Kéf&) }: fn).

2miz
e—0 Jo Temiz — oo
Verify (10.82) by choosing f(z) = 2 +a®» 'and deforming the contour in an
appropriate manner.

10.8. Consider the field-theoretic partition function (10.84) in the limit that Sm
is very large and ignoring the last (vacuum energy) term. By making the change
of variable x — (Z,Bm)l/ Zx, show that (10.84) reduces to the non-relativistic
partition function (10.65) for spin-0 particles, with 7 = 1 and a chemical potential

= —m

10.9. Consider a gas of N hydrogen atoms in a container of volume V, at a
temperature high enough for all H, molecules to be dissociated and some atoms
to be ionized. Using classical, non-relativistic statistical mechanics, work out the
canonical partition function for N —v indistinguishable atoms, v indistinguishable
protons and v indistinguishable electrons. For each ionized atom, include a
potential energy I, equal to the ionization potential. Assume that the masses
of a hydrogen atom and a proton are equal. By finding the most probable value of
v, show that the fraction x = v/N of ionized atoms is given by the Saha equation

x? :l 2mm 3/2e_ﬁ1
1—x n \ Bh?
where m is the electron mass and n = N/ V. Note that this result depends on 4,

which is an arbitrary parameter in the classical theory. Why is this? Why would
you expect to obtain the correct answer by taking 4 to be Planck’s constant?

10.10. From equations (10.88) and (10.91)—(10.93), it might appear that a fermion
simply counts as % of a boson as far as black-body radiation is concerned, but this
is not so. By direct calculation or informal arguments, convince yourself that the
number density of species i is given by

N

V= 27t2,33/ dr x2e* £ )7L

Show that the fermionic integral is % of the bosonic one. The value of the bosonic
integral is 2¢ (3), where ¢ is the Riemann zeta function.



Chapter 11

Phase Transitions

Among the many applications of statistical mechanics, some of the most
intriguing and challenging theoretical problems arise in connection with phase
transitions. These are abrupt changes of state such as occur, for example, when
a liquid is transformed into a vapour, a ferromagnet loses its magnetization upon
heating to its Curie temperature, or at the onset at sufficiently low temperatures of
superfluidity or superconductivity. It is within the theory of phase transitions, too,
that the mathematical relationships between statistical mechanics and relativistic
field theories are most powerful. Indeed, the idea of spontaneous symmetry
breaking, which lies at the heart of the theory of phase transitions, is the crucial
ingredient that turns the gauge theories of chapter 8 into a real working model of
the fundamental forces of nature, to be discussed in the next chapter.

It is not possible in the space of a single chapter to cover adequately the
wide and diverse range of phenomena that theoretical and experimental ingenuity
have uncovered. I shall therefore discuss only a few standard examples and the
key theoretical arguments that have been devised to deal with them. In almost
all cases, phase transitions can occur only by virtue of interactions between
particles. This, indeed, is what gives rise to the greatest theoretical challenges.
The one exception to this rule is the case of Bose—Einstein condensation in an
ideal Bose gas, which I shall discuss first. The greater part of the chapter will
deal with the gas—liquid and ferromagnetic transitions, which illustrate most of
the essential theory, and I shall end by describing the Ginzburg—Landau theory of
superconductivity, which provides the closest analogy with the gauge theories of
particle physics.

11.1 Bose-Einstein Condensation

Consider an ideal gas of spin-O particles. According to (10.64), the average
number of particles in the ith momentum state, with momentum given by (10.61)
is

ni = zlexp(Bei) —z17 . (11.1)

266
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For a given number of particles per unit volume, the fugacity z is determined
implicitly in terms of N/V and temperature by an equation of the form (10.66).
By its definition (10.24), z is positive. On the other hand, since the occupation
numbers (11.1) cannot be negative, z cannot be greater than exp(Bep), where
€0 is the smallest single-particle energy. For a large volume, we can take this
energy to be zero, so 0 < z < 1, which means that the chemical potential
n must be negative. The interesting question is, what happens as z approaches
1?7 We see from (11.1) that the occupation number of the zero-energy state can
become indefinitely large. In fact, the growth of this number is limited by the
total number of particles available, but it can be a significant fraction of the total
number. This phenomenon, known as Bose—FEinstein condensation, is the basic
cause of superfluidity and superconductivity.

When the zero-energy state is macroscopically occupied, we have to
reconsider equations such as (10.65) and (10.66), where we replaced a sum over
momentum states with an integral. This is normally valid because the momentum
eigenvalues are very closely spaced, but it assumes that the fraction of particles
with momentum in the infinitesimal range d3p is infinitesimal. When there is
condensation, this will not be true for the element d*p which includes the zero-
energy state. In fact, the integrals in (10.65) and (10.66) do assign only an
infinitesimal fraction of the particles to this element, so we can correct them
simply by adding on the contributions of the condensed particles. For the grand
potential and particle number per unit volume, we obtain

Q 1 om\Y/? [ >
—=—In(l- Ax g~ [ = / dx x?In(1 — ze™ 11.2
v =BV (I —2)+4np ) A x“In(l —ze™™) (11.2)
N i 2m\/? [

= = ”—‘f + 47 <ﬂ—le> Z/o dx x2e (1 — ze=*)" ! (11.3)

where ng is the average number of condensed particles. These equations are to
be understood as applying to the thermodynamic limit. When V — o0, the
condensation terms go to zero, unless z is infinitesimally close to 1 and the number
of condensed particles per unit volume is finite.

The conditions under which the condensation occurs can be investigated as
follows. Suppose first that condensation does occur. Then z is infinitesimally
close to 1. The second term in (11.3) is proportional to the integral

o
4ﬂ71/2/ dex2@ — 1)~ = t(3)=2.612... (11.4)
0

where ¢ is the Riemann zeta function, and we have

h? '

N no
— = —42.612
Vv Vv + <

(11.5)

For a given number density, there is a critical temperature T at which the number
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of condensed particles just vanishes:

T, = h NN (11.6)
7 2mmkg \2.612V : '

At temperatures lower than this, 7o is a non-zero fraction of N. At higher
temperatures, on the other hand, (11.5) cannot be true, because 7y cannot be
negative. For T > T, therefore, the assumption that ¢ is macroscopically large
is not self-consistent; we must have 79/ V — 0 in the thermodynamic limit and z
must be smaller than 1.

In the condensed phase (that is, the low-temperature state in which
condensation occurs), it is easy to see that the fraction of particles in the

N

Under the influence of an applied force, such as gravity or the attraction of
container walls, this condensate moves as a coherent whole and is responsible
for the frictionless flow characteristic of superfluid helium. (Helium is the only
substance known to exhibit superfluidity. It is not, however, an ideal gas and
intermolecular forces are essential for understanding its properties in detail.) The
condensate can be described by a macroscopic wavefunction ¢, whose magnitude
is proportional to 1/71g. The temperature dependence of quantities like |¢| in the
immediate neighbourhood of a critical temperature will be a recurring theme. If
we expand (11.7) in powers of T — T, we find

lp| ~ (Tc — T)P (11.8)

where 8, an example of what is called a critical exponent, has the value % The
symbol ~ indicates both that a constant of proportionality is missing and that this
is only the leading behaviour when 7;; — T is small.

Another important feature, which is common to all phase transitions, is that
the transition is sharply defined only in the thermodynamic limit. When V — oo
in (11.3), we can draw a sharp distinction between the condensed phase, in which
ng/V has a non-zero limit, and the normal phase in which it goes to zero. When
the volume is large but finite, there is a narrow range of temperature in which
it/ V decreases from being a significant fraction of N/V to being extremely
small, but no precise dividing line between the two phases. Although experiments
deal with finite systems, these systems occupy a volume that is extremely large
compared with average intermolecular distances. Under these circumstances, the
theoretical ambiguity as to the precise location of a critical temperature may well
be much smaller than the resolution in temperature that an experimenter can
achieve. Thus, to all intents and purposes, well defined phase transitions can
indeed be observed in practice.
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11.2 Critical Points in Fluids and Magnets

Much of the theoretical interest in phase transitions has to do with critical points.
The exact nature of a critical point will emerge as we study examples, but one
essential feature is already apparent from the case of Bose—Einstein condensation.
The condensed phase, which exists below T, is distinguished from the normal,
high-temperature phase by a non-zero value of 79/ V. On approaching the critical
temperature, this quantity goes continuously to zero, and so, exactly at the critical
temperature, the condensed and normal phases are identical. This behaviour
is distinctive of critical points, which may also be described as continuous or
second-order phase transitions, the terminology depending somewhat upon its
context. Had ng/V dropped discontinuously to zero at T, it would have been
possible for distinct condensed and normal phases to coexist with each other at
T., which is characteristic of a first-order phase transition. A classification of
phase transitions due to P Ehrenfest defines a phase transition to be of nth order
if an nth derivative of the appropriate thermodynamic potential is discontinuous,
while all of its (n — 1)th derivatives are continuous. If we introduce a separate
chemical potential g for particles in the zero-energy state, then ng is the first
derivative of 2 with respect to wg. It is continuous at T¢, but dng/9T is not, so
the condensation is indeed second-order according to this classification. However,
the singularities found at phase transitions are often more complicated than simple
discontinuities, so the general classification scheme has fallen out of common use.
Two standard, easily studied examples of critical points are those which
occur in simple fluids and in ferromagnets, and I shall deal first with
ferromagnetism. As readers are no doubt aware, a permanently magnetized
sample of, say, iron typically contains a number of domains, the directions of
magnetization being different in neighbouring domains. The physical factors that
control the size of a domain have no direct bearing on the phase transitions we are
discussing, so I shall simplify matters by assuming that the magnetization of the
sample is completely uniform. In practice, our considerations will apply to the
interior of a single domain. The magnetization Mg that exists in the absence
of any applied magnetic field is called the spontaneous magnetization and its
magnitude depends on temperature in the manner sketched in figure 11.1. Upon
heating to the critical (or Curie) temperature 7, the spontaneous magnetization
vanishes continuously. In the immediate neighbourhood of T, called the critical

region, we find
Ms ~ (T. — T)P. (11.9)

The exponent 8 varies rather little from one ferromagnetic material to another and
is typically about %

The direction in which the magnetization points usually lies along one of
several easy axes, defined by the crystal structure of the material. For simplicity,
I shall consider only uniaxial materials in which there is only one easy axis. Then
the magnetization can point in one of two opposite directions along this axis.
Consider what happens when a magnetic field H is applied in a direction parallel
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Figure 11.1. The spontaneous magnetization of a ferromagnet as a function of temperature.

to the easy axis. To be specific, let us suppose that the magnet is heated to a
temperature above 7, at which point a large magnetic field is applied. There
will be a magnetization parallel to H, which would decrease to zero if the field
were removed. If, in the presence of H, the magnet is cooled to below T, the
magnetization remains parallel to H, but reduces to Ms when the field is removed.
If the process is repeated, but with the direction of H reversed, we end up with a
magnetization of magnitude Ms pointing in the opposite direction.

7

Figure 11.2. Phase diagram of a ferromagnet in the temperature-magnetic field plane.
Below T¢, the magnetization is discontinuous at H = 0. However, by varying H and T
along the broken curve, we can pass from state A to state B without encountering a phase
transition.

Ideally, given a temperature 7 and magnetic field H, there is a magnetization
M (T, H) which has a unique value, except when H = 0 for T < T, where
the limit as H — 0 of M(T, H) is either Ms(T) if H is positive or —Ms(T)
if H is negative. We may therefore draw an idealized phase diagram as in
figure 11.2. As far as the line H = 0 is concerned, we can identify three
different phases, namely two ferromagnetic phases, distinguished by oppositely
directed magnetizations, which exist below T, and the paramagnetic phase, with
M = 0, above T.. At the critical point (T, H) = (T¢, 0), the two ferromagnetic
phases become identical and also indistinguishable from the paramagnetic phase.
The line H = 0, T < T¢ is a line of two-phase coexistence, where oppositely
magnetized domains can coexist in the same sample. Ideally, it is a line of first-
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Figure 11.3. Phase diagram of a simple fluid in the temperature—pressure plane.

order phase transitions, since the magnetization changes discontinuously from Mg
to —Mg as the magnetic field decreases through zero. We see, however, that any
two states, say A and B in figure 11.2, can be connected by a path along which no
phase transition occurs. The essential definition of a critical point is that it marks
the end of a line where two or more phases coexist, and that these phases become
identical in a continuous manner. In practice, the way in which the magnetization
of a sample varies with temperature and magnetic field is more complicated and
it is necessary to consider, for example, the motion of domain walls, which gives
rise to hysteresis. The actual magnetization of a sample is not given by a single-
valued function, but depends on its history. Nevertheless, the function M (T, H)
can be found by careful experimental procedures and it is this function that we
hope to be able to calculate, at least approximately, from equilibrium statistical
mechanics.
The magnetic susceptibility is defined by

x =dM/dH. (11.10)

The zero-field susceptibility, sometimes called the initial susceptibility, is found
to diverge at the critical point. That is, it becomes infinite, and it does so as a
power of |T — T¢|:

x(T,0) ~ xolT — Tc| ™. (11.11)

The critical exponent y, which has similar values of about 1.3 for all
ferromagnets, is found to be the same, whether the critical temperature is
approached from above or below, but the amplitude xo may be different in the
two cases.

The behaviour of simple fluids is quite analogous to that of ferromagnets.
Figure 11.3 represents the vapour—pressure curve p = py(7T), which ends at a
critical point (T¢, pc). By speaking of a ‘simple fluid’, I mean that additional
complications, such as the possibility of solidification, will be ignored. Although
most real substances have more complicated phase diagrams than the one shown
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Figure 11.4. Variation with temperature of the densities of liquid and vapour phases of a
simple fluid at the vapour pressure.

in figure 11.3, these complications do not affect the critical properties we are
discussing. Along the vapour—pressure curve, the liquid and vapour phases of the
same substance can coexist in the same container. By varying the pressure at a
fixed temperature below T, we can transform liquid into vapour or vice versa.
This is a first-order transition, because the density p changes discontinuously.
If we plot the densities of the liquid and vapour, both measured at the vapour
pressure, as functions of temperature, the result is that sketched in figure 11.4. Itis
obviously analogous to the spontaneous magnetization curve of figure 11.1, if we
include the oppositely directed magnetization, except that it is not symmetrical.
Near the critical point, the difference in density between the liquid and vapour is
found to vary as

pe—py ~ (Te = T)P. (11.12)

Measured values of the exponent 8 are very similar for all fluids. Remarkably,
they are also very similar to the values obtained for ferromagnets, being in
the neighbourhood of % Indeed, it is found that all critical phenomena (that
is, the properties of systems in the neighbourhoods of their critical points) are
substantially independent of the detailed microscopic constitution of the system
considered. This universality of critical phenomena is, of course, one of the
principal features that we should like to understand theoretically.

It is convenient to focus theoretical discussions on magnetic systems
because, as is evident from figures 11.2 and 11.3, they possess a greater degree
of symmetry. The magnetization of a macroscopic sample is a magnetic dipole
moment per unit volume, which may have contributions from the intrinsic dipole
moments of fixed atoms or ions and mobile electrons and also from the orbital
motion of electrons. When the major contribution is from mobile electrons, the
magnetism is said to be itinerant. When the major contribution is from atoms or
ions fixed at the sites of a crystal lattice or from electrons which, though mobile,
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tend to congregate near these lattice sites, the magnetization is said to be localized.
The exact degree of itineracy or localization is not easy to establish, but it appears
that the three common metallic ferromagnets, namely iron, cobalt and nickel,
are predominantly itinerant. Theoretically, it is somewhat easier to deal with
localized magnets and, because of universality, this does not, in the end, make
much difference as far as their critical properties are concerned. I shall therefore
regard ferromagnetism as arising from localized moments situated at the sites of a
lattice. Each of these magnetic moments is proportional to the intrinsic spin of an
atom or ion, and the basic constituents of the magnet are conventionally referred
to as spins.

To understand the origin of universality, it is necessary to consider
correlations between the directions of spins at different sites. Our sample will
exhibit a net magnetization if, on average, all the spins tend to point in the same
direction. In a large sample, the average of a spin variable s; at the ith lattice site
will be independent of the particular site. The magnetization per spin is

M = m(s;) (11.13)

where ms; is the magnetic moment associated with the spin. The fluctuations
of a given spin away from its average value are measured by s; — (s;). What
particularly concerns us is the correlation between such fluctuations at two
different sites. We define the correlation function G(r; — r;) as

G@ri—rj)=((si —(si) - (s; — (sj))) = (si - 8;) — (i) - (s) (11.14)

where r; is the position of the ith lattice site. Analogous correlation functions
can be defined in terms of magnetization density for itinerant magnets or density
fluctuations in a fluid. Assuming that only short-ranged forces act between spins,
we would expect this correlation function to decay to zero at large distances, and
so it does. Under most circumstances, we find

G(ri —rj) ~exp(—|r; —rj|/§) (11.15)

where & is a characteristic distance called the correlation length. The correlation
length depends on temperature and on the applied magnetic field. In the absence
of an applied field, it diverges at the critical point, and this divergence is governed
by a new critical exponent v:

E(T) =~ &|T —Te|". (11.16)

As with the susceptibility, the same exponent governs the divergence as the critical
temperature is approached from above or from below, but the amplitudes & may
be different. Typically, we find v ~ 0.6-0.7.

This divergence of the correlation length is at the root of the universality
of critical phenomena. Because fluctuations are strongly correlated over large
distances, they, and the critical properties that depend on them, are insensitive
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to details of the forces that act over microscopic distances. Experimentally, the
correlation functions can be investigated by scattering. In the case of magnets, the
scattering of neutrons is affected by magnetic forces, while the scattering of light
by fluids depends on density correlations. When the correlation length is large, the
scattered waves from points widely separated in the sample are coherent, and so
strong scattering results. This is visible to the naked eye in a fluid near its critical
point. The strong scattering by a substance which is normally transparent gives it
a foggy or milky appearance known as critical opalescence. From a theoretical
point of view, we might expect that quantities such as critical exponents could be
calculated on the basis of quite highly idealized models, which take little account
of the detailed microscopic constitution of real materials, and this appears to be
borne out in practice. Later on, we shall see in rather more detail why this is so.

11.3 The Ising Model and its Approximation by a Field Theory

The forces that tend to align spins in a ferromagnet have electrostatic and
quantum-mechanical origins. For example, if the spins of two electrons (which
are fermions) in neighbouring atoms are in a triplet state, which roughly means
that they are parallel, then, to maintain the overall antisymmetry of the two-
electron state, their orbital motion must be described by an antisymmetric
combination of atomic orbitals. Conversely, if their spins are in a singlet,
antiparallel state, then their orbital state must be symmetric. The expectation
value of the electrons’ electrostatic energy is different in the symmetric and
antisymmetric orbital states, and therefore also in the singlet and triplet spin
states. This leads to an effective interaction between spins, called an exchange
interaction. To study magnetic effects, we would like to use an effective
Hamiltonian that depends only on spin degrees of freedom. It was shown by
Heisenberg that such a Hamiltonian must have the form

[:IZ—ZJI']'SI"S']' (11.17)
ij

where S; is the spin operator for the ith lattice site and J;; is a symmetric matrix
of constants representing the exchange energies. Usually, these energies will be
appreciable only when sites i and j are close together. The exchange energies can
have either sign. If the J;; are predominantly positive, then parallel spins have the
lower energy and ferromagnetism will result; if they are negative, then we shall
have antiferromagnetism.

In a uniaxial ferromagnet, the spins point preferentially along one
crystallographic axis, say the z axis, so we can delete the x and y spin components
in (11.17). In that case, all the remaining operators commute with each other, and
we can choose a set of basis states in which they are all diagonal. If we take the
S; to be spin-% operators, their eigenvalues are :I:%h. For theoretical purposes, it
is useful to imagine that an independent magnetic field H; can be applied at each
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lattice site. It is also convenient to absorb factors of %h into the definitions of J;;
and H;, and the magnetic moment m in (11.13) into the definition of H;. Then the
partition function may be written as

ZBAH) =Tre Pl = 3 bl (11.18)
fsi=1)

where

Hy = — Z Jijsisj — Z H;s;. (11.19)
ij i

This is the Ising model. As a model of a ferromagnet, it is clearly rather idealized,
taking into account only the configurational average of spin degrees of freedom.
Thus, the free energy F = —kgT In Z obtained from (11.18) represents not the
whole free energy of a ferromagnetic material, but only that contribution to it
which is directly involved in the ferromagnetic transition.

The partition function (11.18) is obviously of the same form as the
configurational sum in (10.98) for the lattice gas, so long as we identify the
adjusted chemical potential (10.99) with a uniform magnetic field. We see from
(10.98) that the grand potential of the lattice gas receives a contribution from
the factor A" multiplying the configuration sum, but this contribution is a smooth
function of temperature and chemical potential and cannot be directly involved in
the gas-liquid transition.

From (11.18), the correlation function (11.14) can be expressed as

G P 3?InZ g1 3
ri—rj)= =
Y dH;0H, dH;

(s;). (11.20)

For a uniform magnetic field, the magnetic susceptibility can be written in terms
of the correlation function as

9
X = 8—H(s,')=,BZG(r,-—rj). (11.21)
J

We saw in the last chapter that, by means of the Hubbard—Stratonovich
transformation, the spin variables s; can be replaced with a new set of variables ¢;,
in terms of which the Ising model takes on an appearance similar to a relativistic
field theory. If we replace %[L in the partition function (10.105) with the site-
dependent magnetic field H;, we find that the averages of s; and ¢; are related
by

0lnZg
d(BH;)

where a is the factor (Bv?/T'1)!/? that appears in (10.110). Near the critical point,
the magnetization is small, so it becomes legitimate to use the approximation
tanh(a¢) ~ a¢, and we can take (¢) to be proportional to the magnetization.

(si) = (tanh(BH; + ®@;)) = (tanh(a¢;)) (11.22)
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Moreover, since critical phenomena are associated with strong correlations over
large distances, the gradient expansion in (10.111), should be a reasonable
approximation. To be explicit about this, the functions ¢(x) that are most
important in the functional integral (10.108) ought, near the critical point, to
be those that vary significantly only over distances of the order of £ or greater
(say, ¢(x) ~ sin(x/&), for example). Each extra V in (10.107) gives rise to
an extra V acting on ¢(x) in the effective Hamiltonian (10.111) and hence, in
effect, to a factor of 5’1, which is small. Also, near the critical point, it will be
adequate to ignore the temperature dependence of the factor a in (11.22) and the
parameters J and X in (10.112), by setting B = 1/kp7T.. On the other hand, the
parameter m? vanishes when T = v /ksTl'o = Tp, and we shall see that this is an
approximation to the critical temperature. Near the critical temperature, we can
take m? o« (T — Tp). These rough-and-ready arguments are made rather more
precise by the renormalization-group ideas to be discussed in §11.6. In this way,
we arrive at an approximate partition function for our ferromagnet, which I will
now rewrite, using a notation that is traditional in this subject, as

Z(T, H) = / D expl—Henr(@)] (11.23)
where the effective Hamiltonian is
Hefr = /ddx (%V(ﬁ -V + Lrop? + Luog* — h¢> . (11.24)

The parameter ry is proportional to (T — Tp), while & is proportional to the
magnetic field H and uy is a constant. I have written this down as it would apply
to a system that has d spatial dimensions. In practice, we normally want d = 3
(or sometimes d = 1 or d = 2), but we shall see that there are advantages in
considering other values of d as well.

A large number of approximations stand between the field theory (11.23)
and any realistic model of a ferromagnet. Nevertheless, it is believed to embody
exact information about universal quantities such as the exponents 8, y and v.
However, the information we would need to calculate non-universal quantities
such as the critical temperature itself or the amplitude xo in (11.11) has largely
been lost.

11.4 Order, Disorder and Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking

The phase transition that takes place at the Curie temperature in zero magnetic
field can be described as an order—disorder transition. The high-temperature
paramagnetic phase is one in which fluctuations in the orientation of each spin
variable are entirely random, so that the configurational average is zero: the state
is a disordered one. In the ferromagnetic phases, on the other hand, the spins point
preferentially in one particular direction and, in this sense, the state is ordered. On
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Figure 11.5. Variation of magnetization with magnetic field in a ferromagnet at a fixed
temperature below 7T¢: (a) finite system; (b) infinite system.

the face of it, it is hard to understand how such an ordered state can come about.
The Ising Hamiltonian (11.19) with H; = 0 has a symmetry: if we reverse the sign
of every spin, it remains unchanged. Therefore, for each configuration in which a
given spin s; has the value 41, there is another one, obtained by reversing all the
spins, in which it has the value —1, and these two configurations have the same
statistical weight. Thus, the magnetization per spin ought to be zero, and this
argument is apparently valid for any temperature. Indeed, for any finite system,
the conclusion is inescapable. Within the framework of the Ising model, the only
way to obtain a non-zero spontaneous magnetization is to consider an infinite
system; that is, to take the thermodynamic limit.

The way in which this comes about is illustrated in figure 11.5. If we apply
a uniform magnetic field, then the symmetry of the Hamiltonian is broken, and
there is a magnetization in the direction of the field. Figure 11.5(a) shows the
variation of M with H at a fixed low temperature, for a large but finite system.
It is indeed zero at H = 0, but increases rapidly when a small field is applied.
As the size of the system is taken to infinity, the slope at H = 0 increases, and
eventually becomes a discontinuity as shown in figure 11.5(). In the limit, the
value of M at H = 0 is not well defined, but the limit of M as H — 0 from
above or below is =Ms(T). I cannot reproduce here the detailed calculations that
support this picture. Interested readers may like to consult, for example, Reichl
(1998) or Goldenfeld (1992) for some further explanation and references to the
original literature. In fact, even an infinite Ising model does not always show a
spontaneous magnetization. Whether it does or not depends on the number of
spatial dimensions d. It is possible to obtain an exact solution only in one and
two dimensions. (By ‘solution’ is meant a method of calculating actual values
for thermodynamic quantities like the magnetization, susceptibility and specific
heat.) In one dimension, there is no ferromagnetic state. For two dimensions,
the solution was given for the case of zero magnetic field in a celebrated paper
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by L Onsager (1944) and for a non-zero field by C N Yang (1952) and there is a
spontaneous magnetization at low temperatures. For three dimensions, no exact
solution has been found, but all approximate calculations indicate that there is a
ferromagnetic phase. There is, in fact, very little doubt that the ferromagnetic
state exists for all d > 2.

Real ferromagnets do, of course, exhibit a spontaneous magnetization and,
though they may be very large, they certainly are not infinite. To understand this,
we must think back to our discussion of ergodic theory. There we saw that the
ensemble averages of equilibrium statistical mechanics correspond to long-time
averages of the instantaneous states of an experimentally observed system. In the
case of a uniaxial ferromagnet, the low-energy states with positive magnetization
and those with negative magnetization constitute two separate regions of phase
space. Either there are very few trajectories which can connect these two regions
without passing through states of much higher energy or there are no such
trajectories at all. In a large system below its Curie temperature, fluctuations
in energy large enough to surmount the energy barrier between the two regions
will be sufficiently rare that only one region is explored during the finite time over
which the system is observed. (Just how long we would have to wait for a suitable
fluctuation to occur is hard to estimate in a definitive manner, but estimates greater
than the present age of the universe are sometimes quoted for systems of everyday
size!) Thus, the occurrence of a spontaneous magnetization indicates a partial
breakdown of ergodicity. In effect, what should be compared with observations
is not the complete equilibrium ensemble average, but rather an average over
half of the configurations, namely those that have a net magnetization in the
same direction. This is achieved by the thermodynamic limit in the following
way. When a magnetic field is applied, the statistical weight of the ‘wrong’
configurations is reduced relative to those of the ‘right’ ones. If we now take
the infinite volume limit, the ‘wrong’ configurations are suppressed entirely, so,
if we subsequently remove the field, a spontaneous magnetization remains.

Spontaneous symmetry breaking may be defined as a situation in which the
Hamiltonian of a system possesses a symmetry, but the equilibrium state does
not have the same symmetry. Ferromagnetism is obviously a case in point. The
effective Hamiltonian (11.24) in the field-theoretic approximation to the Ising
model inherits the same symmetry, ¢ < —¢, when h is zero, and we shall
shortly see how this symmetry can be spontaneously broken. Evidently, the same
phenomenon must be possible in genuine relativistic field theories. For zero-
temperature field theories of the kind discussed in chapter 9, the analogue of two
(or more) possible states of magnetization is the existence of several possible
vacuum states, one of which has been spontaneously chosen by our universe. As
we shall see in chapter 12, this symmetry breaking may be invoked to explain the
different strengths of the fundamental interactions. Alternatively, it could be that
the universe, like a ferromagnet, possesses many domains in which the symmetry
is broken in different ways.
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11.5 The Ginzburg-Landau Theory

The field-theoretic approximation (11.23) and (11.24) to the Ising model is similar
to the self-interacting scalar field theory we studied in chapter 9. As we saw, it is
not possible to compute exactly the expectation value of any function of the field,
and some further approximations must be made. One useful approximation is
obtained when we evaluate the integral (11.23) by the method of steepest descent.
In its simplest form, this means finding the value of ¢ at which the integrand
exp[— Hefr(¢)] has its maximum value and replacing the integral by a constant
times this maximum value of the integrand. The maximum value of the integrand
corresponds to a minimum value of Heg, so we have

Z(T, H) ~ constant x e F'T-H) (11.25)

where F (T, H) is the minimum value of Hey. Apart from a constant and a
factor of 1/kgT which, since we are considering only the critical region, can be
replaced with 1/kgTc, F (T, H) is our approximation to the free energy. The value
M(T, H) of ¢ that minimizes H.f is our approximation to the magnetization.
This approximation constitutes the Ginzburg—Landau theory of phase transitions,
although Ginzburg and Landau did not arrive at it in quite this way.

In general, we can allow M to depend also on position x. To be a minimum
of H.f, it must satisfy what amounts to an Euler—Lagrange equation

—VZM(x) + roM(x) + tuoM?>(x) = h(x). (11.26)

When £ is independent of position, it is not hard to see that the minimum of Hegr
occurs at the position-independent value of M which minimizes the potential

V($) = Srop® + Luogp* — he. (11.27)

According to our earlier discussion, rp is positive if T > Ty and negative if
T < To, and V(@) is sketched for these two cases in figure 11.6. In the high-
temperature case, there is a single minimum, which is at M = 0 when 7 = 0.
In the low-temperature case, there are two minima (if % is not too large). When
h = 0, these two minima are at the same depth; otherwise, one or other of them is
lower, according to the sign of . This evidently corresponds, at least qualitatively,
to the behaviour of a ferromagnet, if we identify 7 as the critical temperature in
this approximation. It is a simple matter to find the value of the critical exponent
B in (11.9). When 2 = 0 and rg is negative, the solution of (11.26) for the
spontaneous magnetization is

6r0\'/?
Mg = <——> o« (Ty — T)'/? (11.28)

so we have 8 = %
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Figure 11.6. The Ginzburg-Landau potential (a) for ro > 0 and (b) for rg < 0. The
symmetrical curves (broken) are for 2 = 0 and the asymmetrical ones (full) for 7 > 0.

The correlation function may be defined by analogy with (11.20), using the
functional derivative discussed in appendix A, as
G(x —y) =38M(x)/8h(y). (11.29)
By differentiating (11.26), we find that it satisfies the equation

(=V2 470 + JuoM?) G(x = y) = 5(x — y) (11.30)

which is, not too surprisingly, the Euclidean version of (9.37) for the propagator
of a scalar field. When the magnetic field 4 and the magnetization M are
independent of position, the solution, analogous to (9.40), is

dk explik - (x — y)]

Gx—y = 2 K rmd (11.31)
where m? = ro + %qu 2. When x and y are far apart, this gives
G(x —y) ~exp(—m|x — y|) (11.32)
so we identify the correlation length as
E=1/m. (11.33)

When & = 0, we have m? = r( above the critical temperature or, using (11.28),
m? = —2ro below the critical temperature, and so the critical exponent for the
correlation length is v = % The susceptibility is given (up to a constant factor)
by

X = 3dM/dh = /ddx Gx—y) =1/m? (11.34)

and so its critical exponentis y = 2v = 1.
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We see that the Ginzburg—Landau theory does indeed predict critical
exponents that are universal: they do not depend, for example, on u( or on the
constant that relates ro to T — Ty, whose values vary from one magnetic system
to another. It might be thought that this is an artificial result, arising from the
quite drastic approximations we used to get from a real magnet or fluid to the
effective Hamiltonian (11.24). This is not so, however. We could systematically
improve upon these approximations by adding higher powers of ¢ and higher
derivatives, and by taking more accurate account of the temperature- and field-
dependence of coefficients such as ro and ug. By expanding everything in powers
of T — Tj, readers may easily convince themselves that, when M, T — Ty and h
are sufficiently small, all the additional terms become negligible compared with
those we have retained. The only proviso is that uo should remain positive. If
uop becomes zero or negative then, in order for the potential to have a minimum,
a higher power of ¢ with a positive coefficient must be added, and new types of
critical behaviour result (see, for example, Lawrie and Sarbach (1984)).

The critical exponents of the Ginzburg—Landau theory are the same as those
obtained from a variety of simple approximations known collectively as classical
or mean field theories. Other examples of such approximations are the van-
der-Waals theory of imperfect gases and the Weiss molecular field theory of
ferromagnetism. The reason for this is that, in all such approximations, the
appropriate free energy can be written in the Ginzburg—Landau form when we
are close enough to the critical point. Although the classical exponents are
universal, they are only in very rough agreement with the typical experimental
values I quoted earlier on. The fault lies not with the idealized model defined by
(11.23) and (11.24), but with the approximation we used to estimate the functional
integral. Numerous methods are available for improving on this approximation.
We can, for example, return to the original Ising model (11.18) and attempt to
evaluate its thermodynamic properties directly. One method of approximation is
the high-temperature series expansion in powers of 8. Since this is most accurate
at very high temperatures, careful methods of extrapolation are needed to obtain
results valid at the critical temperature, but good agreement with experimental
values can be obtained. Another approach is the Monte Carlo method, which
carries out the configurational sums directly by generating a set of configurations
with the correct statistical weight, which should be representative of the whole
ensemble. In the next section, I shall discuss an alternative approach, called the
renormalization group, which yields rather more insight and further illustrates the
analogy with relativistic quantum field theory.

11.6 The Renormalization Group

We have seen that the distinctive behaviour of a system near a critical point derives
from the fact that the correlation length £ becomes very large or, in the ideal case
of an infinite system whose temperature can be adjusted to be exactly T, infinite.
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A somewhat highbrow way of expressing this is to say that the system becomes
scale invariant at the critical point. To see what this means, consider first the case
of a finite correlation length and, to be specific, a magnet. If we examine a part
of the system whose diameter is much smaller than &, we find that fluctuations in
all the spins are strongly correlated. If, on the other hand, we examine a region
whose diameter is much larger than &, we find that there are strong correlations
only within what we now count as small subregions of diameter £, but not over the
whole region. Thus, the appearance of the system depends upon the length scale,
or characteristic size of the region we choose to examine. By contrast, when & is
infinite, the appearance of the system is much the same, at whatever length scale
we choose to examine it. It turns out that much valuable information about critical
phenomena, including improved approximations to the critical exponents, can be
obtained by investigating how the appearance of the system changes with the scale
of length on which we examine it. That this might be possible was first suggested
by L P Kadanoff, and detailed techniques for putting the idea into practice have
been developed by many others, notably by K G Wilson and M E Fisher.

These techniques, known collectively as renormalization-group techniques,
exist nowadays in many varied forms. Some of them are described, for example,
in the books by Amit (1984), Domb and Green (1976) and Goldenfeld (1992).
Here, I shall discuss one particular method, which is well suited to field-theoretic
models like (11.23). In chapter 9, we found that interacting relativistic field
theories require renormalization, because parameters such as masses and coupling
constants appearing in the action that defines the theory do not correspond directly
to measurable quantities. Here, the situation is quite similar. The parameters rg
and ug in (11.24) are related to forces which act at a microscopic level, and are
not best suited for describing the large-scale phenomena associated with critical
points. In quantum electrodynamics, we saw that the net effect of an electric
charge on, for example, the collisions of charged particles varies with the energy
of the collision. This could be expressed in terms of a modified Coulomb potential
or, as in (9.92), of an energy-dependent charge. Since the energy of a virtual
photon exchanged in the collision can be expressed in terms of its wavelength,
we can regard the energy dependence of the electric charge as a dependence on
a characteristic length scale of the collision process. Furthermore, according to
(9.93), the energy dependence can be related to the dependence on an arbitrary
‘mass’ parameter 1 which may be introduced in the renormalization process.
Indeed, the earliest version of the renormalization group was invented by M Gell-
Mann and F E Low in just this context.

The Ginzburg—Landau theory is more or less equivalent to the lowest order
of perturbation theory (for which, see chapter 9), which involves no closed-
loop diagrams with momentum integrals. To obtain improved approximations
for the critical exponents, it is necessary to consider higher-order contributions.
Readers will recall that the momentum integrals contained in these higher-order
contributions are frequently infinite, but that the infinities disappear (at least in
the case of a renormalizable theory) when the results are expressed in terms
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of renormalized measurable quantities. In chapter 9, it appeared that these
infinities were an embarrassment. Here, as we shall see, they actually work
to our advantage. I shall describe only one particular calculation, that of the
susceptibility exponent y, but this will be sufficient to expose the principles that
are involved. As given in (11.34), the susceptibility is the integral over all space of
the correlation function, which is the Fourier transform of this function evaluated
at k = 0. It is actually convenient to deal with the inverse of the susceptibility,
which I shall denote by I' = x~!. At the first order of perturbation theory, it is
given by an obvious modification of equations (9.67) and (9.76), with p = 0:

dk 1
= 1 S 11.35
ot 2“0/ 2m? &2+ 70) (1135

The dummy integration variable k is not, of course, the k that we just set to zero.
As it stands, the integral in (11.35) is infinite if d > 2, and this infinity arises
from the upper limit |k| — oco. However, if our model field theory is regarded
as an approximation to a condensed matter system such as a magnet or a fluid,
then infinite values of |k| are not really allowed. For a magnet or lattice gas, the
field ¢ existed originally only at the sites of a regular lattice, and k should take
values only within the first Brillouin zone of the lattice. More generally, it does
not make sense for a magnetization density or fluid density to vary with position
over distances shorter than an atomic size, say a, so its Fourier transform has no
components with |k| > a~!. For our purposes, it is adequate to assume that k
takes values within a sphere of radius A, with A ~ a~!. The integrand in (11.35)
depends only on the magnitude of k, so angular integrations can be carried out as
in (9.76), leaving
kd*l

dkm. (11.36)

A
T =ro+ 5u0Sa /
0
The factor S; is (27)~? times the surface area of a unit sphere in d
dimensions, which is given in appendix A. At the critical temperature, the inverse
susceptibility should be zero, and we see that this now occurs when r( takes a
value ro. which is of order ug. Up to corrections of order u(z), we find that

A
;m=ﬁ%&fdmwi (11.37)
0
If we define a new variable
fo =ro — roc (11.38)

which is proportional to T — T¢, then (11.36) can be rewritten, again up to

corrections of order ué, as

| A kdfl
'=1t]|1-3u0S dk ——5—|. 11.39
0 310 d/o PEITERP ( )
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This certainly vanishes when #yp = 0, but we want to know how it behaves
when 7y is small. The answer depends crucially on the number of spatial
dimensions d. Mathematically, it is perfectly possible to take d > 4. In that
case, the integral in (11.39) approaches a constant value at fop = 0. For small 7o,
we then find that ' is approximately a constant times fo. Since I' is x !, this
means that y = 1, which is the classical value given by the Ginzburg-Landau
theory. Indeed, further arguments along these lines show that in more than four
dimensions, all the critical exponents of the Ginzburg—Landau theory should be
exactly correct. For practical purposes, we are, of course, more interested in
dimensions smaller than four. Below four dimensions, the integral in (11.39) is
infinite when 79 = 0, but now the infinity comes from the limit k — 0. This is
called an infrared divergence and, unlike the ultraviolet divergences at infinite
values of k, it has a genuine physical significance, being associated with the
singular behaviour of thermodynamic quantities at the critical point. To deal with

/2

the infrared divergence, we may rescale k by a factor of té , which gives

Ay k=1
F=1|1-1 #d‘“/?s‘/ dk ——— | 11.40
o|: 3 U0ty A JEITERY ( )

In the limit 7p — 0, the upper limit Az, 12 becomes infinite, but the integral is

finite if d < 4. However, the factor uot(()d%)/ 2 now becomes infinite. In terms of

the dimensional analysis introduced in §9.6, this quantity is dimensionless. Thus,
if the expansion in (11.40) were continued to higher orders in uq, successive terms

would be proportional to successively higher powers of uotéd_4)/ 2, each term

becoming infinite more rapidly than the previous one as #yp — 0.

From this it is clear that perturbation theory (the expansion in powers of u)
does not give us a sensible answer for the dependence of the susceptibility on
temperature near the critical point. The role of the renormalization group will be
to reformulate perturbation theory in such a way that a sensible answer emerges.
This can be done in several ways. The principle of the method I am going to
explain was put forward by Wilson and Fisher (1972). The crucial observation is
that expressions like (11.40) can be evaluated, in principle, when d has any value,
not necessarily an integer. As a purely mathematical device, therefore, we can
consider d to be a continuous real variable. The value d = 4 clearly marks a
borderline between different kinds of critical behaviour, and it will be convenient
to define a variable € by

e=4—-d. (11.41)

If we assume that the variation of the susceptibility with temperature can indeed
be described by an exponent y, then this exponent is likely to depend on €. Since
it is equal to 1 for any negative value of €, we may anticipate that for positive
values of €, it can be expressed as a power series

y=1+ye+per+.... (11.42)
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If we can evaluate a few terms of this expansion then, by setting € equal to 1, we
obtain an estimate for the value of y in three dimensions. The reason why this

works is that, the smaller € is, the less rapidly uf, €/2 diverges and the easier
it becomes to extract sensible answers from perturbation theory. Clearly, any
answer we obtain must be valid right up to d = 4 or € = 0. In this limit, however,
the ultraviolet divergence of integrals like that in (11.40) reappears when ty = 0.
The key to calculating y is that these divergences can be removed, as we saw in
chapter 9, by the process of renormalization. It should not now be too surprising
that this process actually yields all the information we need to calculate y.

As I described it in chapter 9, the object of renormalization was to express
quantities like scattering amplitudes in terms of physically measurable masses
and coupling constants. For our present purposes, the main object is to remove
the ultraviolet divergences, and there are many different ways in which this can
be achieved. Details may be found, for example, in the book by Amit (1984) and
I shall just quote the results of one method. Since we have to deal with the limit
At(; 1z 00, we might as well take A to be infinite at the outset. The ultraviolet
divergences now appear as powers of € ~!. They can all be removed if we express
thermodynamic quantities in terms of renormalized variables u# and ¢ which, at
the first order of perturbation theory, are related to ug and 7y by

3
uy = uu <1+ZS4M+...) (11.43)

1
to=t<1+—S4u+...). (11.44)
2e

The factor u€ in (11.43) makes the renormalized coupling constant u
dimensionless. As we discussed earlier, w is an arbitrary parameter, and u and
t are variables appropriate for describing phenomena on a length scale . ~!. The
inverse susceptibility can now be written as

r =t[1 + 1S4 ln(t/,uz)—i-...] (11.45)

where, to simplify matters, I have expanded in powers of € as well as u and kept
only the leading term. At higher orders, a wavefunction renormalization as in
(9.70) also becomes necessary. Since critical phenomena are associated with very
large length scales, we shall want u to have a very small value. The way in
which u and ¢ vary with our choice of u is expressed by differentiating (11.43)
and (11.44), keeping uo and t fixed. This leads to two functions 8(u) and t (u),
defined by

ou
,3(u)=u(—) =—6u+%S4u2+... (11.46)
3;L uo,1o

o1
rw =L (—) = 1S+ (11.47)
t\ou uo,fo
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Figure 11.7. The renormalization-group function B(u). Arrows indicate the evolution of
the running coupling constant as u — 0.

The function S (u) is sketched in figure 11.7. It vanishes at two values of u, called
fixed points, namely u = 0 and u = u™, where

Sau* = 3e + O(e?). (11.48)

Because B(u) is positive for u > u™ and negative for u < u*, a little thought
will show that u approaches the value u* as © — 0. In the renormalization-group
approach, this is the explanation of universality. Whatever the value of u¢, which
is determined in principle by the nature of microscopic forces, the renormalized
coupling constant appropriate to very-large-scale phenomena is u*.

Since u* is of order €, perturbation theory (which yields an expansion in
powers of u*) can be used to calculate the coefficients in (11.42). Suppose,
indeed, that we choose u? = t, so that u — 0 at the critical point. Then the
inverse susceptibility (11.45) becomes just I' = z. This might seem to imply that
y = 1, but in fact it does not, because ¢ is not proportional to 7" — T,. If we
choose a fixed value of u, then the corresponding renormalized coupling constant
u defined by (11.43) is independent of temperature, and ¢, according to (11.44) is
proportional to 7y and hence to T — T.. However, by choosing 1> = ¢, we make
u a function of ¢ and then 7 is not simply proportional to #y. To get round this, let
us choose a fixed value of w, say 1 = (i, which is sufficiently small that u can be
set equal to u* with negligible error, and let f be the corresponding renormalized
temperature variable. Then 7 is proportional to T — T.. For a different choice
of w, which is also small enough for u to be equal to u*, we can relate ¢ to f by
solving the equation

at
p— =t (11.49)
o
where
TF = T(u*) = 1€ + O(e?) (11.50)

with the boundary condition that ¢ = 7 when p = ji. We get

t=1u/°. (11.51)
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1/2

If we now set u = ¢/~ (which still implies I' = ¢), we find

t o £ o (T = T2 @), (11.52)
Finally, then, we can identify the susceptibility exponent y as
y =2/2—1%) =1+ te + O(e). (11.53)

When € = 1, this approximation gives y = 1.17, which is certainly an
improvement on the classical value of 1. The best available estimates from more
extended calculations give a value of about 1.24, in good agreement with other
theoretical methods and with observations. The calculation I have described is
slightly imprecise at the point where we set u = u™ ‘with negligible error’, but it
gives the correct answer, because we can take [t as small as we like. More general
and elegant (but also more long-winded) routes to the same answer can be found
in several of the books mentioned in the bibliography.

More important, perhaps, than the actual values of critical exponents is the
insight the renormalization group provides as to how these universal values come
about. We have seen that, although they do not depend on the detailed constitution
of the system, as reflected, for example, in the value of ug, they do depend on the
number of spatial dimensions d. As it turns out, they also depend on some other
general features. We might, for example, generalize our field-theoretic model
by taking ¢ to be an n-component vector. For n = 3, this would correspond
to an isotropic, rather than a uniaxial, ferromagnet. It is found that the critical
exponents then vary slightly with n. The susceptibility exponent, for example, is
y = 14+ (n+2)e/2(n+8)+0O(e?), which gives a value of 1.23 whenn = d = 3.

11.7 The Ginzburg-Landau Theory of Superconductors

The phenomena of superconductivity are both theoretically interesting and of
great technological importance. For want of space, I cannot describe them in
anything like the detail they deserve, and I propose mainly to highlight some
theoretical considerations that turn out to have implications beyond the science of
superconductivity itself. From a microscopic point of view, superconductivity
is a kind of Bose—Einstein condensation. The electrons that conduct electric
currents in a metal are, of course, fermions, and a non-interacting gas of fermions
cannot undergo condensation. The essence of the microscopic theory is that
interactions between electrons and the positive ions which form a crystal lattice
can result in a net weak attraction between electrons. By analogy with quantum
electrodynamics, this force can be thought of as mediated by the exchange of
phonons, which are quantized vibrations of the lattice, much as photons are
quantized ‘vibrations’ of the electromagnetic field. Under the influence of this
attraction, some electrons may form loosely bound pairs, known as Cooper pairs,
whose net spin is zero and which behave as bosons. These boson pairs can then
undergo condensation, and the condensed electrons can flow without friction,
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which means that their electrical resistance is zero. A simple experimental
observation that supports this picture is that the metals which superconduct most
readily tend to be rather poor conductors in the normal, high-temperature state.
This is because the interactions with the lattice which favour the formation of
Cooper pairs cause relatively strong scattering in the normal state, which leads
to a relatively high resistance. One reason for treating this qualitative picture
with caution is that the mean separation of two electrons in a Cooper pair can
be estimated, and it turns out to be comparable with, or greater than, the mean
separation of the pairs themselves. Straightforward accounts of the microscopic
theory, due originally to J Bardeen, L N Cooper and J R Schrieffer, can be found
in Reichl (1998) and Tinkham (1996).

11.7.1 Spontaneous breaking of continuous symmetries

In the Ginzburg—Landau theory, the phase transition which marks the onset
of superconductivity can be investigated in terms of an effective Hamiltonian
similar to (11.24), in which ¢ is taken to be the macroscopic wavefunction of
the condensate. This is a complex quantity, which can be expressed as

1 . .
F @ il or ) = Y™ (11.54)

The effective Hamiltonian must be real, and therefore of the form

o(x) =

Ha(9) = [ @l [Vo" - Vo mp'o + fuo@'e?]. a159)

I have not included a symmetry-breaking field %, because no such field exists
physically, and I have chosen the normalization of the coefficients to coincide
with those of the complex scalar field in chapter 9. Whereas (11.24) has a
discrete symmetry, ¢ <> —¢ when h = 0, the effective Hamiltonian (11.55)
has a continuous symmetry, in the sense that it is unchanged if we change the
phase of ¢ by any constant angle 6. This is, in fact, a gauge symmetry of the kind
we studied in chapter 8. Below the critical temperature, therefore, there are not
just two possible minima but an entire circle of them, as sketched in figure 11.8.
Any function of the form _

M = (¢) = ve'” (11.56)

is a minimum if v = (—2rg/u0)'/? and « is any constant angle. Of course, M

is not to be interpreted physically as a magnetization, but it plays a similar role
in the theory. A quantity of this kind which, being non-zero in the ordered phase
and zero in the disordered phase, serves to distinguish the two phases is called an
order parameter.

It is interesting to examine fluctuations of ¢ about its mean value (11.56).
Taking @ = 0 in (11.56), we write

<z>(x)—[u+i (x)i|ex (ie(x)> (11.57)
B RV Rk R WV '
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Figure 11.8. Potential for a complex scalar field with spontaneously broken symmetry. It
is the surface of revolution of the symmetrical curve in figure 11.6(b), and its minima lie
on the broken circle.

so that x and 6 measure fluctuations in the amplitude and phase, respectively,
away from their mean values. Upon substituting this into the effective
Hamiltonian (11.55), we obtain

Hefr = /ddx [%VX Vx + L(=2r) % + Ave. Ve] + Humo (11.58)

where Hjye contains higher powers of x and 6, and I have dropped a constant
term. If this were to be interpreted as a quantum field theory, it would represent
two species of particles, the x particles with mass (—2rg)'/? and the @ particles,
with zero mass, interacting through the terms in Hj,.. In the same sense that
states containing such particles would be excitations of the vacuum state, we can
speak of statistical fluctuations about the mean value of ¢ as excitations. These
excitations are wave-like disturbances which, in a quantum-mechanical system,
will propagate in much the same way as particles. Phonons in a solid provide
an example of this. The fact that the 6 excitations have zero ‘mass’ is easily
understood from figure 11.8. A non-zero value of 6 just moves ¢ around the circle
of minima of the potential, which costs no potential energy. A x fluctuation, on
the other hand, moves ¢ in the radial direction, which requires an increase in
potential energy. This is an example of Goldstone’s theorem, which asserts that
for any spontaneously broken continuous symmetry there is a massless particle
(or ‘massless’ excitation), called a Goldstone boson.

These excitations are perhaps most easily visualized if we regard (11.55)
as a model of a ferromagnet in which the spins can point with equal ease in
any direction in a plane, their components being ¢ and ¢,. The spontaneous
magnetization points in one particular direction in this plane. The x excitations
are then fluctuations in the magnitude of the magnetization, while 8 excitations
are fluctuations in its direction. The latter are called spin waves, and the quantized
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spin waves are magnons. In a real ferromagnet, there are always preferred
directions of magnetization, defined by the crystal lattice, and fluctuations away
from these directions incur an increase in potential energy, so ‘massless’ magnons
are not observed in practice. In superfluid helium-4, two kinds of excitations,
called phonons and rotons, are found, but their detailed properties cannot be found
from the condensate wavefunction alone and they do not correspond exactly to the
x and 6 excitations. In superconductors, as we are about to see, the 6 fluctuations
have a very special effect.

11.7.2 Magnetic effects in superconductors

An important property of superconductors is the fact that they expel magnetic
flux. That is, the magnetic induction B is always zero inside a superconductor.
This is called the Meissner effect. When magnetic fields are present, the effective
Hamiltonian must be modified to read

Hor = [ @ [382 4 1V = 2ieaygP + roloP + buolor* ~ B - .
(11.59)
The term %Bz represents, in a suitable system of units, the magnetic field energy.
In the next term, the gradient has been replaced by the spatial components of the
covariant derivative (8.8), with A = —2 for a Cooper pair, and the vector potential
rescaled as in (8.16). In the last term, H is an externally applied magnetic field
strength. In the macroscopic theory of magnetic materials, H is related to B by
the equation B = H+M , where M is the magnetization. Inside a superconductor,
this implies that M = —H. It is found, though I shall not enter into the details
here, that the magnetic moment of a superconducting sample is generated by
a ‘supercurrent’ flowing on its surface. The superconductor is said to exhibit
perfect diamagnetism. The exact relationship between the H that exists inside
the superconductor and that which would be there if the sample were removed
depends on the shape of the sample. For our purposes, it is sufficient to take
H to be a uniform, constant field in the z direction. The magnetic induction
is given in terms of the vector potential A by B = V x A, and will undergo
thermal fluctuations induced by fluctuating currents of charged particles. Thus,
the partition function analogous to (11.23) includes a functional integral over A
as well as ¢; within the Ginzburg—Landau theory, Hef is to be minimized with
respect to both ¢ and A. The term —B - H represents the energy of interaction
of the magnetic moment of the superconductor with the externally applied field.
Accounting properly for magnetic energy in thermodynamics is a slightly subtle
matter, and is discussed (with varying degrees of clarity) in most textbooks on
thermodynamics. The simplest way to see that (11.59) is correct is to consider
the normal (non-superconducting) state in which ¢ = 0. Then, by minimizing
(11.59) with respect to B, we find the correct result B = H.
To understand the Meissner effect, we must first find a vector potential whose
curl gives a uniform magnetic induction of magnitude B in the z direction. It is
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easy to verify that a suitable potential is
A(x) = 3B(=y,x,0) (11.60)

but other potentials, related to this one by a gauge transformation, would be
equally good. Assuming that the mean value of ¢ is a constant, as in (11.56),
the effective Hamiltonian becomes

Ha = [ &3 [152 4 @862 4 5210P + rolgP + fuolol* - B11).

(11.61)
It is the second term that leads to the Meissner effect. The integral of (x* + y?)
over the volume V of the sample is proportional to V>/3, the exact value
depending on the shape of the sample. This gives a contribution to the free
energy per unit volume proportional to B?|¢|>V?/3, which is infinite in the
thermodynamic limit, or at least very large for a macroscopic sample, if neither
B nor ¢ is zero. We therefore conclude that B cannot be non-zero in a region of
macroscopic size within a superconductor. There are thus two possible minima of
(11.61), namely a normal state with B = H and ¢ = 0, and a superconducting
state with B = 0 and |¢|> = —2rp/uo. The free energies per unit volume of these
two states are

Fo/V=-3H> and  F/V =—rd/uo. (11.62)

The stable equilibrium state is the one with the lower free energy. At a fixed
temperature below T, therefore, the superconducting state is stable, provided that
the applied field is smaller than a critical value given by

He = (218 Jug)'/?. (11.63)

When a field larger than this is applied, the superconductivity is destroyed. Near
T, the critical field varies as H, o (T, — T). At lower temperatures, however,
we need more detailed information about the dependence of ro and ug on T in
order to find the temperature dependence of the critical field. This can be done
empirically, or by deriving the effective Hamiltonian as an approximation to a
detailed microscopic theory.

If we allow for mean values of B and ¢ that vary with spatial position, then
other possibilities emerge, upon which I shall touch in chapter 13.

11.7.3 The Higgs mechanism

The nature of fluctuations in a superconductor is different from that envisaged
in §11.7.1 because the effective Hamiltonian (11.59) is invariant under local
gauge transformations (see chapter 8) whereas (11.55) has only a global gauge
symmetry. Indeed, the term 3 B? = J(V x A)? in (11.59) is the three-dimensional

analogue of —%F,WF V- in, for example, (8.17). The magnetic induction is
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unchanged if we add to A the gradient of any scalar function. We can again
study fluctuations by substituting (11.57) into the effective Hamiltonian (11.59).
The only place where the phase fluctuation 6 appears is in the covariant derivative
term, which becomes

2

! ‘ x +i(v2v + x) (Lve - 2eA> (11.64)

2 Vv

Therefore, if we add to A the quantity V(6/2+/2ev), then 6 disappears entirely,
and the effective Hamiltonian can be written as

Heir = 5 / x|V x AP+ @v2e0)47 + [V P + (=2r0) x| + Hin

(11.65)
where Hiye contains higher-order terms describing self interactions of y and
interactions between x and A. We see that the excitations are x fluctuations
of ‘mass’ (—=2rg)Y/ 2 and ‘photons’ of mass 2/2ev. In a superconductor, the
‘mass’ of the x excitations is to be interpreted in terms of the correlation length
& = (—2rg)~ /2, which in this context is called the coherence length. By analogy
with (9.85), we can identify a second characteristic distance, Ap = 1 /2:/2ev,
called the penetration depth, which governs the rate of decay of magnetic forces
inside a superconductor. Roughly speaking, when a magnetic field weaker than
H_ is applied to a superconducting specimen, the magnetic induction inside the
material falls off with distance x from the surface as B(x) ~ Bgexp(—x/Ap),
but the exact distribution of magnetic flux depends on the size and shape of the
specimen.

It is clear that exactly the same analysis will carry over to a genuine
relativistic gauge field theory. At the simplest level, we might consider the action

S = / d*x [—}TFMVF“” + (D) Dy — mip*e — %)\o(qﬁ*q))z] (11.66)

where D, = 9, +ieA, is the gauge-covariant derivative. When m% is positive,
this describes scalar particles of charge e and their antiparticles of charge —e
interacting with massless photons. Bearing in mind that the photon has only two
independent spin-polarization states, this gives a total of four physical degrees of
freedom. When m(z) is negative, the gauge symmetry is spontaneously broken. The
theory then describes a single scalar x particle interacting with a massive spin-1
particle, which is no longer recognizable as a photon. The massive spin-1 particle
has three independent spin states, so there are again a total of four physical degrees
of freedom. We may say that one of the scalar degrees of freedom, namely the
phase angle that disappears, has combined with the redundant gauge degrees of
freedom to produce the third physical polarization state of the spin-1 particle. In
the context of particle physics, this is known as the Higgs mechanism (after P
Higgs, who first described it). The Higgs mechanism affords a solution to the
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problem we encountered in chapter 8 of constructing a gauge-invariant theory in
which the gauge quanta are massive and can be identified with observed particles
such as the W* and Z°. This was the last barrier in the way of constructing
a unified theory of strong, weak and electromagnetic interactions, and I shall
describe this construction in the next chapter. The price to be paid is that we have
to introduce scalar fields. Some of these fields, analogous to x, should correspond
to observable spin-0 particles, called Higgs bosons. The masses of these particles
cannot be reliably predicted. At the time of writing, no such particles have been
unambiguously identified by experimenters, but candidates have very recently
been reported, with a mass of about 115 GeV/ c2.

Exercises

11.1. For a ferromagnet at its critical temperature, the magnetization is found to
vary with magnetic field as M ~ h'/% where § is a critical exponent. Show that
the Ginzburg—Landau theory gives § = 3. It can often be shown that the free
energy of a system near its critical point can be expressed in the scaling form

F(t,h) = [t~ f(h/|t]*)

where o and A are two further critical exponents. Thus, up to an overall factor, it
depends only on the single variable 4 /|¢|® rather than on /4 and ¢ independently.
Show that if the scaling form is correct, then the specific heat at # = 0 diverges as
C ~ |t]|7%. Show that the free energy of the Ginzburg-Landau theory does have
the scaling form, with @ = 0. For any free energy that can be expressed in scaling
form, show that

(@pf=2—a—Aandy=A-p

(b) when y = h/|t|® — oo, the function f(y) obeys df(y)/dy ~ y!/?

(c)A=p$

@y =p6-1)
and check these results for the Ginzburg—Landau theory. The scaling property
and the relations between critical exponents that follow from it are an automatic
consequence of the renormalization-group analysis (see, for example, Amit
(1984), Goldenfeld (1992)).

11.2. When a ferromagnet contains two or more domains, or a liquid coexists with
its vapour, there is a narrow region—a domain wall or interface—between the
two phases in which the magnetization or density varies quite rapidly. Consider
equation (11.26) with 7 = 0 and suppose that M depends only on one spatial
coordinate, say z. Show that this equation has a solifon solution of the form

M(z) = Ms tanh(Az)

and identify the constant A. Hence show that the thickness of the domain wall is
approximately equal to the correlation length. Note that this applies to an Ising
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ferromagnet, in which the magnetization can point only in one of two opposite
directions. In a Bloch wall, the magnetization rotates as we pass through the wall,
and the thickness depends on the anisotropy energy, which is the increase in a
spin’s potential energy as it rotates away from the easy axis. Can you develop a
variant of the Ginzburg—Landau theory to investigate this possibility? (See Lawrie
and Lowe (1981).)



Chapter 12

Unified Gauge Theories of the Fundamental
Interactions

We saw in chapter 8 that a special class of interacting field theories, the gauge
theories, arise almost inevitably when we investigate the relationship between
the ‘internal spaces’ in which fields or wavefunctions exist at different points of
spacetime. We found that the simplest of these theories can be interpreted in terms
of observed electromagnetic forces and, indeed, that quantum electrodynamics
agrees with experimental measurements with extremely high precision. In this
chapter, I shall describe how the weak and strong nuclear interactions can also
be interpreted in terms of gauge theories. It would be most satisfying if the three
interactions could be explained in terms not of three different gauge theories but
of a single unified theory. Such theories have, as we shall see, been proposed.
Just what is entailed in this unification will become clear as we proceed, but it is
not entirely clear at the time of writing whether a completely unified theory can
be achieved, or whether such a theory could be subjected to any very stringent
experimental test.

It will, of course, be necessary to have some idea of the observed phenomena
that need to be explained. High-energy particle physics is a large and rather
technical subject, and it will be possible for me to give only a cursory description
of the key facts that have emerged from many years of research. The weak
interaction, because of its weakness, is amenable to theoretical treatment on
the basis of perturbation theory and is now quite well understood. Strong-
interaction phenomena, on the other hand, can often not be adequately treated by
perturbation theory and, because of the difficulty of devising alternative methods
of approximation, are not really understood with the same degree of confidence.

It is worth considering briefly just what ‘understanding’ means in this
context. At the level of description that accounts for phenomena accessible
to laboratory experiments, it is generally agreed that fundamental processes
can be described by some kind of quantum field theory. A large part of the
problem, therefore, is to be able to write down the action (or Lagrangian density)

295
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from which observed phenomena can, in principle, be derived. At the present
time, it seems that an action incorporating the weak, strong and electromagnetic
interactions can be written down with some confidence (though there are signs
that total confidence might be misplaced). It is called the standard model. A
second part of the problem is to be able actually to derive all the observable
consequences of this model, and it is here that the strong interaction still presents
difficulties. A third aspect of understanding is to decide whether the model that
accounts for our current observations is truly fundamental. We have seen that
large-distance or low-energy phenomena can be well described on the basis of
effective Hamiltonians that bear rather little resemblance to the models we believe
to represent the microscopic physical constitution of the system we study. It
is entirely possible that the standard model of particle physics is itself only an
effective action, valid only for the range of energies that can be produced by
present-day accelerators. We shall see that there are some theoretical reasons for
believing that this is indeed the case. In fact, a significant number of physicists
believe that quantum field theory itself is inadequate for describing the world at
a truly fundamental level, and I shall discuss some of their alternative ideas in
chapter 15.

12.1 The Weak Interaction

The simplest reason for distinguishing weak, electromagnetic and strong
interactions is that a hierarchy is observed in the magnitudes of quantities such
as scattering cross-sections and decay rates which, on the basis of formulae such
as those given in appendix D, we are inclined to attribute to a corresponding
hierarchy of coupling constants. (We shall see, however, that the situation is more
subtle than this.) For example, the neutral pion 7° decays to two photons, with a
mean lifetime of about 10~ °s. A muon, on the other hand, lives for some 10~ % s
before decaying, through what we identify as a weak-interaction process, into an
electron, a neutrino and an antineutrino. The beta decay of a free neutron into
a proton, an electron and an antineutrino takes, on average, about 15 minutes,
but this is exceptional even for weak interactions and is explained by the very
small kinetic energies involved. The lifetimes of particles that decay by the strong
interactions are typically of the order of 10723 s.

In the early days of particle physics, the particles themselves were
classified according to their masses into leptons (light particles), baryons (heavy
particles) and mesons (particles of intermediate mass). In the light of improved
understanding, a more detailed classification seems appropriate, which is the
following. Particles which undergo strong interactions are called hadrons, and
these can be subdivided into fermionic hadrons, the baryons, of which the
most familiar examples are protons and neutrons, and bosonic hadrons, such
as pions and kaons, which are mesons. Fermionic particles which have no
strong interaction are called lepfons. They include the electron, the muon
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and the more recently discovered tau particle, which are all negatively charged
(their antiparticles being positive) and three species of neutrino, which appear
to be associated with the three charged lepton species. Almost all experimental
evidence is consistent with the neutrinos being exactly massless. At the time
of writing, there is some indirect evidence to suggest that some or all of the
neutrinos have very small, but non-zero masses. (This evidence is based on the
idea of neutrino oscillations; the basic principle is indicated in exercise 12.1.)
Whether this is really so, and, if it is, exactly how the standard model ought
to be adjusted to incorporate these masses, are questions on which there is no
consensus. Here, I shall describe only the simplest version of the standard model,
which assumes that neutrinos have no mass. While the observed hadrons have
a complicated internal structure, consistent with their being composed of more
fundamental particles, the quarks, there is no evidence that the leptons have any
internal structure. Within the standard model, the leptons are taken to be truly
fundamental particles. The photon and the more recently discovered W* and
70 particles occupy a distinguished position in this classification scheme, being
(in theory) quanta of the gauge fields that mediate the electromagnetic and weak
interactions. In the standard model, there are further gauge bosons, the gluons,
associated with the strong interaction, but these, like the quarks, have not been
detected in isolation.

In the early 1970s, all known weak interaction phenomena could be
reasonably well described by applying first-order perturbation theory to a field
theory in which interactions were represented by a term in the Lagrangian density

of the form
1

Ly =
SN

An interaction of this kind, known as the current—current interaction, was first
suggested by E Fermi. The current in question is given by

GrJ, (x)J" (x). (12.1)

J'(x) = ve(x)y’( —ys)e(x)—l—l_)ﬂ(x)yv(l — ) (x) +hadronic terms (12.2)

where e(x) and p(x) stand, respectively, for the electron and muon field operators,
while ve(x) and v, (x) (whose label should not be confused with a spacetime
index!) are the field operators for the electron- and muon-type neutrinos. The
coupling constant G is called the Fermi constant, and its value is given by
Gr/(hc)® = 1.17 x 107 GeV 2. The interaction (12.1) contains several terms,
each giving rise to a different kind of process. For example, muon decay
(U™ — e~ 4+ v + vy, is described by the vertex

- \%GF e =yoe] [Bura = yiu]  a23)
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where the field operator i annihilates the decaying muon and the other three
operators create the outgoing particles. The nature of the hadronic terms in
(12.2) depends upon the kind of calculation we wish to undertake. For example,
neutrino—neutron scattering (ve +n — e~ + p) could be described by a vertex of
the form

Ve € 1

5 5 R
) i 75 G [eyv(l —y )ve] [5T7n]. (12.4)

In this expression, n and p are to be treated as field operators for the neutron
and proton and I'V is a matrix, constructed from Dirac y matrices, which
represents strong interaction effects involving the internal structure of the proton
and neutron. In a theory of weak interactions only, I'V is simply fitted to
experimental data. In a theory that also purports to describe the strong interaction,
we would instead construct contributions to the current (12.2) in terms of quark
operators, of the same kind as those for the leptons. However, when we then
calculate S-matrix elements as in (9.16), the ‘in’ and ‘out’ states still contain a
neutron or a proton rather than free quarks, and we should have to find a means of
calculating the effect of acting with quark operators on these states. This difficult
task is equivalent to calculating T'V from first principles.

The current (12.2) is called a charged current, because it has the net effect
of raising by one unit the charge of a state on which it acts. For example,
in the electronic term, e(x) either annihilates a negative electron or creates a
positive positron, while Ve(x) creates a neutrino or annihilates an antineutrino,
both of which are neutral. The form of this current and the interaction (12.1) are
conjectured partly as a matter of theoretical prejudice and partly on the basis of
experimental data. Since we believe the leptons to be truly fundamental particles,
we expect that their interactions should be described by a simple expression,
involving a minimal number of adjustable parameters. The idea of using currents
is motivated by quantum electrodynamics, where the interactions of charged
particles can indeed be expressed in terms of the electromagnetic current (9.79).
The weak interaction currents are necessarily different, because they have to
interconvert particles of different species. In principle, they might involve any or
all of the bilinear covariants S, P, V¥, A* and T*¥ discussed in chapter 7, with
the proviso that the two field operators do not necessarily refer to the same species.
The particular form that is chosen summarizes a large amount of experimental
data, of which I have space only to indicate a few important features.

The most significant feature is parity violation. Readers will recall from
chapter 7 that the parity transformation is a change of coordinates which reverses
the sign of all spatial axes. This is more or less equivalent to forming the mirror
image of a physical state. (Strictly speaking, account must also be taken of the
intrinsic parity of each particle species, as is explained in any particle physics
textbook, but I shall not need to make use of this.) For a long time, it was believed
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that parity should be a symmetry of the fundamental interactions, in the sense that
any state should evolve with time in the same way as its mirror image. This means
that the Lagrangian density should be unchanged by a parity transformation. It
was first suggested by T D Lee and C N Yang that this symmetry is in fact violated
by the weak interaction. This was confirmed experimentally by C S Wu, who
studied the beta decay of cobalt-60 and found an asymmetry in the numbers of
electrons emitted parallel and antiparallel to the nuclear spin. In the mirror image
system, this asymmetry would be reversed, and so parity is violated. Now, each of
the leptonic terms in (12.2) has the form V# — A*, where V# is a vector current
and A" is an axial vector. If we consider the more general form

TH o (1= o) 2VH 4+ g A* (12.5)
then for the interaction we have

TET o [(1 = VIV +a?al Al +a(l — o) 2 [viar 4+ a7 ve].
(12.6)
According to the transformations rules given in chapter 7, the first term is
unchanged by the parity transformation, while the second changes sign. Thus,
parity violation comes about through the interference between vector and axial
vector currents and is a maximum when o = £1/+/2. Thus, the V#* — A* form
of the currents corresponds to maximal parity violation.

The reason for choosing V# — A" rather than V# 4+ A* comes from the
behaviour of neutrinos. We saw in chapter 7 that, for massless particles, the
chiral projections (7.76) correspond to helicity eigenstates. Experimentally,
neutrinos are always found to be emitted in the left-handed polarization state,
while antineutrinos are always right-handed. Readers should be able to convince
themselves that only these states can be created by the V# — A current
interaction.

It is, of course, possible to write down more general interactions involving
the S, P and T"¥ covariants. When applied to muon decay, nuclear beta decay
and neutrino-nucleus scattering, the various terms lead to different dependences
on the angles between momenta and spins of the various particles involved. These
place quite stringent limits on any possible contributions from scalar or tensor
interactions. A sensitive test for the presence of pseudoscalar interactions is
provided by the decay of charged pions. These decays almost always produce a
muon and a neutrino, but a fraction of about 1.27 x 10~* of pion decays produce
instead an electron and a neutrino. Calculations show that if the interaction were
entirely pseudoscalar, then the electronic decays would, on the contrary, be about
five times more frequent than the muonic ones. Calculations based on the V* —A#
interaction, however, agree well with the observed ratio, so any pseudoscalar
interaction must be extremely small. This close agreement also provides good
evidence for electron-muon universality, which refers to the fact that the electron
and muon currents appear in (12.2) with the same weight and therefore have weak
interactions of the same strength. The value of Gf can be found by comparing
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calculated lifetimes both of muons and of nuclei that undergo beta decay with
experimentally measured values, and consistent results are obtained by these two
methods.

Because of the difficulty of carrying out reliable strong interaction
calculations, there is less detailed information about the form of hadronic currents.
If, in the vertex (12.4), it is assumed that

I* =y*(Cy + Cay®) (12.7)

then it is found that C4/Cy =~ —1.26. This can be taken as evidence for an
underlying V#* — A* structure in the hadronic currents also.

Although the current—current interaction is able to account for quite a large
body of observed low-energy phenomena, it has some important shortcomings.
One is that there are some phenomena for which it cannot account, as we shall see.
Theoretically, it has two highly undesirable features. One is that it does not satisfy
the requirement of unitarity. Reduced to its simplest terms, this requirement
means that, given an initial state, the total probability of observing some final
state must be 1. More technically, it means that the scattering operator S, which
transforms ‘out’ states into ‘in’ states as in (9.5), must be unitary. From this
is can be shown to follow that the total cross-section for, say, electron—neutrino
scattering must decrease at high energies at least as fast as constant/q?, where
q is the total 4-momentum. When such cross-sections are calculated from the
Fermi theory, they are found to increase as G%q2, as might be expected from
dimensional analysis, so unitarity is violated. A related problem is that the
theory is not renormalizable. Since the coupling constant G has the dimensions
(energy) 2, the dimensional criterion for renormalizability discussed in chapter 9
is not satisfied. At all orders of perturbation theory beyond the first, there are
infinities that cannot be renormalized away and the theory does not make sense.

The accepted cure for these problems is to introduce an intermediate vector
boson. If the field operator for this spin-1 particle is W#, then the current—current
interaction is replaced by something like g (7, ; WH + T W’”), since the action
must be Hermitian. This is obviously similar to the electromagnetic interaction
in (9.78) and, in particular, the new coupling constant g is dimensionless. The
effect of this replacement upon processes of the kind we have been considering is
to split a four-fermion vertex like those in (12.3) and (12.4) into a pair of vertices
of the kind that occur in QED, connected by a W propagator:

X =

Ignoring technical details for the moment, this implies a corresponding
replacement for the Fermi constant,

—g2

Cr= 575
k2 — Mg,

(12.8)
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where k is the 4-momentum transferred between the two halves of the vertex.
When the magnitude of this 4-momentum is much smaller than the mass Mw of
the intermediate vector boson, this is just a constant, and we recover the Fermi
theory with G = g2/ M\%v. At high energies, however, the composite vertex
behaves as —g2/k? and this, other things being equal, solves the problems of
unitarity and renormalizability.

Models of the weak interaction based on this idea of an intermediate vector
boson were suggested by S L Glashow (1961) and by A Salam and J C Ward
(1964), but they lacked the crucial property of gauge invariance which, as we
saw in chapter 9, is essential for a theory containing spin-1 particles to be
renormalizable. The missing ingredient was the Higgs mechanism, discussed
in the previous chapter, which allows masses for the spin-1 particles to by
generated within a gauge-invariant theory by spontaneous symmetry breaking.
A highly successful model that incorporates the Higgs mechanism was devised
by S Weinberg (1967) and by Salam (1968). At the time, it was not entirely clear
whether even this model would really be renormalizable, but its renormalizability
was finally proved by G 't Hooft (1971).

12.2 The Glashow—Weinberg—Salam Model for Leptons

The Glashow—Weinberg—Salam model (which I shall abbreviate henceforth to
GWS) is a non-Abelian gauge theory. As I explained it in chapter 8, these theories
involve grouping observed particles into multiplets and regarding the members of
amultiplet as different states of the same basic particle. Our problem is, of course,
to decide which groups of particles nature actually does regard in this way. The
groupings that have been found to work involve a further subtlety, which may
appear strange at first sight. It will be convenient at the beginning to imagine that
both the electron and its neutrino are massless and to endow the electron with a
mass at a later stage. As we saw in §7.5, the left- and right-handed components
(7.76) of the field for a massless fermion can be treated quite independently. Since
right-handed neutrinos are not observed, we can assume that they do not exist.

Consider now the electronic part of the current (12.2). It will be convenient
to redefine it by inserting a factor of % Because of the anticommutation relation
Yy = —y y*, we see that it involves only the left-handed components of both
the neutrino and the electron:

T =0y’ 51— e = ved(1 + Y7y 51 — y7)e = Bey’er.  (12.9)

These two left-handed components are assigned to a doublet, analogous to the
nucleon doublet (8.18). We write
e = (VCL) (12.10)
eL

the notation indicating a doublet of left-handed electron-type particles. This
commits us to an SU(2)xU(1) gauge theory like that discussed in §8.3, and the
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SU(2) property is called weak isospin to distinguish it from the nuclear isotopic
spin. The doublet has, of course, a weak isospin of t = %, with 13 = —1—% for

the neutrino and 3 = —% for the electron. To get the correct electric charges
from the Gell-Mann—Nishijima formula (8.54). we assign to the doublet a weak
hypercharge of y = —1. As in §8.2, we now use the Pauli matrices to represent
the current (12.9) as _
T = tey*rtee (12.11)
where
=L +ir?) = (8 (1)) (12.12)

The coupling of this current to a gauge field, say W, must contribute
to the Lagrangian density an Hermitian operator, consisting of the two terms
TEW, + %’”W;. We can write this more explicitly, including a coupling
constant g, which measures the strength of the interaction, as

L= =0 W Wl = — S0\ Wy + 2 Whe.  (12.13)
V2 2
where 1~ = %(rl — ir?) and, in the second expression,

1 _~—1/2 + - 2 _ AH—1/2: + _
Wu =2 (Wu + Wu ) and Wu =2 I(Wu Wu ).

The current [J/* acting on any state increases the charge by one unit, either
annihilating an electron or creating a positron. To conserve electric charge, the
field Wlf must annihilate a positive gauge boson W™ or create its negatively
charged antiparticle W™; the adjoint field operator W~ = le‘ T has the converse
effect. This form of interaction will reproduce the Fermi theory of charged weak
currents (so far as the electron-type particles on their own are concerned) in the
manner [ described qualitatively in the previous section. It will not yet, however,
lead to a gauge-invariant theory. By comparison with the SU(2) theory developed
in chapter 8, we see that a third gauge field, w3, coupled to a new current, is
required to make the interaction invariant under weak isospin rotations. Thus, we
must enlarge (12.13) to read

L= =L Wi+ W+ P Wte = —glet - Wee (12.14)
where the three matrices ¢ = %r are the generators of the isospin-%

representation. The new current, given by
Eet37/ﬂze = DLy veL —eLyterL (12.15)

is a neutral current, which has no net effect on the charge of a state on which
it acts. The second term is clearly proportional to the electromagnetic current.
As we shall see, however, the gauge invariant theory also involves a weak
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neutral current and thus predicts new interaction effects, which have indeed been
observed.

In order to incorporate electromagnetism correctly, it is necessary to include
a fourth gauge field B, associated with phase transformations. As we saw in
chapter 8, the U(1) group of electromagnetism is not the same as the U(1) group
of phase transformations. In accordance with the Gell-Mann—Nishijima formula,
we shall find that the electromagnetic field A, is a linear combination of B,
and Wﬁ. It is, of course, most gratifying that this leads to a description of both
weak and electromagnetic forces within a single framework, and it should be
noted that we cannot treat the weak interaction in isolation by ignoring the phase
transformations. (Readers should be able to satisfy themselves that this would be
possible if and only if the electron and neutrino had the same charge.) At this
point, the total Lagrangian density reads

[ = _%FIEYJV)F(W)M _ }TF}EE)F(B)MV 4 Tyt (iaﬂ gt W, — g'%yBM) 0
(12.16)
where the field strength tensor F,E‘S/) is constructed from W, in the same way as

(8.37), with the SU(2) structure constants C%¢ = ¢4¢_ and F,ﬁé” from B, as
in (8.14). The two coupling constants g and g’ associated with the two groups
SU(2) and U(1) are independent. This Lagrangian density is invariant under the
SU(2)xU(1) gauge transformations

Ce — exp [i%y@(x) +ie(x) -t] Ce = exp [i%y@(x)] U(a)te
W, — U@W, U™ (@) + (i/g)[8,U (@)U~ (@) (12.17)
By — B, — (1/g)3,.6.

As in chapter 8, the matrix W, is defined as ¢ - W,.

So far, neither the gauge bosons nor the electron have masses. To put this
right, without losing the gauge invariance, we must introduce a Higgs scalar field,
as described in chapter 11. In the simplest version of the GWS theory, it is an

SU(2) doublet
¢+
¢ = <¢O). (12.18)

The component ¢° will be given a vacuum expectation value v
0
(0]|0) = . (12.19)
so, since the vacuum contains no electric charge, the Higgs doublet must have

hypercharge y = 1, making the ¢ particles neutral. We add to the Lagrangian
density (12.16) the quantity

2
Lhiges = (D,9) (D) — 11 (679 — 2] (12.20)
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where the covariant derivative is
Dy = [0, +igt - W +ig'3 B 0. (12.21)

Mathematically, of course, any constant value of ¢ such that ¢T¢p = v? is
a minimum of the potential in (12.20). By making a gauge transformation,
it is always possible to bring this expectation value into the form (12.19).
This transformation will also rearrange the components of the electron—neutrino
doublet. Physically, the particles we recognize as electrons and neutrinos are
those created and annihilated by the field operators that appear in this doublet
after the transformation has been made.
To find the masses of the gauge bosons, we set

¢(x) = (0/¢|0) + p(x) (12.22)
which gives
Lhiggs = 3(gU)* W W™ + 102 (gW,) — g'B) (W — g'B") + ... (12.23)

where the terms represented by ... are those that describe the particles created
and annihilated by ¢ and their interactions with the gauge bosons. From the first
term, we identify the mass of the wt particle and its antiparticle, the W—, as

Mg = L(gv)*. (12.24)

The second term contains a linear combination of Wi and B, which is to be

identified as the field operator for a third weak gauge boson, the Z°. To make sure
that this field operator creates and annihilates particle states with our standard
normalization (7.18), it must be of the form

Z,, = cosbwW, — sinfwB,,. (12.25)

The angle Ow is called the weak mixing angle or the Weinberg angle; it is
introduced simply to make sure that the squares of the two coefficients sum to
1. Its value is not known a priori, but it can be measured, by methods I shall
mention shortly, and is found to be given by

sin2Gw ~ 022  or 6w ~ 28°. (12.26)

If the field Z, as defined by (12.25) is to be proportional to the combination
gWi — g'B,, that appears in (12.23), then we must have

tanfw = g'/g. (12.27)
In that case, the second term of (12.23) is %M%ZMZ“, with the mass of the Z°

given by
1 2 M2
M= (22 ) = 2w (12.28)
2 \ cos Ow cos? By
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The gauge field A,, of electromagnetism is a second linear combination of
Wﬁ and B,. It should also create and annihilate particle states with the correct
normalization. Moreover, since the photon and the Z° are distinct particles, the
creation and annihilation operators in A, must commute with those in Z,. Both
of these criteria are met if we define

Ay = cosOw By, + sinw W, (12.29)

We should check that the A,, defined in this way really does correspond to the
electromagnetic field. To do this, we consider the special gauge transformation
specified by (8.50). The factor of % y is already included in the gauge
transformation (12.17), so we simply take &1 = ap = 0 and o3 = 6. For the
fields defined by (12.25) and (12.29) and the fields WMi of the charged gauge
bosons, this gauge transformation gives

Z,— Zy,
AM—>AM—(

+ +i6 1y, +
Wu — € Wu'

(12.30)

cos 6 sin 6
AL W) 9,6
8 8

These are exactly what we expect for the electromagnetic gauge transformation,
provided that the change in A, can be identified as —(1/e)d,0. Together with
(12.27), this tells us that the fundamental electric charge is given in terms of the
SU(2) and U(1) coupling constants by

e=1gg'/(&+D" (12.31)
Finally, we must arrange for the electron to have a mass. This requires a term
in the Lagrangian equal to —mee = —m(eLeRr + erer ). In the standard version of

the GWS model, the right-handed component eR is treated on a separate footing
from er.. Since er does not appear in the weak currents, it is unaffected by the
SU(2) transformations and is therefore assigned a weak isospin t = 0 (it is a
weak-isospin singlet). To get its charge right, it must have a hypercharge y = —2.
For this reason, the mass term quoted above is not gauge invariant. The electron
mass can be generated in a gauge-invariant manner from spontaneous symmetry
breaking. We add to £ the gauge-invariant expression

ALe = eriy" (9, —ig'Bu)er — fe(leper + R Le) (12.32)

where f, is a constant. The contribution to this from the vacuum expectation
value of ¢ gives the required mass term with

m= fov. (12.33)

The muon, the tau lepton and their associated neutrinos can now be incorporated
by adding to £ further terms of exactly the same form as those involving the
electron and its neutrino.
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12.3 Physical Implications of the Model for Leptons

As far as the electroweak interactions of leptons are concerned, the model is now
complete. The easiest way to see its implications for physical phenomena at
low energies (that is, at energies much smaller than the masses of the W+ and
79 bosons) is to derive an effective Lagrangian density with an interaction term
similar to that of the Fermi theory (12.1). The particles associated with the Higgs
field ¢ have not been unambiguously identified amongst the products of scattering
events (although, as I mentioned in chapter 11, a few candidates for such particles
have, at the time of writing been tentatively identified) so they must have masses
at least as large as those of the gauge bosons. At low energies, therefore, their
propagators are small and make a negligible contribution to observed processes.
We can eliminate them by setting ¢ equal to its vacuum expectation value. For
processes involving energies much smaller than My and Mz, the important terms
in £ that involve the weak gauge bosons and their interactions with the leptons
can be written as

L=MZwrwr + M2z, 72n - %(W;“j“ + W T — ﬁzﬂjg‘.
(12.34)
The first two terms come from the Higgs-field Lagrangian (12.20) and the others
from the leptonic part of (12.16) and the gauge-field term in (12.32), together with
similar terms for the other lepton species. The charged current J* is (12.9) with
additional muon and tau terms. The neutral current that couples to Z, is

T8 = YLy ver + (sin? Ow — eyt e + sin® Owery'er +...  (12.35)

again with additional muon and tau terms.

As far as W, and Z, are concerned, (12.34) is a quadratic form.
Remembering that the Lagrangian density we have constructed is to be used in
a functional integral, the integral over W, and Z,, can be carried out in much the
same way that we used, for example, to obtain the generating functional (9.41).
Defining the effective Fermi interaction by

/DW DZ exp (i / d*x 2) = constant X exp <i / d*x El)eff> (12.36)

we find
2

8 + m
Ly eff = _ZM%\, <L7,“7“ + joujo ) . (12.37)
The first, charged current, term has the same form as (12.1), except that the
currents in the GWS theory differ from those in the Fermi theory by a factor
of % We can therefore identify the Fermi constant as

Gy = g%/4v2M3,. (12.38)



Physical Implications of the Model for Leptons 307

From (12.27) and (12.31), we find that g = e/ sin 6y, so this can be rearranged
to express the W mass as

M3, = €% /4v2Gr sin’ Oy. (12.39)

The values of e and Gf are well known from experiment, so we can now predict
the mass of the W= and, from (12.28), the mass of the Z0, provided that the
Weinberg angle can be ascertained. This angle appears in the neutral current
(12.35), which is an addition to the Fermi theory. The neutral current leads
to new processes such as the elastic scattering of neutrinos by electrons. The
neutrino beams needed to observe these processes first became available in the
early 1970s, when the predicted neutral current effects were indeed found, giving
the first experimental evidence in favour of the GWS theory. The value of sin” 6y
emerging from these experiments was 0.217 4= 0.014. From this value, we get the
following predictions for the W and Z masses:

Mw = 80.2 2.6 GeV Mz =90.6 £2.1GeV. (12.40)

When these particles were actually observed at CERN in 1982-3, their masses
were found to be My = 80.8 + 2.7GeV/c? and Mz = 92.9 + 1.6GeV/c?,
giving convincing evidence to support the GWS theory.

Since that time, the standard model has been subjected to precise tests,
through studies of scattering and decay processes that are far too extensive for
me to give any useful summary here. Interested readers may like to consult, for
example, Donoghue ef al (1994), Barnett et al (1996) and Groom et al (2000).
A point worth emphasizing is that our discussion has taken no account of the
higher-order corrections in perturbation theory which, according to §9.6, lead to
renormalization of the parameters appearing in the Lagrangian density. Because
of the weakness of both the weak and the electromagnetic interactions, the effects
of higher-order corrections are small, but experimental precision is such that they
must be taken into account. The renormalized W and Z masses correspond to
quantities that can be unambiguously defined in experimental terms; the most
accurate values available as I write are

My = 80.419 £ 0.056 GeV/c? Mz = 91.1882 £ 0.0022 GeV/c?. (12.41)

The weak mixing angle Oy, however, is not a directly measurable quantity and
it can be defined in several different ways, which are not entirely equivalent.
One way is to use (12.28) to define the renormalized 6w as cosbw = Mw/Mz.
According to this definition, it has approximately the value given in (12.26).
There are, though, several reasons why an alternative definition might be
preferable. One is that Mw has been determined less accurately than Mz, and also
less accurately than other parameters, such as the Fermi constant Gg. Another
is that fw plays a rather more fundamental role in the theory as representing
the ratio of the two coupling constants g and g’, as shown in (12.27). An
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alternative definition of Gy is arrived at by first defining renormalized versions
of these coupling constants. A method commonly used is the so-called MS
renormalization procedure, which is similar, though not quite identical, to the
one used in (11.43) (but taking the limit € — O rather than ¢ = 1). These
are ‘running’ coupling constants, in the sense we discussed in §§9.7 and 11.6,
and are normally evaluated with © = Mz. Taking tan 6w as the ratio of these
renormalized coupling constants, one can obtain a theoretical expression for Mz

of the form

2 e

M2 =

z 4/2GgK sin? Oy cos? Oy
which follows from (12.28) and (12.39), except for the quantity K, which is close
to 1, but takes account of higher-order corrections. The weak mixing angle Ow

defined in this way can be determined from the measured values of Mz, G and
other information needed to estimate K, with the result

(12.42)

sin? Ow = 0.23117 £ 0.00016. (12.43)

With this definition of Ay, the relation (12.28) is an independent prediction of the

standard model, which can be subjected to further tests. For example, it is useful
to define a parameter

2

M,

p=— W (12.44)
K' M2 cos? Oy

where K’ is again close to 1 but includes higher-order corrections. According to
the standard version of the theory, p should be exactly equal to 1, but modified
versions, such as the one explored in exercise 12.3 give different values. The
value of p consistent with a variety of experimental data is

o = 1.001 +£0.003 (12.45)

in good agreement with the standard version of the theory.

12.4 Hadronic Particles in the Electroweak Theory

12.4.1 Quarks

The idea that the hadrons are composed of quarks was first put forward by M Gell-
Mann and G Zweig in the early 1960s. The species or flavours that are currently
thought to exist, together with their electric charges Q in units of e, are

Wi

up (u) charmed (c) top (t) 0=
down (d) strange (s) bottom (b) 0= —%.

None of these particles has ever been detected in isolation and, as we shall see
later, they are believed to be permanently confined inside the hadrons that are
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(et} (h)

Figure 12.1. Schematic view of the deep inelastic scattering of an electron by a proton.
The net effect of the collision, shown in (a), is to produce, in addition to the scattered
electron, a collection of hadronic particles with total momentum P’. If the virtual photon
has a short enough wavelength, it strikes a single charged constituent of the proton, as
indicated in the close-up view (b), and the disrupted proton subsequently ‘fragments’ to
form the debris indicated in (a).

observed. For this reason, their masses cannot be unambiguously determined.
Such estimates as can be obtained suggest masses ranging from around 5 MeV /¢?
for the u and d quarks to some 174 GeV/c? for the t quark. Particles containing
the t quark were first identified experimentally in 1995 at the Fermi National
Accelerator Laboratory. The mass of this quark can be determined with fair
confidence, being much larger than any other contributions to the total mass of
a particle that contains it.

There are several kinds of evidence for the existence of quarks. The masses
and magnetic moments of all the observed hadrons can be reasonably well
accounted for by modelling them as bound states of quarks, each baryon being
composed of three quarks and each meson of a quark and an antiquark. A few
examples are the proton (uud), neutron (udd), Q= (sss), 7+ (ua) and KO (ds).
All the particles expected on this basis are observed and all observed particles fit
into the scheme. The transformations of observed particle species that occur in
scattering and decay events are all consistent with rearrangements of their quark
contents.

Moreover, the dependence of scattering cross-sections at high energies on
energy and scattering angles is characteristic of that expected for scattering of
point-like constituent particles, a fact somewhat analogous to the strong back-
scattering of « particles which led Rutherford to postulate the existence of atomic
nuclei. The nature of this crucial piece of evidence for the actual existence of
quarks is worth understanding in a little more detail. As an example, consider
the collision of a high-energy electron with a stationary proton depicted in
figure 12.1(a)—a process known as deep inelastic scattering. It is a reasonable
approximation to suppose that this process comes about through the mediation
of a single virtual photon, because corrections due to the exchange of more
photons are small, having additional factors of the fine structure constant «. At
high energies, the hadronic debris emerging from the collision (whose net 4-
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momentum is denoted by P’ in figure 12.1(a)) may be a complicated collection
of particles. We can ask, however, about the probability that an incoming
electron of energy E emerges with energy E’, having been scattered through
an angle 0, regardless of the state of these other particles. This probability is
expressed by the differential cross-section do/dQQdE’, where dE’ represents a
small range for the electron’s final energy and dS2 represents a small element of
solid angle containing the direction of the outgoing electron (see appendix D). If
the electron’s kinetic energy is large enough, we can take its mass to be negligible,
sok? =k'* = m? ~ 0. The initial 4-momentum of the proton is P* = (M, 0),
where M 1is the proton mass. It is conventional to represent the energy lost by
the electron, E — E’, and the scattering angle in terms of two Lorentz invariant
quantities

v=M'k—-k)-P=E—FE (12.46)
g> = (k— k) = =2k -k = —2EE’ —2|k||k'| cos® = —4EE'sin*(0/2).
(12.47)

In fact, g is the 4-momentum carried by the virtual photon. A third variable
x =—q%/2Mv (12.48)

will soon turn out to be useful. It has values in the range 0 < x < 1, as can be
shown by looking at the quantity

GPA—x"YH=¢*+2Mv=q¢>+2¢-P = (¢g+ P)>*— P> = P?— P2. (12.49)

In the last expression, P? = P, Pt = M? is the squared mass of the proton.
The quantity W = (P"?)!/2 = (P;L P'")1/2 i5 called the ‘invariant mass’ of the
hadronic debris: it is the energy of this matter as measured in a frame where its
net 3-momentum vanishes. It cannot be smaller than M, for if it were, the proton
could spontaneously decay into this collection of particles, which we know does
not happen. Since ¢? is negative, this implies that x < 1.

By using Lorentz invariance and the fact that the electromagnetic currents
that interact with the photon are conserved, it is possible to show that the
differential cross-section has the form

2
do al [2W1(q2,v)sin2(9/2)+Wz(qz,v)cosz(G/Z)].
dQdE’  4E2sin*(0/2)
(12.50)

The structure factors W1 and W5 depend on the internal structure of the proton
and in general cannot be calculated reliably. Suppose, however, that the virtual
photon interacts only with some point-like constituent inside the proton, as shown
in figure 12.1(b), and that as far as the photon is concerned, this point-like particle
can be considered in isolation from the rest of the proton as a free particle, say of
mass mp. This would have important implications, as we can see by considering
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energy—momentum conservation. Before colliding with the photon, the point
particle is at rest (or very nearly so if its orbital motion inside the stationary
proton is negligible), so its 4-momentum is p* = (mp, 0). After the collision,

its 4-momentum p’ = p + ¢ satisfies pr= mg, so we calculate

q* = (p

/—p)2=p2+p'2—2pop/=2m]2)—2mpp'0. (12.51)
Energy conservation also tells us that v = E — E' = p/0 — myp, o we discover
that v = —g?/ 2my. The structure functions must therefore be proportional to a
8 function that enforces this constraint. In fact, if we assume that the point-like
constituent is a spin-% particle with charge Q (measured in units of ¢), then the
structure functions can be worked out explicitly to be

. —q2 q2
chunt(qz’ V) = QZ - slv+ 21— (12.52)
4mp 2mp
int qz
W;om (qz’ V) = Q25 v+ 1. (12.53)
2my

The factors of Q2 take into account that in (12.50) there is one factor of « arising
from the electron—photon vertex and another from the photon-proton vertex,
which was assumed to refer to a particle of charge O = 1.

If the virtual photon really did collide with a free, point-like particle inside
the proton, the differential cross-section (12.50) would have a sharp spike at the
particular value of the scattering angle 6 consistent with the initial and final
electron energies E and E’. This, however, is not what experiments find. The
actual experimental situation can be represented reasonably well in terms of
the parton model, which considers the point-like constituent (or parton) hit by
the photon to carry some fraction of the proton’s total 4-momentum, with a
probability f(£)d€ that this fraction is between & and & 4+ d&. In the case of
an initially stationary proton, this means that the mass of the parton is mp =
EM. Supposing that there are several species of partons, with charges Q; and
probability functions f;(§), we can calculate the structure function W, for the
proton as

1 .
Wig*v) =) 07 fo d& ;&) Wi (g%, v)

mp=§M

- —g? 7
= Xl:Ql/o d§4$2M25(U+2§—M>fi($)
2

=ZQ~2/1ds 0 56+ L) pee
—~ " Jo 4E M2y 2Mv | !

=M 07 fix) (12.54)
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where, as defined above, x = —g?/2Mv. In the same way, we find

Wa(g®,v) =v™' Y Qixfi(x). (12.55)

The key result here is that the functions W; and vW; depend only on the single
variable x rather than on ¢2 and v separately. This feature is known as Bjorken
scaling, and it is brought about by the extra energy—momentum conservation
constraint that comes into play when the virtual photon scatters elastically from a
point-like constituent.

The parton model is not to be taken seriously as a theory of the internal
structure of the proton; in particular, assigning a variable mass £€M to a
fundamental particle makes little sense. Rather, it provides a rough-and-ready
way of taking into account the interaction of a quark with the rest of the proton.
(It can, however, be argued that the picture makes more sense when viewed from
a frame of reference in which the proton has a very large energy and momentum,
so that masses can be neglected and the parton simply carries a fraction £ of the
proton’s energy.) With this reservation in mind, we might expect Bjorken scaling
to become apparent in experimental data when the wavelength of the virtual
photon is small enough for the internal structure of the proton to be resolved; that
is, when |¢?| is sufficiently large. In practice, the structure functions determined
for fixed values of x are indeed found to be substantially independent of |¢2| when
l¢%| is greater than about 1 GeV2. Regardless of how literally we take the parton
picture, this scaling provides clear evidence of the existence of quarks inside the
nucleons. The scaling form of structure functions (12.54) and (12.55) together
with similar functions for other scattering processes provide a framework for
interpreting experimental data from which information about the quark content
of nucleons can be extracted.

12.4.2 Quarks in the electroweak theory

As is apparent from the table at the beginning of this section, the quarks appear
in pairs, (u, d), (c, s) and (t, b), whose charges differ by one unit. Like the
(neutrino, charged-lepton) pairs, these are taken to form weak-isospin doublets.
There is, however, a complication. The three gauge fields W, form a weak-isospin
triplet (see the discussion following (8.31)) but, as we have seen, Wﬁ cannot be
directly identified as the field operator for a particle because the term in (12.23)
that generates the gauge boson masses involves a linear combination of Wi and
B,,. Now, the quark masses will be generated by a term in the Lagrangian density
similar to (12.32), and the fields that appear in this term may, in general, be linear
combinations of those needed to form the weak-isospin doublets. What these
linear combinations are is a matter to be determined experimentally, and I shall
shortly give a brief discussion of what is involved. The fact that no difficulty
was encountered for leptons can be traced to the fact that all the neutrinos were
assumed to have the same mass, namely zero. As with the leptons, then, the
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left-handed components of the various quarks are assembled into weak-isospin
doublets, with t = % and y = %, to give the correct charges:

u c t
(@), G G), 1250

where d’, s’ and b’ are linear combinations of d, s and b. All the right-handed
components are SU(2) singlets, with hypercharge y = % for uRr, cr and fr and
y = —% for dR, sg and br. The unprimed fields are those containing the creation
and annihilation operators for particles of definite mass.

To see some of the implications of all this, let us construct the hadronic
contribution to the charged current. It is helpful to express d’, s’ and b’ in terms

of d, s and b as
d d
(s/) =V (s) (12.57)
b’ b

where V is a unitary matrix called, after its inventors, the Cabibbo—Kobayashi—
Maskawa (or CKM) matrix. This matrix can be written in terms of four weak
mixing angles, analogous to the Weinberg angle. Following the pattern of (12.9),
the hadronic charged current is

di,
Tt = upytdi + cuyts +iLytby = (av, oL, iL)y*V (SL> . (12.58)
bL

The second form indicates that, had we also considered linear combinations of u,
¢ and ¢, this would simply have meant redefining the matrix V. (More detailed
arguments are necessary to show that V' is unitary, however.)

The situation is simpler if we ignore altogether the existence of the b quark
(which was, indeed, unknown until about 1977) and the more recently discovered
t quark. In that case, V is a 2 x 2 matrix, which can be parameterized by a single
angle, the Cabibbo angle Oc:

_( cosfc  sinfc
V= <—sin9c cos9c> ) (12.59)

The hadronic charged current becomes
._7hu = (aLy*dy + cLy*sp) cosOc + (apytsy — cLy*dy) sinOc. (12.60)

Consider, for example, the decay of a K™ meson, whose quark content is (us), into
anegative muon and an antineutrino (K™ — u™ 4 v,). What happens, according
to the GWS theory, is that the quark and antiquark annihilate to produce a virtual
W, which subsequently decays to produce the leptons:
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The field le‘ , which creates the W™, couples to the hadronic current (12.60), in
which the operator i1 y*sp that annihilates the quarks has the coefficient sin 6c.
Thus, the usW ™ vertex has a factor of sin ¢ and the decay rate a factor of sin? Oc.
If there were no mixing, or, in other words, if d’ and s” were identical with d and
s, the decay could not take place. In terms of the Fermi theory, the K™ decay can
be thought of as involving an effective Fermi constant G sin 6c. Unfortunately,
the actual value of the decay rate depends on details of the strong interaction
mechanism that binds the u and s quarks to form the K™, so we cannot use it
directly to determine Oc. An estimate of 6c can be made if we assume, for
example, that this mechanism gives the K~ and 7~ the same structure, apart
from the fact that 77~ is made from u and d. In that case, the matrix elements T
(see appendix D) for the decays K~ — u~ +v, and 7~ — u~ + v, should have
the ratio tan f¢c. Taking account also of the kinematical factors that influence the
decay rates, one finds that sin 6c =~ 0.22. In general, although the CKM matrix is
a property of the weak interactions, we see that its elements can be deduced from
experimental data only if information about strong-interaction matrix elements
is available. Mostly, this information can be obtained only by means of special
assumptions or simplified models.

Figure 12.2. Example of a diagram which causes anomalies. Diagrams which contain this
as a subdiagram cannot, in general, have their infinities removed by renormalization.

12.5 Colour and Quantum Chromodynamics

Although the GWS model as I have described it so far has a gauge-invariant
action, it is not renormalizable. This is because of the occurrence of anomalies,
which were mentioned in chapter 9. An example of part of a Feynman diagram
whose divergence cannot be renormalized away is shown in figure 12.2. The
theory will be renormalizable if the net contribution of all diagrams of this type is
zero. Now, one such diagram can be formed with each charged fermion species
circulating in the closed loop and, as it turns out, the condition for the divergences
to cancel is that the sum of the charges of all these species is zero. In the standard
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model, this is true if two conditions are met. The first is that the fermion species
fall into a number of complete families or generations, each family comprising a
neutrino, a negatively-charged lepton and a pair of quarks with charges of % and

— % Evidently, the known fermions do fall into just three such families, namely
(Ve, €, u, d), (v, i, ¢, s) and (v, 7, t, b). The second condition is that each
quark flavour should count as three species. In fact, it is believed that each flavour
does indeed correspond to three distinct species, all having the same mass and
electroweak properties, but distinguished by a property called colour. There is
no universal agreement on the three colours used to label these species, but the
primary colours red, green and blue are commonly used.

The earliest reason for this hypothesis was that some baryons appeared to
consist of three identical quarks in a symmetric state, which is at variance with
the fermionic nature of the quarks. This no longer presents a problem if the three
quarks, while having the same flavour, are of different colours. Direct evidence
for the existence of three colours comes from several sources. The neutral pion
70 is an antisymmetric combination of uii and dd bound states, which decays
to two photons via a Feynman diagram similar to figure 12.2. In this case, the
integral turns out to be finite, but it is proportional to the number of quark species
circulating in the loop, and gives the correct answer for the lifetime of the ¥ only
when allowance is made for three colours. In high-energy collisions of electrons
and positrons, these two particles annihilate to form a virtual photon, which may
subsequently decay into particle-antiparticle pairs of any fermion species that can
be created with the energy available. One possibility is that these particles are
muons (eTe~ — pT ™), which can be detected directly. Another possibility
is the formation of quark-antiquark (qq) pairs which, as with deep inelastic
scattering, are eventually manifested as a complicated collection of hadrons. The
total probability for the formation of qq pairs is proportional to ), Ql.z, where
the sum is over all quark species that can be produced at a given energy. If each
flavour of quark comes in N; colours, all with the same electric charge, then
this becomes N Zf Q?, where the sum is over quark flavours. According to
the parton model, the ratio of the probabilities for forming hadrons or muons, as
measured by the corresponding cross-sections, is just

o(ete™ — hadrons) )
= N, 12.61
oete™ — utu) ¢ ; Qy ( )
the muons having Q = 1. Apart from details that are not accounted for by

the parton model, this agrees well with experimental data, provided that we take
Ne =3.

The existence of three quark colours provides the basis of the current theory
of strong interactions, known as quantum chromodynamics or QCD. Here, I can
do no more than outline some of its essential features. The three colours of a
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given quark flavour are taken to form a basic triplet

Uy d;
U= (ug> d= (dg> etc. (12.62)
Up dy

The set of unitary transformations u — exp[%ia(x) - AJu, which rearrange the
three colours amongst themselves, constitutes the colour gauge group SU(3).
This group has eight generators. That is, there are eight linearly independent,
Hermitian A matrices, analogous to the Pauli matrices of SU(2). Consequently,
when this group is used to construct a gauge theory, there are eight independent
gauge fields and eight associated gauge bosons. These are called gluons, being
held to form the ‘glue’ that binds quarks into hadrons. Like the quarks, gluons
are (it seems) permanently confined inside the hadrons. Direct evidence for their
existence can be gleaned from the structure functions of deep inelastic scattering.
The functions f;(x) in (12.54) and (12.55) represent the probabilities that the ith
constituent species carries a fraction x of the proton’s total momentum. The total
fraction carried by all the constituents must obviously be 1, which implies that

Zi fol dx xfij(x) = 1. However, when the f; (x) deduced from measured structure
functions are inserted into this ‘sum rule’, a shortfall of about 50% is found. The
implication is that some 50% of the momentum is carried by electrically neutral
constituents, which do not interact with the virtual photon. If QCD is correct, then
these neutral constituents can be identified as gluons.

Unlike the electroweak theory, QCD contains no Higgs fields, so the
gluons are massless. It might therefore appear that the colour forces should,
like electromagnetic forces, have a long range and be easily detectable in the
laboratory. It is believed, however, that QCD possesses a property known as
confinement. The potential energy of two quarks increases linearly with the
distance between them. Thus, if we try to separate, say, the quark and antiquark
in a pion, the increase in potential energy eventually favours the formation of a
new quark-antiquark pair and we obtain not two widely separated quarks but two
widely separated mesons. Only bound states which have no net colour (colour
singlets) have a finite energy and this, in outline, explains why isolated quarks and
gluons are never observed. The very different properties of QCD and QED can be
traced to the non-Abelian nature of SU(3). As we saw in chapter 8, this implies
that the gluons themselves carry a colour ‘charge’ and thus interact directly with
each other, in contrast to photons, which are electrically neutral.

While few theorists doubt the validity of this picture, it has not, as far as I
know, been possible to give a definitive proof. The difficulty is that perturbation
theory cannot be used. Perturbation theory, after all, assumes that the field
operators in the theory can, to a first approximation, be interpreted as creation
and annihilation operators for observable, free particles, and in QCD this is not
true. It has proved fruitful to consider an approximate theory in which spacetime
is replaced by a discrete four-dimensional lattice of points, quite analogous to
the lattice models of statistical mechanics. For such lattice gauge theories, the
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confinement property can be proved, but the proof does not necessarily remain
valid when the lattice spacing is taken to zero. If spacetime is approximated not
only as a discrete set of points, but also as being of finite extent, then functional
integrals such as we encountered in earlier chapters reduce to ordinary multiple
integrals, whose values can be estimated numerically. This idea provides an
alternative means of approximation when perturbation theory is inapplicable; in
fact, it is the only known practical method of estimating quantities such as the
mass of a proton directly from QCD. This method of approximation has its own
difficulties. One is that, although the lattice has only a finite number of points, this
number must be very large if the lattice is to provide a reasonable approximation
to a spacetime continuum, and to represent a region of spacetime large enough
to contain several hadrons. The computing power needed to deal with lattices
of sufficient size is, even by present-day standards, enormous. Another is that
representing fermions correctly in the lattice approximation turns out to be quite
tricky. Nevertheless, at the time of writing, it has become possible to estimate
the masses of the lighter hadrons (specifically, those containing u, d and s
quarks in what amounts to their ‘ground state’) with an accuracy that reproduces
experimental data to within 10% or better. It is also possible to estimate from
first principles the strong-interaction matrix elements that are needed to extract
information on the CKM matrix from measured decay rates and scattering cross-
sections, although such calculations are less well advanced.

The confinement of quarks (or, more accurately, of colour) is a large-distance
or low-energy phenomenon. At high energies, QCD has the complementary
property of asymptotic freedom. This means that the running coupling constant
as(—g?), the strong-interaction equivalent of the energy-dependent fine structure
constant (9.92), becomes very small at high energies. In fact, the result analogous
to (9.94) for its high-energy behaviour is

2 _o\1!
as(—q%) = as(u?) 1+(11—%nf>°‘ig)1n<u—‘§) (12.63)

where nr is the number of quark flavours. How this behaves for large values of
—g? clearly depends on the sign of the quantity (11 — %I’lf). The contribution

—2n; arises from the effect of quark-antiquark pairs in screening the strong
‘charge’ of a particle, and is entirely analogous to the vacuum polarization in
QED that we discussed in §9.7.4. The positive term, 11, comes from the self-
interaction of gluons, which has no analogue in QED. It results from the non-
Abelian nature of the SU(3) colour gauge group, which, as in the SU(2) theory we
studied in chapter 8, leads to the presence of nonlinear terms in the field strength
(8.37). Provided that there are no more than 16 quark flavours (and only 6 are
known), this self-interaction of gluons is the more important effect, and we see
that it causes as(—qz) to decrease with increasing values of —qz. Conversely,
as(—g?) becomes very large at low energies—a fact which might seem intuitively
consistent with confinement, but is not in fact sufficient to show that confinement
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Figure 12.3. Schematic view of a 3-jet event produced in an electron-positron collision.
Roughly collimated jets of particles emerge in the directions of a quark, an antiquark and
a gluon formed in the initial decay of a virtual photon.

actually occurs. Amongst other things, this means that there is no QCD equivalent
of ‘the’ fine structure constant v, which measures the electronic charge apparent
at macroscopic distances and is the low-energy limit of «(—¢?). Because of this,
it has become conventional to parameterize the strength of colour forces by an
energy scale Agcp. At the level of approximation I am using here, we can write

—1
as(u?) = 4r [(11 ~ Zpp) ln(/,Lz/AéCD):I (12.64)

and the energy-dependent coupling constant becomes
2 2 2,02 -
as(—q”) = 4n [(11 — ng)In(—q /AQCD)] . (12.65)

All reference to the renormalized coupling o (u?), defined at arbitrary, but fixed
energy scale w has disappeared and the intrinsic strength of the interactions is
characterized instead by Agcp. The fact that a dimensionless coupling can be
replaced with a parameter having the dimensions of energy is sometimes referred
to as dimensional transmutation.

Because as(—g?) is small at high energies, perturbation theory can be
applied to good effect in understanding processes such as deep inelastic scattering.
By comparing calculated structure functions with those measured experimentally,
it has been possible, for example, to confirm the energy dependence of o and to
account for departures from Bjorken scaling that are observed at small values of
X.

A striking feature of high-energy data is the formation of jets of hadronic
particles. These are interpreted as signalling the ejection from a nucleon of
individual quarks or gluons, which subsequently acquire, through the creation
of particle-antiparticle pairs, the partners needed to form a shower of colourless
hadrons. The total momentum of particles in the jet is the momentum that
originally belonged to a single quark or gluon (see figure 12.3). By observing
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Figure 12.4. Contribution to the force between a proton and a neutron due to exchange of
a 9. Quarks are bound into hadrons by the exchange of gluons. At A, a gluon decays to
form a dd pair and at B a dd pair annihilates to form a gluon. The net effect is the exchange
of arY. Backward-pointing arrows denote a forward-moving antiquark.

the production of jets in, for example, eTe™ and proton-antiproton collisions, it
is possible, in effect to study the scattering of individual quarks and gluons and
perturbative QCD accounts for much of this data with impressive accuracy.

It should be emphasized that QCD describes the strong interactions that bind
quarks inside the observed hadrons. The forces that act between these hadrons, for
example, those which bind protons and neutrons to form atomic nuclei or account
for the low-energy scattering of protons and neutrons, should also have their
origins in QCD, but they cannot be attributed to exchange of gluons. Figure 12.4
illustrates, in terms of the flow of quarks, how the force between a proton and
neutron can be attributed to the exchange of, for example, a neutral pion. The
fundamental origin of the force is the QCD interaction, which binds quarks in all
three hadrons and causes the creation and annihilation of quark-antiquark pairs.
However, their net effect at low energies or large distances can be modelled
by treating the pion as a fundamental spin-0O particle. This leads to a one-
particle exchange potential, which has the Yukawa form (9.85). As I indicated
in chapter 9, the pion mass corresponds to a range for this effective force that is
characteristic of the separation of nucleons in a nucleus or, indeed, of the size
of a nucleon. This simple model has rather restricted applicability, though. To
improve on it, account must be taken of other mesons that might be exchanged
and of the internal structure of these particles.

12.6 Grand Unified Theories

The gauge theory whose construction I have outlined so far constitutes the
standard model of particle physics. Within the uncertainties involved in actually
calculating quantities that can be directly compared with experimental data, it
appears to be consistent with all known phenomena (except, perhaps, for the
possibility that neutrinos may, after all, have small masses). From a theoretical
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point of view, it is nevertheless held to be unsatisfactory, partly because it
contains a large number of parameters which simply have to be adjusted to values
determined by experiment, and partly because it does not represent a truly unified
description of the fundamental forces. I shall give just two examples of the
improvements that might be sought.

The first concerns the question of charge quantization. We saw in chapter 8
that the numbers A; (in (8.17), for example), which express the charges of different
particles as multiples of the fundamental charge e could have any values. There
is no explanation for the fact that they are observed to have integer or, in the
case of quarks, simple rational values. In the GWS electroweak theory, the
charges of particles belonging to an SU(2) doublet must differ by one unit, but
the hypercharge of each multiplet, which gives the actual charges through the
Gell-Mann—Nishijima formula, is assigned simply to fit the observed facts.

The second unsatisfactory feature is that the standard model involves three
independent gauge coupling constants, namely the g and g’ of the electroweak
theory and a third, g5, for QCD. This is because the gauge symmetry group is
SU@B3)xSU(2)xU(1), which means that the SU(3) transformations that rearrange
colours, the SU(2) weak-isospin rotations and the U(1) phase transformations
all act independently of each other. It is, of course, satisfying that the strong,
weak and electromagnetic interactions, which at first sight have very different
physical effects, can all be described in essentially the same terms as gauge
theories. Moreover, the weak and electromagnetic interactions are intimately
related in the GWS theory. Indeed, the relative weakness of the weak interactions,
as measured by the Fermi constant G, is seen from (12.38) to be due to the
relatively large masses of the gauge bosons rather than to the size of the coupling
constant g, which is actually greater than e. This and the different ranges of the
two interactions are seen to be consequences of spontaneous symmetry breaking.
That having been said, we still need three coupling constants to account for the
three forces. In the view of most theorists, it would be much more satisfactory
if we could account for all three forces using a single coupling constant, with all
the differences arising from spontaneous symmetry breaking. In particular, we
would like to be able to predict the value of the Weinberg angle which, according
to (12.27), just measures the ratio of g and g’.

Considerations such as these have led to the invention of grand unified
theories, whose principal feature is that the fundamental gauge group should
be simple. This means that it cannot be expressed as the product of several
independent groups, which immediately implies the existence of only a single
gauge coupling constant. The earliest and simplest of these theories was invented
by H Georgi and S Glashow (1974), who took the gauge group to be SU(5).
The 15 fermions of a single family (counting colours and left- and right-handed
components separately for this purpose) fit into two SU(5) multiplets, of which
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the simpler is

dg |. (12.66)

In this notation, dg, for example, denotes the charge conjugate of the right-
handed component of the field operator for a red down quark. The charge
conjugate of a right-handed component is left handed (see exercise 7.8), so all
the field operators are in fact left handed. In terms of particles, the electron and
its neutrino are grouped with the anti-down quark, whose charge is —i—%.

The gauge transformations that act on this multiplet are of the form
exp[%ia(x) - &], where the matrices £¢ are the SU(5) analogues of the Pauli
matrices. There are 24 of these matrices, which are Hermitian 5 x 5 matrices
whose trace is zero. The standard model is included in the SU(5) model, because
some of these transformations correspond to those of SU(3)xSU(2)xU(1). For
example, three of the £% can be written as

W 000
000

00 00O (12.67)

00 00O

00 00O

where t¢ are the Pauli matrices. These generate the weak-isospin transformations
of the electron—neutrino doublet, leaving the right-handed quarks unchanged. A
further eight are

00 00O

00 00O

00 (12.68)
00 A¢

00

A% being the SU(3) matrices, which generate colour transformations of the quarks
without affecting the leptons. We must think a little more carefully about the
U(1) phase transformations, however. In any grand unified theory, all the particles
belonging to one standard-model family must fill up a complete multiplet of the
grand-unified gauge group (although this may be reducible into sub-multiplets, as
in SU(5)). Let us assemble all 15 fields into a column matrix ¥. In the language
of the standard model, its gauge-covariant derivative is a generalization of the one
that appears in (12.16), namely

Dt = (3 +igWaT? +ig'BudY +...) v (12.69)

where T3 is a diagonal 15 x 15 matrix whose elements are the > components of
weak isospin for the various particles, Y is another diagonal 15 x 15 matrix whose
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elements are the hypercharges, and . . . are the remaining generators of the grand-
unified gauge group together with their associated gauge fields. In grand-unified
language, it must be possible to write this as

Dy = (au +igaW3T? +ig1 B, TO + .. ) " (12.70)

where both 73 and T are generators of the grand-unified gauge group. The
coupling constant g» = g belongs to the SU(2) sector of the standard model and
g1 belongs to the U(1) sector. Eventually, we shall have to set g1 = g2 = g,
where gg is the single coupling constant of the grand-unified theory, but we shall
see that there are good reasons for keeping them separate at this stage. To make
these two expressions equivalent, let us say that g’ = ¢~ 'g; and ¥ = 2¢7°,
where c is a constant. The value of this constant is determined by the fact that
the two generators 7> and 7° must satisfy the normalization condition (8.40). In
particular, we must have Tr(T3)2 = Tr(TO)2 = (1/4c2) Tr Y2, or

Z(t?)z = 4%22”2 (12.71)

where tl.3 and y; are the weak-isospin components and hypercharges of the
particles in the multiplet. We have to take account of: ve and ey with 1> = :l:%
and y = —1; er with 3 =0and y = —2; ur, and dp, with 1= :l:% and y = %;
ur with 13 = 0 and y = %; dg with * = 0 and y = —%. Each quark counts
as 3 species, on account of its colour. The fact that the right-handed particles
are represented by their left-handed antiparticles as in (12.66) doesn’t matter for
this purpose, because their quantum numbers are squared. Using these values in
(12.71), we find that ¢ = (5/3)1/2.

We can now derive two simple consequences of grand unification. First, the
electromagnetic field A, must be a gauge field of the grand-unified theory. It
appears in a covariant derivative such as (12.69) or (12.70) in the combination
ieA, Q, where the diagonal matrix Q = T3 + %Y = T3 4 ¢TY has elements
which are the charges of all the particles in whichever multiplet we choose to look
at, measured in units of e. In the SU(5) theory, all the generators are Hermitian
matrices whose trace is zero, so the charges of all the particles in any multiplet
must add to zero. Applying this principle to the multiplet (12.66), we see that the
charge of an anti-d quark must be exactly —% of the charge of the electron. In
the case of the second multiplet, which contains the u quark, a similar argument
shows that u has a charge which is exactly —% of the electronic charge. Thus, the
SU(5) theory provides an explanation of the fact that the charge of the proton is
exactly —1 times the charge of the electron; this charge quantization is a major
success of grand unification.

The second consequence comes about when we set g1 = g» = gg or
g2 = gg and g’ = ¢ gg. In view of (12.27), this gives us a prediction for
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the weak mixing angle

2 1

) 8 3
sin” By = e =172-3°- 0.375. (12.72)
Compared with the experimental value (12.43), this does not seem like an
unqualified success, but we have yet to take account of two important ingredients,
viz. spontaneous symmetry breaking and the running of coupling constants with
energy.

The SU(S5) theory has 24 symmetry generators and therefore 24 gauge
bosons; other grand unified theories (or GUTs) may have more. Of these, 12
can be identified with the gauge bosons of the standard model, but the rest, which
I shall denote collectively by X, are unknown to experimenters. If a GUT has
indeed been used by nature, then these extra gauge bosons must be very heavy,
or else their existence would upset the success of the standard model. The GUT
symmetry must, it seems, be broken at two levels, by two sets of Higgs fields.
One stage of symmetry breaking gives a large mass, say My, to the X bosons
while leaving the SU(3)xSU(2)xU(1) symmetry intact and the standard-model
gauge bosons massless. This symmetry can then be spontaneously broken in the
way we have already seen, leaving only the U(1) symmetry of electromagnetism.
What does this imply for the running coupling constants? At energies greater
than My, the effects of spontaneous symmetry breaking will not matter greatly
and all the physics will be controlled by a single coupling constant gg(Q?).
(Here, I will use the conventional notation Q2 = —qz, because there will be no
danger of confusing this Q with an electric charge.) At energies well below Mx,
propagators for the X bosons will be very small. It should be possible to ignore
these particles for most purposes, and physics should be essentially the same as
in the standard model, with its three coupling constants g1, g» and g3, the last of
these being the QCD coupling. At energies close to My, these two descriptions
must become equivalent. Thus, as illustrated in figure 12.5, we should have
g1 (M3) = g2(M}) = g3(M%) = gg(M3), although the same equalities need
not hold at lower energies. The running of the three coupling constants at low
energies is, according to this argument, governed just by the standard model, and
is independent of any special assumptions about the nature of the hypothetical
GUT. We can therefore use standard-model data to test whether they actually do
become equal and, if so, at what energy.

Let us explore this question in a simple approximation. Defining o; =
gl.2 /47, the running coupling constants are found, at the first order of perturbation
theory, to be given by

o 1(0%) = oL (M2) + L o (12.73)
{ { 22T ax M% ’

the reference scale u? = M% being experimentally rather well defined. The
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Figure 12.5. Energy dependence of the running coupling constants in a grand-unified
theory. The spontaneously broken symmetry which gives the U(1), SU(2) and SU(3)
couplings at low energies is restored at an energy approximately equal to the typical X
boson mass.

constants §; are

= — g =4 1274
pr=F g jm = 2 (1275)

where ng is the number of families (or generations) of quarks and leptons and
ny is the number of Higgs doublets. I have taken ny = 3 and n, = 1. The
standard-model data we have at our disposal are the QCD coupling strength o3,
the electromagnetic fine-structure constant « and the mixing angle 8y, whose
values at Q% = M% I shall denote by a circumflex. These values are determined
experimentally as

;=012 &' =1289 sin? By = 0.232. (12.77)
We can make direct use of the fine-structure constant by using (12.31) to write it
aso~l = czafl +a, ! which implies that its energy dependence is given by
aloH=a+ LW (Q—2> (12.78)
4 M%
with B = ¢?B1 + B = —11/3. One way of phrasing our question is now the

following. Using only the experimental values of & and &3, we can estimate the
unification energy My, at which we expect «; = a» = w3, by solving the equation
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a”l(M3) = (1 + c2)a;1( MZ%). Then, taking the value (12.72) of sin® 6w to be
the one that applies at Q = MX, we can use the running coupling constants to
obtain a revised prediction for sin? Q. If this agrees with the measured value, it
would indicate that all three coupling constants are related in the way that grand
unification requires.
The first step of this calculation gives

2 4 |6 — (14 cHas
In M—’Z‘ [ ] (12.79)
M3 (I+c2)p3—B

or Mx ~ 1.1 x 1013M, ~ 10'3GeV. To obtain our prediction for sin? éw, we
use (12.27) and (12.31) to write sin? Oy = ez/g2 and hence

(0% sin?fw + (Ba/4m)& In(Q*/M3)
®w(0?) 1+ (B/4m)aIn(Q2/M3)

sin” Ow (Q?) = (12.80)

Setting sin’ GW(M)%) = %, we can solve this to get the prediction sin’ bw ~ 2.07.
This is encouragingly close enough to the measured value (12.43), but certainly
not within the experimental uncertainty. Of course, the calculation was only
approximate; it could be improved by including contributions to the running
coupling constants from higher orders of perturbation theory. However, a different
route has been followed in practice, which is to calculate all three of the running
coupling constants «; (Q?) using the standard-model data as initial conditions at
QO = Mz. The most accurate calculations indicate that although any two of the
«; become equal at an energy close to 10'3GeV, they do not all become equal at
exactly the same point. This may be an indication that, while the general idea of
grand unification is plausible, some significant ingredient is missing.

By comparison with the W and Z masses of about 10? GeV, or with energies
of the order of 103 GeV that can be produced by present-day accelerators, the
unification energy of 10!5 GeV is enormous. We have no hope of observing the
X particles directly, and any indirect effects that their existence might bring about
will be very small. One such effect, which could in principle be observed, is
proton decay. In the standard model, the currents that couple to the weak gauge
fields contain only terms of the form gy*q or £y*¢, where ¢ and ¢ generically
denote quarks and leptons. It follows that a quark can be transformed into a
quark of a different flavour by emitting a weak gauge boson, but not into a
lepton. Consequently, a baryon can decay only into a lighter baryon, together
with a virtual weak boson, which subsequently produces a lepton-antilepton pair,
as in the beta decay of a free neutron. The proton, being the lightest baryon,
cannot decay at all. The reason for this is that quarks and leptons are contained
in separate SU(2) multiplets. Each multiplet of a GUT, however, contains both
quarks and leptons. Therefore, the currents that couple to X gauge fields contain
terms of the form gy*¢ and £y*q, which permit the transformation of a quark
into a lepton by the emission of an X boson. Moreover, the GUT multiplets may
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Figure 12.6. A contribution to the decay of a proton, producing a positron and a 79, The
X boson has a charge of —4e/3.

contain both left-handed components of quark fields and the charge conjugates
of their right-handed components, and this permits the transformation of a quark
into an antiquark. Because of this, proton decay becomes possible, and figure 12.6
shows one mechanism whereby it can decay into a 7° and a positron. A simple
estimate of the proton’s lifetime can be made from the formulae of appendix D,
together with dimensional analysis. The matrix element 7 for the emission and
absorption of an X boson is proportional to ag M- <2, as in our estimate (12.8) of
the Fermi constant. The decay rate I has the dimensions of energy in natural
units, and must be proportional to (eg My 2)2M 5 because the proton mass M, is
the only relevant energy scale. Up to a numerical factor, we therefore estimate the
proton’s lifetime as
tp = h™' ~ hag? My M, ~ 10%% s ~ 107" years (12.81)
where the factor of A converts units of energy™! into seconds, and the grand-
unified coupling is taken as g =~ 0.1. A more detailed calculation based on the
SU(5) theory produces much the same result. Clearly, proton decays will be very
rare. To put this lifetime in context, the current age of the universe is only some
109 years. On the other hand, since the proton’s mass is Mp ~ 1.67 x 10-% kg,
we might hope to detect one or two decays per year by keeping some 10* kg
of a suitable material under observation. Several experiments of this kind have
been undertaken, usually deep underground to avoid the intrusion of cosmic
radiation. No decays have been observed, and the experimental limit on the
proton’s lifetime is that 7, is no smaller than about 1032 years. It is an odd
fact that this experimental limit is of the same order of magnitude as the actual
lifetime expected on the basis of grand unified theories. There is, of course, some
uncertainty in the predicted lifetime, but experts are more or less agreed that these
experiments rule out the SU(5) theory as a model of the real world. Many other
GUTs can be devised, though, and some of them predict longer-lived protons.
Clearly, the value of grand unified theories lies much more in their aesthetic
appeal in providing a completely unified description of the three interactions,
and suggesting an explanation for charge quantization, than in their utility for
interpreting hard experimental data. Even their aesthetic appeal has its limitations.
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In the SU(5) theory, for example, the observed fermions have to be fitted into
two multiplets, and it is hard to see any good physical reason for treating the
particles in (12.66) on a different footing from the others. Similarly, in order to
reproduce the successes of the standard model, we had to introduce two stages of
spontaneous symmetry breaking, using two sets of Higgs fields. This is simply
an ad hoc manoeuvre needed to accommodate the observed facts; there seems
to be no fundamental reason why symmetry breaking should occur in this way.
Although a GUT contains only one gauge coupling constant, there are many
other undetermined parameters, such as masses and coupling constants associated
with the Higgs fields. Thus, the price of obtaining a prediction for one more
measurable quantity, the Weinberg angle, is the introduction of further quantities
that cannot even be measured. It would apparently be necessary to conduct
experiments at inconceivably high energies to test any specific features of grand
unified theories other than proton decay. Finally, grand unification involves a
theoretical conundrum known as the gauge hierarchy problem. As we saw in
§9.6, renormalizability generally requires us to include in the Lagrangian all those
terms that are allowed by the symmetries, and do not involve coupling constants
of negative dimension. In a grand unified theory, this turns out, in particular,
to require interactions between the two sets of Higgs fields, whose vacuum
expectation values are v and V. Gauge-boson masses are given by expressions
similar to (12.24), and this requires that v/V ~ Mw/Mx ~ 10713, When the
Higgs fields interact, the generic outcome of spontaneous symmetry breaking is
that v/ V =~ 1; the tiny ratio that we need will come about only if the parameters
that determine the shape of the potential are very finely tuned so as to make this
happen, and this fine tuning seems to demand some explanation.

All in all, the fact that the running coupling constants of the standard model
nearly meet at around 103 GeV (or, more or less equivalently, that we can
obtain a reasonable prediction for sin?fyw) points quite strongly to some kind
of underlying grand unification. On the other hand, simply building a bigger
and better gauge theory requires too many ad hoc assumptions for comfort. A
further cause for dissatisfaction with the standard model and its grand-unified
generalizations is that the most familiar force of all, namely gravity, is not
included. A simple prescription for including gravity would seem to follow
from the general considerations of chapter 8. Our fully unified theory should be
invariant not only under gauge transformations, but also under general coordinate
transformations, and this can be achieved quite straightforwardly by the methods
we explored in §7.7. To account for the dynamics of the gravitational fields
themselves, we would finally add to our Lagrangian the gravitational action
(4.16). As we saw in §7.6.2, small fluctuations in the metric tensor field can be
interpreted in terms of spin-2 particles—gravitons—which ought to be the gauge
bosons of gravity. Other things being equal, this should provide us with a fully
unified quantum theory of all the known forces. Unfortunately, other things are
not quite equal. The problem is that the coupling constant for gravity is Newton’s
constant G which, expressed in natural units, is G/hc> = (1.22 x 10" GeV) 2.
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Figure 12.7. Contributions to the self energy of a light scalar particle from (a) another
scalar and (b) a fermion.

According to our discussion in §9.6, the negative dimension of this coupling
constant makes the theory non-renormalizable. Remedies for this illness have,
naturally, been sought, but none has been found, at least within the context of
quantum field theories as we have studied them until now. These difficulties lead
many theorists to suspect the existence of some deeper principle.

12.7 Supersymmetry

Part of this deeper principle may be the idea of supersymmetry. In general terms,
the gauge hierarchy problem might be solved if parameters in the Lagrangian were
constrained by a new symmetry in such a way that potentially large contributions,
say of order Mx, to the masses of the observed particles would cancel exactly.
To set out exactly how this would work needs a more detailed treatment of the
inner workings of GUTs than I can give here, but the basic idea is contained
in figure 12.7, which shows two contributions to the self-energy of a light
particle (the dotted propagators) from a scalar particle (the dashed propagator)
and a fermion (the solid propagators). As we know from §9.6, this self-energy
represents a correction to the mass of the particle. The key point is that the fermion
loop has, as we saw in §9.4, an extra factor of —1 compared with the scalar loop,
on account of the anticommutation of the spin—% fields. If we could arrange for
the magnitudes of these two contributions to be exactly equal, then they would
make no net contribution to the mass of the light particle. The symmetry that
makes this happen must be one that relates fermions and bosons.

Although the essential idea of supersymmetry is fairly straightforward, a full
account of the technology that has been developed to deal with supersymmetric
field theories in general might well occupy a book in itself. In this section, I
shall illustrate how the symmetry works by studying the simplest example, the
Wess—Zumino model, and describe in more qualitative terms how the basic idea
might be extended to construct more realistic theories. Much of the literature
on supersymmetry uses a special notation for spinors—the van-der-Waerden
notation—which I plan to avoid. A detailed introduction to supersymmetry which
explains this notation is given by Ryder (1996). A comprehensive account of
supersymmetric field theories will be found in Weinberg (2000). Some of the key
results require quite tedious algebra, which I shall not always set out in detail. For
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readers who wish to verify these results, I have collected in §12.7.6 some clues to
the manipulations they will find useful.

12.7.1 The Wess—Zumino model

The first obstacle to be overcome in finding a symmetry that relates bosons
and fermions is that the two particle species have different spins, and therefore
different numbers of spin polarization states available to them. If we want to
regard two particles, say A and B, as being (in what will now be a rather esoteric
sense) different states of the same basic species, then an A particle and a B particle
must have the same number of states available to them. To get this counting of
states right, it is helpful in the first instance to deal with massless particles. This
is because, as we saw in §7.5, the two helicity states of a massless spin-% particle
can be treated independently of each other. The supersymmetric model invented
by J Wess and B Zumino (1974) contains a single massless fermion. It can be
represented by a Majorana spinor v (x), for which ¥¢ = CyT = v, so that
the particle is identical to its antiparticle and can exist in both right-handed and
left-handed helicity states. Equivalently, it can be represented by a left-handed
spinor ¥, in which case the particle can exist only in the left-handed state, while
its antiparticle can exist only in the right-handed state. The two descriptions are
related by

YL = PLy(x)  Y(x) =YL + YL = YL) + CY (x)  (12.82)

where P, = %(1 — ¥°) is the projection operator introduced in (7.76). To be

explicit about the notation here, ¥ means w{yo = 1 PR; this is not the same
as ¥ Pp. With either description, the fermion has two independent states, which
must be matched by two independent bosonic states. These could be represented
either by two real scalar fields or by one complex scalar field. (Later, we shall
think about alternatives such as the two helicity states of a massless spin-1 or
spin-2 particle). I shall present the model in terms of a left-handed spinor ¥z (x)
and a complex scalar field ¢ (x), in which case its Lagrangian density is given by

L=0,¢*0"p +ivLiyL + F*F. (12.83)

In addition to ¢ and 1, it contains a second complex scalar field F, in a form that
we have not met before. We can easily see that F has no real physical meaning,
because its Euler—Lagrange equation is F = 0; it is called an auxiliary field, and
is there to make the mathematics of supersymmetry work smoothly.

An infinitesimal supersymmetry transformation is the change of variables
¢ — ¢+ 8¢, YL — YL + YL, F > F + 8F, where

8¢ (x) = V2&y (x) (12.84)
SYL(x) = — ivV2PLy ed,d(x) + V2PLeF (x) (12.85)
SF(x) = —iv2edyn (x). (12.86)
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Clearly, the change in ¢ must be a commuting, scalar quantity, while the change
in Y, must be an anticommuting spinor quantity. Thus, the small parameter € is a
constant spinor. That is, it consists of a set of four Grassmann numbers ¢,, which
transform as a spinor under Lorentz transformations, although they are not field
operators. In fact, we take € to be a Majorana spinor, for which € = €TC. The
small changes in the conjugate fields are

8¢*(x) = V2L (x)e (12.87)
UL (x) = iV20,¢* (x)eyH Pr + N2 F*(x)e Py (12.88)
SF*(x) = iv/29L(x) T e. (12.89)

With the supersymmetry transformation defined in this way, we can work out the
small change in the Lagrangian density, keeping only the terms of order €. It is

8L =28, X"(x) (12.90)
where

XM (x) = YL(x)ed p(x) + FEly™, y IYL(x)d,0* (x) + iy eF. (12.91)

Because 8L is a total divergence, it does not affect the equations of motion. Its
contribution to the action, §§ = /2 f d*x du X* can usually be set to zero, given
suitable boundary conditions at |x*| — oo.

Evidently, we have found a symmetry of the Wess—Zumino theory, which
relates the bosons and the fermions. However, this is a rather uninteresting
theory of massless particles, with no interactions. Moreover, it contains only one
supersymmetry multiplet, consisting of a spin-0 and a spin-% particle, together
with their antiparticles. In the next two subsections, I shall outline how this theory
can be extended to incorporate masses and interactions for these particles, and
then discuss what other supersymmetry multiplets might exist.

12.7.2 Superfields

Given the somewhat complicated nature of the supersymmetry transformation
(12.84)—(12.89), it might seem rather difficult to guess at the terms that can
be added to the Lagrangian density without destroying the supersymmetry.
Fortunately, a method is available for constructing such terms, which makes use of
objects called superfields. 1t will be sufficient for the purposes of our discussion
here to regard a superfield simply as a collection of fields (including auxiliary
fields) that form a supersymmetry multiplet. For the example we have to hand, the
relevant superfield ® (¢, ¥, F) is called a left-chiral superfield. Its component
fields ¢, ¥ and F are respectively a scalar, a left-handed spinor and another
scalar. Under a supersymmetry transformation, they transform according to our
previous rules but, as indicated by the boldface notation, they are not necessarily
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the same as the elementary fields ¢, ¥ and F that appear in £. In fact, they
generally consist of products of these elementary fields.

The usefulness of superfields lies in the fact that they can be added and
multiplied to form new ones. To add two superfields, we simply add their
components. Thus, if ®; has the components (¢, ¥, F1) and &, has the
components (¢2, Yo, F2), then &1 + P, is the superfield whose components
are (@1 + ¢, YL + VoL, F1 + F»). It is easy to check that these new
components transform in the right way to be a supersymmetry multiplet. To
multiply superfields correctly needs a little more care. Let us denote the product
® of two superfields ®; and @, by ® = & o 5. To make this meaningful, we
need a rule for constructing the components (¢, ¥, F) of ® from those of &
and ®,. The rule is

b=9¢ 9 (12.92)
V=91 ¥. + 9, ¥ (12.93)
F=¢,Fr +6,F| — ¥ C¥y. (12.94)

If ® is to be a valid superfield, then ¢, ¥ and F must have the correct
supersymmetry transformations, and it is not too hard to check that they do. It
is also not hard to check that | o &, = P, o Py, so the order of the superfields
does not matter. As I have presented it, this definition of the superfield product
is a guess that turns out to work. There is, though, a more general formalism,
within which it arises quite naturally. According to this formalism (which I shall
not develop in detail), the superfields inhabit an 8-dimensional ‘spacetime’, called
superspace. The extra four coordinates 6% are Grassmann variables. They have
no physical meaning that I know of, but they constitute a useful bookkeeping
device.

We can use the superfield idea in the following way to add new
supersymmetric terms to the Lagrangian density (12.83). The criterion is that,
under an infinitesimal supersymmetry transformation, the new terms must change
only by a total divergence. Because the transformation (12.84)—(12.86) applies
to any superfield, we see that the F component of any superfield changes by a
total divergence, and will suit our purpose. From now on, ® will stand for our
multiplet of elementary fields (¢ (x), ¥ (x), F(x)). From it, we construct a new
superfield, called the superpotential,

W(®) =imPod+ lgbodod (12.95)

where m and g are constants. So far as supersymmetry is concerned, we might
include higher powers of ® as well, but these would lead to a non-renormalizable
theory. The F component of the superpotential is

W(®)| 5 = 3mQ2F — YrYL) + 38(@°F — pYrYL) (12.96)

where I have used the fact that ¥/ Cyy = vy (see (12.142)). The
Lagrangian density must be real, so we add to (12.83) the combination W (®)| x+
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[W(®)|#]". Using the fact that (Yry1)* = Y1 ¥r, We get
L =0,¢% "¢ + iy + F*F
+m [6F +¢"F = Sy + L) |
+3g[62F + 62F — @Iri + 9 Tvn)|  (1297)
and this can be rewritten as

L =09,0" ¢ — m*$*¢ + Wiy — smPryr + Yryw) + F*F
—Amgp*d (¢ +¢%) — 18207 9)? — Le(@UrYL + ¢ YLYR)
(12.98)

where the new auxiliary field is F = F +mo* + égqﬁ*z. Again, the Euler—
Lagrange equation F = 0 means that we can ignore F for practical purposes. In
terms of the Majorana field ¥ = 1 + ¥r, we can write

WLIYL — Im(URYL + YLYR) = 39 G — m)y (12.99)

up to a total divergence, which can also be ignored.

As we might have expected, this supersymmetric theory describes spin-0
and spin-% particles that have exactly the same mass, m. In fact it can be shown
(though I shall not prove it here) that there is no mass renormalization in this
theory. That is to say, the mass parameter m is actually the physical mass of the
particles; the corrections that are potentially present at any order of perturbation
theory are guaranteed to cancel. This happens because the various interaction
terms in (12.98) have coupling constants that are related in a special way, in order
to make the theory supersymmetric. This nonrenormalization property is just the
sort of feature that might alleviate the gauge hierarchy problem, if it could be
incorporated into a grand unified theory.

12.7.3 Spontaneous supersymmetry breaking

In nature, there are no known examples of bosons and fermions having identical
masses. For this reason alone (there is another that we shall meet a little later
on), supersymmetry cannot be a feature of the world as we know it. There
are two ways in which supersymmetry might nevertheless be relevant at a
fundamental level. One is that it might be spontaneously broken, just as the
gauge symmetry of the standard model or of a grand unified theory is. The other
is that supersymmetry might only be approximately true, even at a fundamental
level, in which case it is said to be ‘explicitly’ broken. The latter possibility
is not an attractive one, because it is likely to spoil the exact cancellations
which are the principal advantage of having a supersymmetric theory in the first
place. On the other hand, spontaneous breaking of supersymmetry does not
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occur as readily as the spontaneous breaking of other symmetries. In fact, it is
impossible in the Wess—Zumino model. To see why, it is helpful to rewrite the
Lagrangian density (12.98) in terms of the superpotential. Let us in fact consider
a more general model, which will be useful shortly, containing several left-chiral
supermultiplets. Its superpotential W (®y, ..., ®,) is a cubic polynomial in the
various superfields, and the Lagrangian density can be expressed (leaving out the
auxiliary fields F;) as

L[ 2w 2w\ -
L=Lo—V($r.....dn) — 5 > [ ViRV L + <—> 1ﬁiLiﬁjR]

et 0900, 00;0¢;

) (12.100)
where Lo is a sum of terms of the form 0,¢70"¢, and iYL dviL. Here, the
superpotential W(¢y, ..., ¢,) is now an ordinary function just of the scalar
components of the multiplets, and the potential is

n 2
ow
V@1, dn) =) 7a| (12.101)
14

i=1
Readers should find this easy to verify for the case of a single multiplet,
and it follows more generally (though less obviously) from the procedure for
constructing W| . For a single multiplet, suppose that ¢ acquires a vacuum
expectation value v. Writing ¢ (x) = v + a(x), we can expand the potential as

V(g) =V +[W@PFe* +... (12.102)

which shows that both the scalar particle and the spin—% particle have the same
mass, m = W (v), regardless of the value of v.

A simple criterion that shows what is needed for supersymmetry to be
spontaneously broken can be found from the transformation (12.84)—(12.86). This
transformation must produce some change in the vacuum state, analogous to
moving around the circle of minima in the potential of figure 11.8. Therefore,
the vacuum expectation value of at least one of the small changes must be
different from zero. Only a scalar field can have a non-zero expectation value
(otherwise, the vacuum would have a non-zero angular momentum) and we
assume that the vacuum is homogeneous, so that (0|9, ¢(x)|0) = 0. The only
possibility is that (0|F|0) # 0. But in (12.98), the Euler-Lagrange equation
tells us that 7 = F* = 0, and this implies that W/ (v) = —(0|F|0) # 0. In
this way, we discover that supersymmetry will be spontaneously broken only if
V) = |W’(v) |2 > (. The same criterion holds for the more general potential
(12.101). Now, V is a sum of positive quantities and cannot be negative. If there
is some set of values of the fields for which V = 0, then this will be a minimum
and supersymmetry will be unbroken. If supersymmetry is to be spontaneously
broken, then V must be a function that does not vanish for any values of the ¢;.

Possibly the simplest model that does exhibit spontaneous supersymmetry
breaking is one invented by L O’Raifeartaigh, which contains three left-chiral
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multiplets whose scalar components are, say, ¢, x1 and x2. The superpotential
for this model is

W, x1, x2) = mx1¢ + Sgx2(@* — ) (12.103)

where m, g and A are constants; it has the crucial feature that two functions of
¢, namely ¢ and ¢> — A, which cannot both vanish at the same time, appear
multiplied by the independent fields x; and x». From (12.101), we derive the
potential

V = myi + gx2¢> + m*1¢|* + 1g*e* — A7 (12.104)

whose first term can be minimized, without affecting the minimization of the
remaining terms, by taking x; = x2 = 0. Clearly, the two other terms cannot
both vanish, so supersymmetry is spontaneously broken. To find the minimum,
we must solve the equation

z_; =m?¢* + Lg% (9™ — 1) =0 (12.105)

and its complex conjugate. If m? > % g%|2| (as I shall assume to make things
simple), then the only solution is ¢ = 0. We find the masses of the scalar particles
by expanding V about the minimum ¢ = x; = x2 = 0. The terms quadratic in
the fields are

mAxi + 3ot = $aghel + Son + Laghed (12.106)

where I have written the complex field ¢ in terms of its real and imaginary parts
as ¢ = (¢1 + i)/+/2. The particles and antiparticles associated with the
complex field x; have a mass m, while those associated with x, are massless.
The two particles associated with the real fields ¢; and ¢, have masses equal to
(m?+ %Agz)l/ 2 and each one is its own antiparticle. (As in the electroweak theory,
the field operators that create and annihilate physical particles, with definite
masses, are those linear combinations of the original set of fields that diagonalize
the quadratic terms in £). What about the masses of the fermions? To find these,
we have to evaluate the matrix that multiplies the fermionic term in (12.100) at
the field values that minimize the potential. That is

0 m O
= (m 0 O). (12.107)
0O 0 O

2w
0¢;0¢;

¢=x,=x,=0

Again, the field operators for physical particles are the linear combinations that
diagonalize this ‘mass matrix’ and the particle masses are the eigenvalues, namely
m, m and 0. Although there are both bosons and fermions of mass m, and
both bosons and fermions with vanishing mass, the masses of all the bosons do
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not match those of all the fermions, so supersymmetry is indeed broken. The
appearance of a massless spin—% fermion is a general feature of spontaneous
supersymmetry breaking, quite analogous to the Goldstone boson we encountered
in §11.7.1. This massless particle is called the Goldstone fermion, or more often
(I regret to say) the ‘Goldstino’.

12.7.4 The supersymmetry algebra

If we want to incorporate supersymmetry into our gauge theories of fundamental
interactions, we need to identify supersymmetry multiplets of particles that
contain spin-1 particles (and, indeed, spin-2 particles if we hope to include
gravity). It will be useful, then, to know just what supersymmetry multiplets
are possible. The tool we need to find this out is a structure analogous to the
commutation relations (8.28) satisfied by the generators of a symmetry group
such as SU(2). We shall find it helpful to cast this structure in terms of operators
that act in the Hilbert space of state vectors; in fact, we could well have dealt
with gauge symmetries in this way, but we should not have gained much by doing
so. Consider the definition (5.35) of a Heisenberg-picture operator, which we can
rewrite as

A(t) = el pe™11H (12.108)

The Hamiltonian H is, of course, the generator of time translations, and it should
be obvious that we can shift the time to which A () refers by an amount a° (which
will shortly become one component of a 4-vector) by using the time evolution
operator

At +a°) = @ H A(r)e—ia"H (12.109)

In a relativistic theory, we can generate translations of a field operator A(x)
through a 4-vector a* in the same way. That is, we can write

A(x 4+ a) =P A(x)e P, (12.110)

where P* = H is the Hamiltonian, and the spatial components P’ are the
operators corresponding to the total linear momentum of our system, which are
the generators of space translations. In principle, we could construct expressions
for the P’, and for other symmetry generators that we shall meet shortly, in terms
of field operators, as we did in (7.21) for the Hamiltonian, but it will not generally
be necessary to do this explicitly. For an infinitesimal translation, we can find the
small change in A(x) by expanding both sides of (12.110) in powers of a*. We
get

Ax) +a"3,A(x) +...= A(x) +ia" P A(x) — A(x)ia" P, + ... (12.111)
so we can identify

84A(x) = a0, A(x) = i[a" Py, A(x)]. (12.112)
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The first expression gives the change in A(x) explicitly, while the second one
indicates how this change is produced by the operators P,,.

The Lorentz transformations and rotations that we studied in §7.3.2 can be
dealt with in the same way. For a Dirac spinor, we have

exp(Fiwyy MM )Y (x) exp( — Siwy, M™)

= exp(—5iwum"’ )y (x)

= (I = Yiwpm™ + .. )¢ (x). (12.113)

In this case, M"" are the Hilbert-space operators corresponding to the generators
of Lorentz transformations, and m*" are the combined matrix and differential
operators that I previously denoted by M*" in (7.41). The infinitesimal change in
a general field operator A(x) will be given by

8wA(x) = Fouy (—iZ" + x8Y — x"0") A(x) = FilopwM", A(x)]
(12.114)

where X" is the spin matrix appropriate for A(x); for example, %" = 0 if A(x)
is a scalar field and XH*¥ = %a“” = %i[y“, yV]if A(x) is a spinor.

The supersymmetry transformations we have been discussing have four
generators, Qy, which are the four components of a Majorana spinor, in the same
way that the operators P# are the components of a 4-vector. A transformed field
is given by

A'(x) = e“CA(x)e €€ (12.115)

in whicheQ = €TCQ = Cop€q Op is a Lorentz-invariant quantity. (According
to a commonly-used terminology, the generators of symmetry transformations
are called ‘charges’ and, in particular, the Q, are ‘supercharges’. There is
clearly an analogy with expressions such as (8.53), where Q is electric charge.
According to Noether’s theorem, these ‘charges’ are conserved quantities when
our theory is invariant under the corresponding symmetries.) For an infinitesimal
transformation, we have

ScA(x) =i[€eQ, A(x)] (12.116)

and, for the fields in our left-chiral supermultiplet, the explicit expressions for the
small changes 8. A (x) are those given in (12.84)—(12.86).

The key information to be extracted from this operator formalism is the
commutation relations enjoyed by the generators Q. They can be determined by
asking about the effect of two successive infinitesimal transformations. Suppose
that we have made one transformation using parameters €1, leading to small
changes ¢, A(x). Now we ask about the change in ¢, A (x) upon making a second
transformation, with parameters €. It is given by

8e; (8¢ A(x)) = i[€20, 8¢, A(x)]
=ile20,il€1Q, A()]]
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= — €06 0Ax) — A(x)€ 0620
+€10A(X)E0 + £20A(x)€ Q. (12.117)

On comparing this with the result of making the two transformations in the
reversed order, we find

8¢y (8, A(X)) — 8¢, (8¢, A(x)) = 1[i[€1 Q, €20], A(x)]. (12.118)

By calculating the left-hand side from our explicit expressions for the changes in
the fields, we can identify the operator that is equal to [€1 O, €> Q]. Let us do this,
taking A(x) to be the scalar field ¢ (x). The individual terms are

8e, 36, (X)) = 8¢, (V26291 (x))

= 2[i&PLy €18, (x) + & PLe F(x)]

= 2[—i& PRy 20,0 (x) + & PLoF(x)]  (12.119)
Sey (e, (x)) = 2[i€1 PLy 20,0 (x) + &1 PLE2F (x)] (12.120)

and by subtracting these two results we deduce

561(5€2¢(x)) - 862(5€1¢(x)) = - ZiEIVM628u¢(x)
2i€%el (1" C)apdud (x)
= — 28l (Y C)apl Py, ()], (12.121)

Comparing our result with (12.118), we find
[€10. 01 = 28 (" C)ap Py (12.122)

Strictly speaking, we have found out only how these operators act on ¢ (x). To
make sure that (12.122) is a valid relation between the operators Q and Py, we
should check that the same result comes from acting on ¥ (x) or on F(x), and
energetic readers may like to do this.

We have not quite reached our result, because (12.122) still contains the
parameters €,. Remembering that these anticommute with each other and with
fermionic operators such as Q,, we have

(610,601 = & 04 0p — & 042 Qu = —E8E0 (00, 05} (12.123)

where, as with the creation and annihilation operators for spin-% particles,
{Q«, Op} is the anticommutator. Thus, we finally find

{Qu, Qp} = —2(y" C)ap Py. (12.124)

This can also be written as

{Qu, 08} = 2(y")ap Py (12.125)



338 Unified Gauge Theories of the Fundamental Interactions

because Qﬁ = (QTC)ﬁ and C2 = —1. Compare this result with (8.28). We see
first that the elements of the matrices y* or y*C serve as the structure constants
€ for the supersymmetry algebra. It is also apparent that the supersymmetry
generators O, alone do not form a structure analogous to the Lie algebra of one
of our earlier symmetry groups, because the momentum operator appears on the
right-hand side of (12.124) and must also be considered as a part of this structure.
For this reason, we should include the commutators [Py, P,] and [Qq, P,]. By
the method we have just used to find (12.124), it is easy to show that

[P,u: Py] =0y, P/}_]ZO. (12.126)

Thus, the generators of supersymmetry and spacetime translations together form
a complete structure (or, in the usual terminology, a ‘closed’ structure). This
structure is not quite the same as a Lie algebra of the kind that we met in chapter 8,
because it involves both commutators and anticommutators. It is called a graded
Lie algebra. The graded Lie algebra that we have found is usually considered
as part of a larger one, which also includes the generators M*" of Lorentz
transformations and rotations, and is called the super-Poincaré algebra. For our
present purposes, we need to know only the commutator

[Qo. M1 = 3(0"")ap Qp (12.127)

which can be established by the same method as before. We have derived the set
of (anti)commutation relations (12.124)—(12.127) from the field transformations
that we already knew to constitute a symmetry of the Wess—Zumino model. To
progress, we must now suppose that the same graded Lie algebra will apply to
other theories that exhibit supersymmetry. As a matter of fact, more general
versions of the supersymmetry idea (called extended supersymmetries) can be
constructed, but I shall not deal with them here.

After this rather lengthy preamble, we are ready to address the question of
what species of particles can be grouped into supersymmetry multiplets. First,
consider the fact that the supercharges Q, form a Majorana spinor. This means
that Q¢ = CQT is equal to Q, or (C)/OT)aﬁ Q; = Q4. Using the Weyl
representation of the y matrices given in §7.5, readers should find it an easy matter
to work out the elements of the matrix C°T and hence to verify that

0;=-0] and Q,=0]. (12.128)

We shall concentrate on the supermultiplets that can be formed from massless
particles; masses can be introduced at a later stage as we saw in §12.7.2. In
particular, consider a single-particle state, in which the particle has 4-momentum
p* = (p,0,0, p). Because of Lorentz covariance, our deductions about this
state will apply equally to states with other 4-momenta. Since Q, commutes with
PH, the result of acting with Q, on such a state will be another state with the
same 4-momentum, so we can consider just the subspace of the whole Hilbert
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space that consists of all these states. Within this subspace, the operator P* can
be replaced with the eigenvalues p*. In particular, the anticommutation relation
(12.124) becomes

{Qa. 0p) = —2p(y°C — ¥ C)op = 4p (12.129)

== ]
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Taking this together with (12.128), the anticommutation relations for the Q, can
be summarized as

0,0 +0'0,=4p (12.130)
0,00 +0j0,=0 (12.131)
0,0,=00]=0,0,= 00} =0. (12.132)

The second one, (12.131), allows us to dispense with Q5 altogether, as can be
seen in the following way. Let |W) be one of the states in our subspace, and
let |W) = Q7|¥) and |¥") = Q;llll), which implies (V| = (\DlQ; and
(¥”| = (¥|Q>. Then we find from (12.131) that

(W1(0,0] + 010, ) 1%) = (W'[¥") + (¥'|¥) =0. (12.133)

But neither (W”|W¥”) nor (¥’'|¥’) can be negative, so they must both vanish. This
means that O, and Q; give zero when acting on any vector in the subspace and
can be ignored.

As we know from §§7.5 and 7.6, massless particles of spin s can exist only
in states of definite helicity, with spin components of +s in the direction of their
3-momenta. Within our subspace, the relevant component of angular momentum
is J3 = M'2. The spin matrix on the right-hand side of the commutation relation
(12.127) is easily found to be

1 0 0 O
g2 1 8 —01 ? 8 (12.134)
0 0 0 -1
so we finally discover the commutators that will yield our answers:
[0,,731=10, and [0],71=-10] (12.135)

Comparing these with the commutators of the energy raising and lowering
operators (5.60) and (5.61) of the harmonic oscillator, we see that acting with
Q1 reduces the helicity J3 of a state by %, while acting with QT increases the
helicity by % In fact, we can repeat the argument that gave us the energy
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spectrum of the harmonic oscillator to find all the allowed helicity values in a
supermultiplet. Within the multiplet, let |hnyin) be the state of lowest helicity, for
which Q1lhmin) = 0. Acting with QT on this state, we get a state of helicity
Rmin + %,

Ol 1hmin) = hmin + 1). (12.136)

Acting with QT on |Amin + %) gives zero, on account of (12.132), while acting
with Q1 gives us back our original state:

Q1|hmin + %) = Q1Q1|hmin) = (4p— QIQ[)V’lmin) = 4p|hmin). (12.137)

We see, then, that each supersymmetry multiplet consists of just two states, say
with helicity 7 and i + % As in the Wess—Zumino model (for which 2 = 0), a
supersymmetric theory containing this multiplet will also contain the multiplet
of antiparticles, with helicities —& and —(h + %). In terms of particles, a
supelrmultiplet contains just two particles—one with spin s and one with spin
s+ 5.

12.7.5 Supersymmetric gauge theories and supergravity

The business of constructing supersymmetric gauge theories that might have
some relevance to the real world is rather too complicated for me to give any
detailed account here, but some general features can be appreciated without
too much trouble. It is easy to see, for example, that the standard model is

not supersymmetric. In a supersymmetric theory, each of the gauge bosons
1

would belong to a supermultiplet, with a partner whose spin is either s = 5
ors = % No fundamental spin-% particles are known, so let us suppose that

the partners are spin—% particles. Then if weak isospin and supersymmetry are
both to be valid symmetries, each weak-isospin multiplet must itself be composed

of supermultiplets. Since the W* bosons have isospin + = 1, their spin-%
partners should also have + = 1. They cannot, therefore, be identified with
the quarks or leptons, whose left-handed components have ¢ = % and whose

right-handed components have + = 0. In fact, if the world is supersymmetric,
then all of the known particles must have distinct superpartners. According to
the traditional terminology for these ‘sparticles’, there would exist scalar partners
for the quarks and leptons (the ‘squarks’ and ‘sleptons’), Spin-% partners for the
gauge bosons (the ‘wino’, ‘zino’, ‘photino’ and ‘gluinos’) and a spin-% partner
for Higgs particle (whose name I leave it as an exercise for readers to determine).
More accurately, it turns out that two multiplets of Higgs fields are needed to
generate all the fermion masses within a supersymmetric theory.

Here, then, is the second reason why supersymmetry must be broken. Not
only do we observe no pairs of bosons and fermions with the same masses, but no
particle observed to date can be identified as the supersymmetric partner of any
other known particle. If supersymmetry has anything to do with the real world,
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it must be spontaneously broken in such a way that all the partners of the known
particles have masses that are too large for these ‘sparticles’ to be produced at
currently accessible energies. Mechanisms that achieve this can be invented, but
there is no consensus on which of them, if any, might be correct. Indeed, the
whole idea might seem to be an unpromising, ad hoc contrivance, were it not for
one intriguing piece of evidence. A theoretical model has been constructed, which
is called the minimal supersymmetric standard model (or MSSM), although it is
not, strictly speaking, supersymmetric. Rather, it is to be thought of as what
remains of an underlying, genuinely supersymmetric (but largely unspecified)
theory, when the fields associated with particles that acquire very large masses
through spontaneous symmetry breaking are left out. The fields in the MSSM
are those for the known particles and their superpartners, but its Lagrangian
density contains terms that break supersymmetry explicitly. By adjusting its
parameters appropriately, this model can be made to agree with experimental data
as accurately as the ordinary standard model, but it achieves one more success.
This comes about because the existence of extra particles changes the numbers f;
in (12.74)—(12.76) that determine the variation of the running coupling constants
with energy. As I mentioned in §12.6, the coupling constants calculated from the
standard model become very similar at a unification energy of about 10> GeV,
but they do not all become equal at exactly the same energy. When this calculation
is repeated, using the B; of the MSSM, it is found that they do all become equal
(within the accuracy of experimental data, which are now quite precise), at an
energy of about 2 x 10! GeV. At the time of writing, this is the one indication
from actual observations that the mathematics of supersymmetry may be relevant
to particle physics. (It is worth mentioning, though, that some of the mathematics
of supersymmetry has found applications to certain problems in condensed-matter
physics, which mainly concern disordered systems. Interested readers may like to
consult the book by Efetov (1997).)

We saw in §12.7.3 that the spontaneous breaking of supersymmetry implies
the existence of a massless Goldstone fermion. Even if all the other ‘sparticles’
have masses that are too large for them to have been observed, this cannot
apply to the Goldstone fermion, and there is no known particle with which it
can be identified. However, the Goldstone bosons that might be expected from
the spontaneous breaking of the electroweak symmetry are also not observed.
The reason, as I explained in §11.7.3, is that when a local gauge symmetry is
spontaneously broken, the ‘would-be Goldstone boson’ appears not as a massless
spin-0 particle, but rather as the zero-helicity component of the massive gauge
boson. We might wonder, then, whether supersymmetry can be promoted to
some kind of local gauge symmetry, so that the theory would be invariant
under transformations similar to (12.84)—(12.86), but with a spacetime-dependent
parameter €(x). This is indeed possible, though algebraically too complicated
for me to give more than some qualitative remarks. It is crucial to remember
that supersymmetry transformations on their own do not form a closed algebraic
structure. As we saw in (12.124), it is necessary also to include spacetime
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translations. Now, a local spacetime translation x* — x* + a(x), with
some arbitrary 4-vector a*(x), amounts to a general coordinate transformation
of the kind that we dealt with in chapter 2. Therefore, a theory that is locally
supersymmetric must also be invariant under general coordinate transformations,
so it must include gravity. It is, in short, a supergravity theory. One of the
gauge fields associated with the combined local symmetry of general coordinate
transformations and supersymmetry must be the metric tensor g, (x) (or, more
or less equivalently, the vierbein (7.130)) and we have seen in §7.6.2 that the
corresponding particles are gravitons, which have spin 2. The other is a ‘Rarita-
Schwinger’ field v, (x), which is 4-vector, each of whose components is a spinor.
A field of this kind describes a spin—% particle which, in accordance with our
discussion in §12.7.4, is the superpartner of the graviton—the ‘gravitino’. The
field v, (x) has 16 components but, as with the fields for spin-1 and spin-2
particles, not all of these components represent real, independent physical degrees
of freedom. In fact, a massive spin-% particle has just four helicity states,

h = j:%, j:%, while a massless one has only the states with 7 = :I:% available
to it. In a supergravity theory with unbroken supersymmetry, the gravitino is
massless. When local supersymmetry is spontaneously broken, via a ‘super-
Higgs’ mechanism, the two degrees of freedom associated with the Goldstone
fermion appear as the extra h = :I:% states of a massive gravitino, rather than as
an independent massless particle.

I pointed out earlier that although it is quite straightforward to write down
a generally-covariant Lagrangian density, which on the face of it describes a
quantum theory of gravitational forces, such a theory is not renormalizable. Since
then, we have learned that supersymmetry leads to cancellations of potentially
divergent terms in perturbation theory. We might wonder, then, whether
supergravity, although not renormalizable by the criteria of chapter 9, might
actually be finite, in the sense that all the potential divergences might cancel.
Superficially, we might speculate that the chances of this happening would be
improved if our theory had the greatest possible amount of symmetry. There
are, as | mentioned in §12.7.4, extended versions of supersymmetry in which N
independent supersymmetry transformations are permitted, and correspondingly
there are N sets of generators Q%, witha = 1,..., N. In such a theory, there
are N helicity-raising and helicity-lowering operators of the kind that appeared in
(12.135), which means that the helicities of states in an extended-supersymmetry
multiplet can vary from —hApax to +hmax in N steps of % Simple arithmetic
shows, therefore, that i = N/4. If we allow no fundamental particles with
spins greater than the graviton’s spin of 2 (and there are theoretical reasons
for believing that no fundamental particles with higher spins are possible), then
the maximum number of supersymmetries is N = 8. In a theory having this
maximum degree of symmetry, only one supermultiplet is possible, and it turns
out that the Lagrangian of this theory is uniquely determined as well. In the
1980s, considerations of this kind encouraged the hope that N = 8 supergravity
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might be the ‘theory of everything’, determined uniquely by symmetry principles.
Painstaking investigations have shown this hope to be unfounded, however. It
turns out that, although many cancellations of infinities do occur, they are not
sufficient to make the theory finite. Moreover, it does not seem to be possible
to recover, by means of spontaneous symmetry breaking, a theory whose lighter
particles are the ones actually observed.

In summary, the situation we have arrived at is roughly this. On the
one hand, the standard model of strong, electromagnetic and weak interactions,
supplemented with the classical theory of gravity, is consistent with all
experimental data, with the possible exception of neutrino masses. On the other,
there seem to be compelling theoretical reasons for doubting that these edifices
can really describe the world at its most fundamental level, and the apparent
unification of coupling constants at 10'°-10'® GeV looks like an experimental
pointer towards some deeper theory. Grand unified theories, whether or not they
incorporate supersymmetry, either fail to reproduce the world as we know it, or
do so only at the expense of ad hoc manoeuvres that leave the resulting theories
hardly more plausible than the standard model itself. For many theorists, hopes
of a satisfactorily unified theory of the physical world currently reside in string
theory, about which I shall have something to say in chapter 15. At the time of
writing, though, it is hard to know whether such hopes may eventually prove well
founded.

12.7.6 Some algebraic details

Throughout this section, the y matrices are those of the Weyl representation given
in §7.5. In particular, the charge conjugation matrix C has the properties

cl=cT=c'=-Cc [C,y’1=[C,Pl=[C,Pr]1=0. (12.138)

The chirality matrix > has the properties y>T = 3" = y>, and this implies that
PP=P =P, Pl=P =P. (12.139)
Because y° anticommutes with all the y#, we have

Py* =yHPr  and  PryM =yHPL. (12.140)

A Majorana spinor is defined by the property ¢ = CyT = v, so we can
deduce that for a Majorana spinor ¢ = ¥ T C. However, its right- and left-handed
components are not themselves Majorana spinors. Their Dirac conjugates are
given by

=)y =y Ay = IR (12.141)
because y3y0 = —y%3, and similarly g = ¥ PL. A consequence of this is
that, for two Majorana spinors | and v,

Y1 Cry = Y| PL Cryp = W[ CPL Yy = V) Py = Vit (12.142)
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If M is a 4 x 4 matrix, then t/flTMt/f2 is a matrix with a single element, which
would ordinarily be equal to its own transpose. However, because 1 and yr, are
anticommuting objects, we get

UMy, = —y) My, (12.143)

the — sign arising from reversing the order of v/ and ¥». However, the complex
conjugate of this object must be defined in a way that is consistent with Hermitian
conjugation: (AB)" = BTAT, regardless of commutation properties. Thus, we
have . .

W My, )* = WMy, = yiMTy, (12.144)
Readers who wish to verify the details of the results given in the preceding
subsections should find that a patient application of the algebraic miscellany set
out here will meet their purpose. Those who wish to verify the transformation
(12.90) of the Wess—Zumino Lagrangian will find it helpful to note that

0™ = y'y") 0o (x) = 5Iyv", ¥ 10,009 (x) = 0. (12.145)

Exercises

12.1. Suppose that the state |ve) containing an electron-type neutrino and the state
|v¢) containing a t-type neutrino are given by

|ve) = cos B, |vy) + sin 6, |vy) |[v) = —sin 6, |vy) + cos 6, |v2).

The particles v; and v» are ‘mass eigenstates’, which means that they can exist
as particles with definite masses, m| and mj, and thus with definite energies

E; =,/ p?+ ml2 On the other hand, the neutrinos produced in association
with electrons or positrons in nuclear reactions are in the state |v.). The angle
6, is a mixing angle analogous to the Cabibbo angle 6¢c in (12.59). Using the
Schrodinger picture of time evolution, show that the state |v(¢)), which is equal to
|ve) at the moment # = 0 when a neutrino is produced with a definite 3-momentum
of magnitude p, is given at a later time by

Vo) = (COSZ gve " E1" 4 sin’ eue_iEzt) [ve)
+ cos 6, sin 6, (e*iEzt _ e—iEg) v).

Consider a neutrino produced in the sun, a distance L from the Earth, with a
momentum p that is much greater than m| or my. We can approximate the
energies by E; ~ p + ml.2/2 p and take the neutrinos to travel with essentially
the speed of light. A terrestrial detector is sensitive only to neutrinos of type ve.
Show that the ‘survival probability’ P,, (L), of finding the neutrino in the state
|ve) on arrival at the Earth is given approximately by

P, (L) ~ 1 —sin>(260,) sin*(Am>L/4p)
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where Am? = Im% — m%|. If the masses are small, then p is essentially the
energy of the detected neutrino. The rate at which solar neutrinos are detected
falls short of that expected on the basis of the standard theory of nuclear reactions
in the sun by some 50-75%. The actual shortfall varies with energy; the
various detectors used are sensitive to different energy ranges, corresponding
to neutrinos produced by different reactions. ‘Neutrino oscillations’ of the kind
studied here offer one solution to this solar neutrino problem, though other effects
must also be taken into account, and a more general mixing of three neutrino
species should probably be allowed for. This, together with similar phenomena
involving neutrinos produced in nuclear reactors or by cosmic ray interactions
in the upper atmosphere, suggests quite strongly that neutrinos have small, but
NON-Zero masses.

12.2. Let ¥ = (Y1, Yo, ¥_1)T be a triplet of scalar fields with weak isospin
t = 1. Show that the matrices that generate isospin rotations of this triplet are

1 (O 1 0 _j 0 1 0 1 0 O
n=—|(1 0 1> tzz—(—l 0 1) t3=(0 0 O).
V2 010 V2 0 -1 0 0 0 -1

Why do these matrices differ from those shown in equations (B.5) and (B.8) of
appendix B?

12.3. Consider an extended version of the GWS model where, in addition to
the Higgs field (12.18), there is a triplet Higgs field, such as the i of the
previous exercise, whose vacuum expectation value is (0, 0, w)T. What weak
hypercharge must be assigned to ¥? Show that the value of the parameter
p = M%J / M% cos? Bw, which is found experimentally to be very close to 1, is
given by
14 2w?/v?

P T F au2 Jv?’
Aside from the value of this parameter, why could an electroweak theory
involving massive fermions not be constructed using i as the only Higgs field?
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Solitons and So On

In both statistical mechanics and quantum field theory, the Euler—Lagrange
equations for interacting systems, such as (11.26) in the Ginzburg—Landau
treatment of a ferromagnet or (8.43) for a non-Abelian gauge theory, are nonlinear
equations governing the behaviour of fields such as the magnetization density
M (x) or the gauge field A, (x). Until now, we have dealt with the nonlinearities
perturbatively (apart from our qualitative discussion of QCD in §12.5, where
we saw that perturbation theory works only at high energies). That is to say,
we have identified constant values of the fields that represent the most stable
state of the system by minimizing an appropriate potential or free energy, and
treated fluctuations about these constant values as excitations that interact only
weakly. In quantum field theory (other than confining theories such as QCD), the
quantized ‘excitations’ of the vacuum state are, of course, the particles observed
by experimenters.

Quite often, nonlinear differential equations have solutions that are more
complicated than small oscillations about a constant value. They are generically
referred to as solitons (although some authors reserve this word for solutions
having special properties that will not greatly concern us) or, for reasons that
will emerge, as topological defects. In physical terms, we may interpret these
solutions as corresponding to spatially inhomogeneous states of our system, or
as representing some kind of particle or extended physical object. In condensed-
matter physics, phenomena of this kind are well known; quantum field theory
strongly suggests that they ought to occur at a more fundamental level also, but
there is no experimental evidence that they actually do. In this chapter, I shall
discuss a few examples of solitonic objects and of the theoretical ideas that prove
useful in understanding them. For more detailed treatments, readers may like
to consult, for example, Coleman (1985), Nakahara (1990), Rajaraman (1987),
Tinkham (1996), and Vilenkin and Shellard (2000).

346
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Figure 13.1. Sketch of the domain-wall function (13.3).

13.1 Domain Walls and Kinks

Perhaps the simplest example of a soliton (though it does not meet the more
technical definition that I mentioned above) is the domain wall studied in
exercise 11.2. In the notation that I shall use throughout this chapter, it is a
solution of the equation

V2 (x) = — 2 (x) + 1’ (x) = V(9 (x)) (13.1)

where the potential
V(@) = =317 + 3aet (13.2)

corresponds to the broken curve in figure 11.6(b). If we allow ¢ to vary only in,
say, the x direction, then it is easy to verify that

¢w(x) = vtanh((x — x0)/§) (13.3)

is a solution, where v = (6u2/A)!/? is the positive minimum of the potential
and & = +/2/u. The function ¢y (x) is sketched in figure 13.1. As the figure
indicates, £ is a measure of the thickness of the domain wall, which is to say that
¢ (x) is almost constant, except in a region whose length is of the order of £. This
thickness is actually twice the correlation length defined in (11.33).

Beyond the simple fact that it exists, there are several interesting things to be
said about this solution. First of all, let us calculate its energy. If we regard ¢ as
representing the magnetization of a ferromagnet or the density of a fluid in three
dimensions, then the energy density of the system is

E@) =3V -V — 31207 + 2" + 317 (13.4)

where I have added the constant 3u*/2A to give the ground states ¢ = v an
energy density £(£v) = 0. From a macroscopic point of view, the plane x = xg
contains a domain wall separating the two coexisting phases, and the sensible
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thing to calculate is the energy per unit area € of this wall. It is given by

00 3/'L4 [’} 4\/§M3
€= / dx E(¢w(x)) = — dx sech*((x — x0) /&) = I
—0oQ

—00

(13.5)

We get a finite answer, because ¢y (x) differs appreciably from +wv, and thus
the energy density differs appreciably from zero, only in a region of width &.
Although this energy per unit area is fini