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Abstract

The zigzag model is a relativistic integrable N-body system describing the lead-
ing high-energy semiclassical dynamics on the worldsheet of long confining strings in
massive adjoint two-dimensional QCD. We discuss quantization of this model. We
demonstrate that to achieve a consistent quantization of the model it is necessary to
account for the non-trivial geometry of phase space. The resulting Poincaré invariant
integrable quantum theory is a close cousin of TT deformed models.



1 Introduction

Quantization of a given classical system often feels more art than science [1]. There exists a
range of prescriptions, from the very straightforward to the heuristic and all the way to the
highly technical and rigorous. A priori, none of them is guaranteed to work. Furtermore, if a
quantization exists, it does not have to be unique. There is a good reason for all this; nature
is intrinsically quantum. In general a more appropriate question to ask is what classical
system(s) arises in the semiclassical regime(s) of a given quantum system, if such a regime
can indeed be defined. However, a human’s quantum intuition is very limited. As a result,
quantization of classical models is still one of the most efficient methods for constructing
interesting novel quantum systems.

It helps that the physics of the problem often imposes very restrictive requirements on
the admissible quantization. This is exactly the situation considered in the present paper.
We show here how to quantize the zigzag model, which is a relativistic N-body maximally
superintegrable mechanical system recently identified in [2,3]. As we will see, even though
the classical zigzag model is embarrassingly simple, it is surprisingly subtle to construct its
proper quantization. The zigzag model describes N massless particles on a line whose motion
is governed by the following Hamiltonian

N N-1
H:Z\pi’+€§22(Qi—%’+1+|qz‘—qz’+1\) : (1)
i=1 i=1

The zigzag Hamiltonian was originally derived by considering the high-energy dynamics on
the worldsheet of a confining string in two-dimensional adjoint QCD (with a single adjoint
Majorana flavor) in the 't Hooft planar limit, and £;2 determines the tension of the confining
flux tube in the fundamental representation. In what follows we set

ls=1

unless specified otherwise.

The expectation is that it should be possible to set up a high energy expansion on the
worldsheet using the zigzag model as a leading order approximation. For this idea to be suc-
cessful, the zigzag model itself needs to be Poincaré invariant and solvable. This is indeed
the case at the classical level. The classical zigzag model is Poincare invariant, Liouville
integrable (i.e., it exhibits IV globally defined charges in involution) and maximally superin-
tegrable (i.e., it is possible to construct 2N — 2 algebraically independent conserved charges
in addition to the Hamiltonian). Hence, in this paper we are looking for the quantization of
the zigzag model which preserves both Poincaré invariance and integrability.

Classical scattering in the zigzag model gives rise to a time delay proportional to the
collision energy. In the quantum language this time delay corresponds to the celebrated
shock wave phase shift [4,5],

ef = e | 2)
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which also describes the worldsheet scattering of critical strings [6] and, more generally,
scattering arising as a result of the 7T deformation [7-9]. This suggests that the classical
zigzag model describes an N-particle subsector of the massless TT-deformed fermion simi-
larly to how the Ruijsenaars—Schneider model [10] describes an N-soliton subsector of the
sine-Gordon model. Given that the 7T deformation can be described in terms of the one-
loop exact path integral [11] this connection suggests that an integrable quantization of the
zigzag model results in the classical shock wave phase shift as an exact quantum answer.

The relation to the TT-deformed theories raises a number of interesting conceptual ques-
tions about the zigzag model. Indeed, the TT-deformation describes a relativistic quantum
filed theory coupled to a topological gravity [11-13]. As a result one does not expect the
existence of local off-shell observables in 7T deformed models. At first sight this seems to
be at odds with the relation between the TT deformation and the zigzag model. Indeed,
one may expect that the positions of particles in the quantum zigzag model provide a set of
well-defined local off-shell observables. However, this expectation is somewhat too naive. In-
deed, this subtlety is well familiar already from a first quantized description of conventional
free relativistic particles. In particular, amplitudes defined by the relativistic invariant path
integral

(2ly) = / DX el (3)

cannot be interpreted as conventional transition amplitudes in the position space. Instead,
they correspond to the Feynmann propagator of the second quantized field theory. We will
see that the zigzag case is even more subtle. Our quantization of the zigzag model indeed
reproduces the TT S-matrix at the quantum level. However, at present it is unclear whether
it leads to well-defined off-shell observables.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In section 2 we present the naive straightforward
quantization of the zigzag model in the two-particle case N = 2. We will see that this
approach does not lead to a satisfactory quantization of the zigzag model. In section 3 we
trace the problem to the non-trivial phase space geometry of the model, which is ignored
by the naive quantization. We argue that a consistent quantization of the zigzag model is
achieved by making use of the globally defined action angle variables constructed in [3]. In
section 4 we explain how to reconstruct the TT S-matrix (2) using this quantization. The
construction is very similar to the TT S-matrix derivation as presented in [12]. Namely,
action angle variables provide a formulation of the zigzag model in terms of free particles.
The non-trivial S-matrix (2) arises as a consequence of introducing “dynamical” physical
coordinates, which are different from the free ones. In section 5 we briefly describe the
extension of all these results to the multi-particle case. In section 6 we comment on the
relation to the closed “folded” strings [14-16] and the 't Hooft model [17]. We conclude in
section 7.



2 Failures of the Naive Quantization
The zigzag Hamiltonian in the two-particle subsector is given by

H=|pi|+ |p2l + @1 — @2+ |qn — qof - (4)

At first sight it is natural to quantize this model using the standard canonical quantization
prescription

(95, pj] = iy - (5)
In the coordinate presentation one then encounters a somewhat unconventional operator |p|.
However, it is straightforward to define it via the Fourier transform,

B dg ikq 1 1 B /dq ikqP
o= [ e (e ) = 7

Pt = — [ ddodo

P
s (¢—a)*
The first indication that this quantization is problematic stems from the following obser-

so that

vation. An important step in the classical analysis of the integrable structure of the zigzag
model presented in [2, 3] is the construction of a conserved topological charge T', which in
the two-particle case reduces to

T =— (=51 + 51512+ 5125 — S2) , (6)

N —

where
s; =signp; , s;; =sign(q —gj) -

The existence of this topological invariant implies that the classical phase space splits into
three distinct superselection sectors, labeled by the possible values of T' = —2,0,2. These
values simply count the number of left- and right-movers in the asymptotic regions t — foo®.

Of course, for two particles the existence of these sectors is completely obvious. The values
T = +2 correspond to the LL (RR) sectors describing two left(right)-moving particles which
stay free at all times. The value T' = 0 gives rise to the only interacting LR sector present
in the two-particle case.

It is immediate to see that the free LL and RR sectors are lost with the naive quantization.
Indeed, states in the LL sector can be characterized by the condition

(P+H)Y(q) =0, (7)

where
P=pi+po

LAt intermediate times they count the number of left- and right-movers “along the string worldsheet” [3].



is the total momentum. This condition implies that the wave function has to satisfy

(p1 + [p1)¥(g) =0 (8)
(p2 + |p2])¥(q) =0 (9)
(1 — a2+ |a —q)v(q) =0. (10)

The first condition (8) implies that

Y(qr, q2) :/ dpre™ " f(p1, g2)
0

is an analytic function of ¢; in the upper half plane Im ¢; > 0. Hence, it cannot vanish at
all values ¢; < o as required by the last condition (10).

One might try to get around this difficulty by postulating that one should first restrict
to a certain classical subsector before performing the quantization, so that the naive quan-
tization describes the LR sector only. The free RR and LL sectors are straightforward
to construct separately—these describe a pair of free massless particles with positive and
negative momenta.

To see that this still does not lead to a satisfactory quantization of the zigzag model, let
us inspect the resulting Schrodinger equation in the P = 0 frame,

0000.0) === | Aol ) + (g + lavla. ), (1)

and calculate the corresponding scattering phase shift. Note that as a consequence of the
non-local nature of the |p| kernel, one cannot proceed by solving this equation in ¢ > 0 and
q < 0 regions and gluing the solutions at ¢ = 0, as one would had done in the conventional
quantum mechanics (see, e.g. [18]). As far as we can tell, this equation cannot be solved
analytically, so we resort to the numerical determination of the scattering phase shift. We
discuss details of this calculation in the Appendix A. The result is presented in Fig. 1. One
observes that in the semiclassical (large momentum) regime the naive quantization perfectly
agrees with the classical shock wave phase shift (2). However, the two phase shifts disagree
at intermediate momenta p ~ 1, even though they remain quite close to each other at almost
all momenta®. This demonstrates that the classical equivalence between the zigzag model
and the TT deformation does not extend at the quantum level if one follows the naive
quantization.

Perhaps the most severe trouble with the naive quantization becomes manifest upon the
inspection of the Poincaré algebra in the zigzag model. At the classical level the boost
symmetry generator takes the following form,

N N—1
1
J = E a|pi| + 3 E (¢ + Giv1) (@i — Gi1 + 1 — @i1]) - (12)
i1 i1

2Numerical results cannot be trusted at p < 1 due to numerical finite size effects. However, we checked
that the disagreement at p ~ 1 is not caused by the numerics.
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Figure 1: Numerical phase shift corresponding to the Schrodinger equation (11) (red
points) versus the shock wave phase shift (solid lines).

At the level of classical Poisson brackets this generator forms the /.SO(1, 1) Poincaré algebra
together with the Hamiltonian H and the total momentum P. However, at the quantum
level the algebra is spoiled by contact terms, which appear uncurable (this observation in a
related model has also been made in [19, 20]).

3 Geometry of the Phase Space and Quantization

Failures of the naive quantization described in the previous section appear as a set of dis-
connected technical issues. To construct a successful alternative quantization it is important
to find an underlying general reason for these shortcomings. We argue here that they all
are related to the non-trivial phase space geometry of the zigzag model which is completely
ignored by the naive quantization.

To see the origin of this non-trivial geometry it is convenient to separate the bulk and
the relative motion by performing the following canonical coordinate change,

2 2

_ +
P =p+p2, q:q12QQ (13)
b1 —Dp
b= 12 2761:(]1—(]27 (14)
so that the Hamiltonian (4) turns into
P P
H:‘—+p‘+‘——p‘+q+|q|. (15)

In Fig. 2 we presented phase portraits of the zigzag model in the (gq,p) plane at posi-
tive, zero and negative values of the total momentum P. One immediately finds that the
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Figure 2: Hamiltonian flows of the zigzag model in the (p,q) plane at P = —1 (left
panel), P = 0 (middle panel) and P = 1 (right panel). Topological sectors correspond-
ing to different values of the charge 7" are labeled as LL, RR and LR. The vector field
vanishes in the free LL and RR regions.

Hamiltonian vector flow of the zigzag model is badly discontinuous at the boundaries of the
topological sectors corresponding to different values of the topological charge (6). Note that
the vector field itself has additional discontinuities inside the LR region. However, these can
easily be smoothed out and the geometry of the flow lines is continuous there, unlike at the
boundaries between the topological sectors. This strongly suggests that the proper classical
phase space of the N = 2 zigzag model is not the full R*, but one needs to exclude these
boundaries. Equivalently, one needs to quantize in each of the sector separately, accounting
for the fact that the sectors are non-trivial subregions in R*, which is ignored by the naive
quantization of Section 2.

This point gets even stronger when the Poincaré invariance of the zigzag model is taken
into account. Indeed, the flow generated by the boost generator changes the value of the total
momentum P. However, the sign of P does not change in the free LL and RR sectors, so
that P stays positive in RR and negative in LL. On the other hand, by applying the boost in
the LR sector one may change the value of P (including its sign) arbitrarily. Consequently,
also the classical flow corresponding to the boost generator J is badly discontinuous at
the boundaries between different sectors. This explains why the naive quantization, which
ignores the phase space geometry, is incompatible with the Poincaré symmetry.

3.1 Free LL and RR sectors

Let us now describe a consistent quantization of the zigzag model guided by these geomet-
rical considerations. The most straightforward way to exclude the boundaries between the
topological sectors from R* is to perform quantization in each of the sectors separately. Let
us start with the free LL and RR sectors. At first sight these are completely trivial, however,
even here we encounter a subtlety. For concreteness, let us focus on the RR sector. Here



the phase space is a subregion of R* determined by the following inequalities,

p1>07p2>07 (16)
G —q>0, (17)

which is the same as R? x R. The Hamiltonian is simply

Hrr=pi1+p2.

If the range of coordinates qi, ¢o were not restricted, i.e., if the phase space geometry were
(R, x R)?, the quantization would be straightforward. The corresponding Hilbert space
is spanned by the momentum eigenstates |py, pa) with positive momenta p;,p2 > 0. Note,
however, that a particle on a half-line (or, equivalently, a particle with a positive momentum)
provides perhaps the simplest example where a non-trivial phase space geometry (R, x R
in this case) has important consequences. This example is often used as a testing ground for
more sophisticated quantization methods, such as group theoretical quantization [21].

The subtlety is that the coordinate operator cannot be extended to a self-adjoint operator
if the range of momenta is restricted to a half-line. In particular, no coordinate represenation
exists for the Hilbert space. Hence it is problematic to enforce the inequality (17) in the RR
sector. This complication is a direct consequence of the uncertainty principle, and essentially
equivalent to the reason why the naive quantization misses the LL and RR sectors, as
articulated in the beginning of section 2.

We believe that the most natural way of getting around this problem is to declare that
particles in the zigzag model are identical in the RR and LL sectors. At the classical level
this amounts to identifying points in the phase space related by particle permutation

(p17Q17p27q2) ~ (p27QQ7p17ql) .

This automatically enforces the constraint (17) (or, better to say, restricts (¢; — ¢2) to be on
a half-line). At the quantum level this is implemented by imposing the identification

Ip1,p2) = £|p2, ;1) ,

where the sign determines bosonic or fermionic statistics, as usual. This prescription amounts
to a non-trivial modification of the classical zigzag model. Note that the statistical identifi-
cation cannot be imposed in the LR sector, because the zigzag Hamiltonian is not invariant
under the particle exchange there.

It is somewhat unconventional that the statistics in the zigzag model is imposed only in
certain subsectors of a theory. However, it is in fact quite natural when the zigzag model is
obtained as a high energy limit of the adjoint QCD. This is related to the off-shell particle
identity arising as a consequence of color ordering in the worldsheet theory, as discussed
in [22]. As explained there, worldsheet excitations correspond to identical particles only

7



at the level of asymptotic scattering states. The free LL and RR sectors are in a sense
always on-shell, so that the statistical identification can (and should) be imposed directly
there. On the other hand, it is impossible to impose particle identification off-shell in the
LR sector, where zigzags forms during scattering processes. Conventional quantum statistics
gets restored in this sector at the level of scattering states, because the potential in (15) has
only one flat asymptotic region ¢ < 0, as if scattering were taking place on a half-line.

3.2 Interacting LR sector

Let us now come to the quantization of the dynamical LR sector. The discussion above
strongly suggests that a successful quantization can be achieved by switching to a set of
phase space coordinates that are better adjusted to the geometry of the LR region. Given
that we would like to preserve classical integrability at the quantum level, it is natural to
follow the classical integrable structure as a guide for the quantization.

As demonstrated in [3], the zigzag model with N particles exhibits 2N — 1 independent
integrals of motions. In the asymptotic £ — +oo regions these reduce to the particle momenta
and pairwise interparticle separations between particles moving in the same direction. For
N = 2 the integrals are

_P+H

P =— (18)
P—-—H
2
P = P2S2 — % (1 — 8172) — % (3 + 51,2) . (2())

These expressions are simpler than those provided in the Appendix A of [3]. The reason is
that here we simplified expressions for the charges, using that we restrict to the LR sector
only. Note that the first two integrals (18), (19) are translationally invariant, while the last
one may be thought of as a dynamical “rod” variable—it shifts linearly under an overall
shift of the particle positions. In addition to these integrals, a natural “clock” variable
— a quantity which depends linearly on time when equations of motion are satisfied—was

constructed in [3],

ﬁ:p2+Q1—Q2

s1(1—s12) . (21)

It is straightforward to see that (P, P, P.H ) define a globally well-defined parametriza-
tion of the LR region of the phase space (momentarily, we will provide an explicit inverse
mapping to the (p,q) variables). Hence it is natural to use these coordinates as a basis for
quantization. To be precise, let us define the following coordinate variables

@=1<ﬁ—ﬁ—%), (22)

2
Q2 = <—f~[—]5+P1> ; (23)

N | —



which, together with momenta (P, P,) form a global set of canonical coordinates in the LR
sector.
In these coordinates, the zigzag Hamiltonian (4) takes a simple form

H=P —P. (24)

In fact, the whole Poincare algebra rewritten in terms of these coordinates takes the free
particle form

P=P + P (25)
J=Q1 P — QP (26)

and
{H,P}=0, {JJP}=H, {JH} =P. (27)

Hence, (P, Py, Q1,Q)2) is a set of action-angle variables for the zigzag model. Importantly,
these action-angle variables are globally well-defined—(P;, P, @1, Q2) provide a one-to-one
parametrization of the LR sector, provided the momenta are restricted to a half-line

P>0, P,<O, (28)
as follows from (18), (19). Indeed, by fixing the values of the conserved quantities P;, P,
and
0= Q1 —; Q2
one uniquely determines the phase space trajectory, and then the remaining “clock” variable
Q=0Q1—Q

picks a point on the trajectory.

In addition to this indirect argument it is also straightforward to explicitly reconstruct the
original physical coordinates through the action-angle variables. Indeed, (@, P) and (g, p)
variables are piecewise linearly related to each other, with the exact form of the relation
being determined by the values of sq, sy and s;2. So for each possible value of s, so and
s12° one may solve for (¢,p)’s in terms of (Q, P)’s. After this is done, one can rephrase the
choice of s, S2, 512 in terms of (Q), P) variables.

The result of this procedure can be summarized by the following expressions,

=229 (1210 - 5 - o) (30)
q:QJrsign(QLsign(P) (@HQI _ '|_123|_ ,Q|'> , (31)

3Note that the values s; = so = s12 = £1 are not possible because these correspond to LL and RR
sectors.



In the new canonical variables the N = 2 zigzag model turns into a system of two massless
free particles with each of momenta restricted to a half-line, so that the phase space geometry
is (R xR™) x (R x R™). Quantization of this phase space is most straightforward to perform
in the momentum representation, so that the Hilbert space is spanned by the vectors

| Py, Py) .
As we already mentioned, coordinate operators
Qi = i0p,

do not admit self-adjoint extension for this system. Geometrically, this can be traced to
the fact that the Hamiltonian flow corresponding to the coordinate operator does not map
the half-line of positive momenta into itself*. Still, for all practical purposes a theory of a
particle with positive momentum is perfectly local. Indeed, given a function f(P), such that

f(0) =0, floo)=1

one may construct a regularized essentially self-adjoint coordinate operator
Qz‘,f = f(P)Qif (D) . (32)

By considering a family of functions f, which approach unity almost at all values of momenta
apart from a small vicinity of the origin P = 0, one obtains a family of regularized operators
Qi, + whose action on wave packets carrying non-zero momenta approximates the coordinate
operators QZ with any desired precision. Note that the Lorentz boost generator (26) does
not require any regularization and that boosts act as

|P1,P2> — |>\P1,)\71P2> .

At first sight the existence of these globally defined action-angle variables turns the
zigzag model into a free system, however this is not the case. To properly describe the
physics one needs to get back to the original coordinates as defined by (29), (30), (31). Note
that this situation is not at all unusual. Recall, that according to Darboux’s theorem (for
contact forms) any mechanical system can be brought into a canonical free form by a change
of coordinates in a vicinity of a generic point. Consequently, at least locally, all physical
content of a given system is determined by a coordinate choice.

At the quantum level it is not immediately obvious that the rather complicated looking
expressions (29), (30), (31) allow us to unambiguously define the corresponding quantum
operators. However, we will see now that using regularized versions of the physical (p, )
operators it is possible to construct at least some quantum observables, such as the S-matrix.

“Note that for certain observables with this property, such as Qf, one can still define a self-adjoint
operator by introducing appropriate boundary conditions at P; = 0. More generally, this can always be done
for positive definite operators using the Friedrichs extension.
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4 Two-particle S-matrix

4.1 Scattering in the rest frame

Let us now use this quantization to derive the exact S-matrix in the LR sector. For simplicity,
let us first consider scattering in the rest frame P = 0. Then our quantization lands us in
the energy representation, with the P = 0 basis states of the form

|H/2,—H/2) = [H) .
The expression for the relative coordinate
qA = qu - qu )

as determined by (29), simplifies in the rest frame to

H .
=510l (3)

Here, as before,

~

This operator can be thought of as a “clock” operator in the following sense. Let us consider
a () eigenstate with eigenvalue @),

Q) = / dHe Q2| H) | (34)

Its time evolution amounts to a shift Q — Q + 2, so that performing measurements of Q) is
equivalent to measuring time ¢.

To calculate the S-matrix we follow the standard prescription of stationary scattering
theory. Namely, we deduce the phase shift from the behavior of a stationary wave function
in the coordinate representation,

Yu(q) = (q|H) (35)

in the free region ¢ — —oo. Importantly, we are using the physical coordinate ¢ here. By
making use of (33) we find that ¢y (q) satisfies the following equation,

() = G on() ~ | At 0 QUH) (36)

Given that the clock operator Q does not have a self-adjoint extension, in order to define an
operator |)| we use a regularized operator ), which takes form

Qf = 2 f?(H)0y + 2if (H)dy f(H) (37)

11



in the H representation. This operator has a continuum spectrum ) € (—oo,00). Using
(32) one finds that the corresponding eigenfunctions take the following form,

I e
|Q>f—/0 We 72 | H) (38)

which are normalized as
H{Q1|Q2)f = 6(Q1 — Q2) .

This allows us to define a regularized matrix element of |Q| as

~ -2
iz
(HL1 Q1) = / Qi s — - di

2
() ( y P

At this stage it is natural to remove the regularization by setting f(H) = 1. As a result,
(36) turns into the following equation for the physical stationary wave function,
(2 2 P

u(q) = ESH@DH(Q) + . /0°° dleHl(q)wl—

i @)

where we restored the explicit dependence on the string tension /,. We see that the sole role
of the regularization is to motivate the definition of the |Q| operator.

Note that the eigenvalue equation (39) is quite different from a stationary Schrédinger
equation that arises in conventional scattering theory. Namely, it is written in the energy rep-
resentation, so that the roles played by the coordinate ¢ and energy H are interchanged—the
coordinate g enters in (39) as an eigenvalue. Related to this, (39) is linear w.r.t. multiplying
by an arbitrary function of ¢, but not by a function of H. Operationally this happened
because we already fixed relative phases of energy eigenstates |H) by defining Q via (34).

To determine the scattering phase shift we need to solve (39) in the free region ¢ — —oc.
One expects the wave function to turn into a sum of an incoming and scattered waves there,

¢H(Q)|q—>—oo =Yy +9Y_, (40)

where _
w:l: ~ A:te:t%qH+i§i(H) ) (41)

To determine the phase shifts d.(H) let us make use of the derivative of the Sokhotski
formula

P B 1
(Hy — H)?  (H, — H Fie)?
Namely, note that at ¢ — —oo the scattered wave 1, is exponentially small in the lower

half-plane, Im H < 0 and the incoming wave ¥ _ is exponentially small in the upper half
plane Im H > 0. Then by using the upper sign in (42) for ¢, and the lower one for ¢_ we

+ind'(Hy — H) . (42)
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may Wick rotate the integration contours by F7/2 without encountering any singularities.
As a result, (39) takes the following form

H
G (W + o) + 200, =28 )+ AL + AL =0 (43)
where 9 oo 1
Io(H)=F= [ dh IO EI) 44
+(H) :Fﬂ'/o (ih + H + ie)? )

At H # 0 these integrals vanish in the ¢ — —oo region, which allows us to determine the
phase shifts from (43)

H2
6i = :F€§? +ct . (45)
where c4 are H-independent integration constants. This approximation is valid provided
1 1
H>» ———>—. (46)

(q2)'3 ™ ¢

Indeed, in this range integrals in (44) can be estimated as I ~
compared to other terms in (43).

It is worth noting that for these phase shifts e+ is exponentially small at large values
of |H| in the fourth quadrant of the complex plane, and e+ is exponentially small in the
first quadrant. Hence, to justify the Wick rotation which we performed, one does not need
to take the strict ¢ — —oo limit—it can be performed at large finite negative ¢ as well.

Note that at this stage we still have a freedom to multiply ¥, by arbitrary functions of
q. In other words, up to now we determined that the wave function in the ¢ — —oco region
takes form

1

ek which can be neglected

Vi (Q)]gs—oo = A (q)e2 =51 1 A (g)e2eHF5H" (47)

To fix the Ay amplitudes let us inspect the equation (39) in the small H limit. Here one
may neglect the first term on the r.h.s. so that the equation reduces to

P

(AP -

qr(q) = %/000 dH1vm, (q)

This equation corresponds to the infinite tension, ¢, = 0, limit of the zigzag model. Pre-
viously, this integral equation appeared in the semiclassical analysis of the 't Hooft equa-
tion [23,24] and can be solved exactly. We review this solution in Appendix B. The resulting
solution takes the following form in the ¢H — —oo limit,

VY (Q)|grmoo = e3UTHIT | o735 (49)

This approximation is valid in the range

1 1
- < H<x —,
q s
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which overlaps with (46). Then by requiring that the two approximations (47) and (49)
match in the overlap region one finds that

Ai(q) = e

As a result, the scattering wave function in the free asymptotic region determines the phase
shift to be

R (50)

which reproduces the T'T phase shift (2) up to a constant —3w /4 shift.

Note that the energy dependent part of the phase shift can be obtained by using a quicker
argument, which is parallel to the classical one presented in [3]. The argument again relies
on the relation (33) and makes a direct use of Q as a clock variable. Namely, let us consider
a wave packet peaked around ¢(t) in the physical coordinate space and around H in energy.
Then from (33) one finds that at early, ¢, — —oo, and late, ¢, — oo, times

dlt) = +Qlt) 51)
wozg—QwL (52)
where
Q(t) = Qo + 2t

is the trajectory of the wave packet in the @) space. By taking the sum of (51) and (52) one

finds that )+t H
q\le q\t

tl—te——T—l—E, (53)
which corresponds to the time delay H/2 in agreement with the phase shift (50). One may
be worried though that this argument is not rigorous enough given that strictly speaking
the @) representation does not exist in this setup because Q is not a self-adjoint operator.
A more rigorous and detailed derivation presented above gives confidence that this issue is
mostly a technicality, and provides a tractable description of the quantum scattering process

directly in the physical coordinates via the scattering equation (39).

4.2 Scattering in a general frame

The quantization described in section 3 is manifestly Poincaré invariant in the sense that
the Poincaré generators (H, P, J) are represented by Hermitian operators acting on the
Hilbert space and the commutation relations exhibit no quantum anomalies. However, as we
emphasized before, it is the choice of the physical coordinates (29), (31) which distinguishes
this model from a free one. So one may wonder whether this choice is compatible with the
Poincaré symmetry. In particular, a natural question to ask is whether the S-matrix which
we just derived is Poincaré invariant.
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To check this, let us consider a scattering process for a general total momentum P.
Proceeding as above, let consider a general energy and momentum eigenstate |P, H), with
H > |P| > 0, and define the corresponding scattering wave function ¢y p(q) as

<P7Q|P,7H> = 5(P - Pl)l/}H,P(Q) : (54)

Then, following the steps of the previous section, one arrives at the following generalization
of (39),

2 & 2P(H — H
qQmp(q) = %HlﬁH,P(Q)‘FE/' dH\ Y, .p(q) P cos — (F ) . (55)

™ P (Hl—H)2 4

The analysis of this equation proceeds similarly to the P = 0 case. Namely, in the semiclas-
sical region
H—|P|>q", (¢02)7

one finds the same wave function (47) as before, where the A, amplitudes may now depend
not only on ¢ but also on P. To reconstruct these amplitudes let us consider the limit

(,(H—|P|) <1 (56)
with P/ kept fixed. In this limit (55) reduces to
bnple) = G IPompl0)+ 2 [ b pla) (57
q¥uP\q) = 9 H,P\q 7 Jip 1YH,, P4 (H, — H)?

which is the same as (48) up to a shift of ¢ and H. The solution of this equation at large
negative ¢ (and also accounting for (56)) takes the form

() gor—o0 = e3(H=IPN+i5E | = ga(H—|P)—iF (58)
By requiring this solution to match with the semiclassical one in the overlap region one
obtains the scattering phase shift
H?>—-P? 3r
4 4’

in agreement with the Lorentz invariance of the S-matrix. Note that the wave function (58)

§ =1 (59)

is the same as in the free ¢; = 0 theory. However, for this argument it is important that to
arrive at (58) we considered the limit (56), resulting in (57), rather than the naive ¢, = 0
limit. This allows us to keep track of the £2P? term in the phase shift, as necessary for a
test of Lorentz invariance.

This result provides a non-trivial consistency check of the Lorentz invariance of our quan-
tization. However, at the same time it raises the following puzzle. Namely, the momentum
dependence of the wave function (58) does not match (41). This issue arises already in the
strict free (infinite tension) limit, /5 = 0, so to understand it better let us discuss quantization
of the zigzag model in this limit in more detail.
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4.3 Infinite tension limit

In the infinite tension limit ¢; = 0 the expressions (29), (30), (31) for the physical coordinates
simplify to

q=—Q (60)
1=Q, (62)

where, as before, at the classical level ¢ is canonically conjugate to the total momentum
P. The unconventional form of the wave function (58) in the asymptotic region indicates
that commutators of these physical coordinates do not exhibit the canonical form with our
quantization procedure. Indeed, as follows from (57) the ¢ operator is defined as

vt ) =2 [ atotit, Py s (63)

It is immediate to check that this operator does not commute with the operator

= i0p

>

due to the P dependence of the integration range in (63). This shows that the naive expec-
tation for the form of the position space wave function in the asymptotic region,

(q,q|P, H) ~ "7 HaP40 Ly o

does not hold simply because common ¢, ¢ eigenvectors (g, q| don’t exist at all.> This is
somewhat surprising, given that the differences between quantum commutators and classical
Poisson brackets are usually attributed to ordering ambiguities. At first sight these are absent
for ¢, as defined by (60), (62). However, common eigenvectors for these two operators are
still absent as a consequence of the non-trivial phase space geometry.

The states |q, P) considered above do exist. However, the expectation (41) for their
asymptotic form is based on considering the matrix element of the form

(¢, Ple™?|P, H)

under the assumption that p acts a generator of shifts in ¢ (and that H = 2|p| in the
asymptotic region). To define the p operator based on (61) one needs to deal with ordering
ambiguities. We did not manage to find a prescription to define p in such a way that it has
a canonical commutation relation with ¢ which is consistent with the unconventional form
of the wave function (58).

°In addition to the presence of the anomaly in the [g, ], the ¢ operator is not even symmetric with our
quantization as a consequence of the |P| < H constraint.
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In fact, applying this logic backwards, (58) suggests that if we define

po= 20y ip). (649)

then it should be possible to define the corresponding operator p. in such a way that

(@.p] =i, [P.p]=0. (65)
Indeed, as we show in Appendix C this is achieved by using the following ordering prescription
for p,
1 - Al A
150 = _§H1/251gn (Q)H1/2 ) (66)
where the sign (Q) operator is defined as the Hilbert transform on a half-line
i Q. P) = 2 [ ", ) (67
sign S —— -
g ) T P 1 1 H1 _H

This reasoning explains the origin of the unconventional wave function behavior exhibited
in (58), but may leave one wondering whether our choice of dynamical coordinates is indeed
compatible with the Lorentz invariance of the system. As a self-consistency check let us
present here a manifestly Lorentz-invariant quantization. It is available in the infinite tension
limit and leads to the same result as above. This quantization is more conventional, in
particular it operates directly in physical coordinates.

In the infinite tension limit the LR subsector of the zigzag model is described by a free
Hamiltonian

H =

P P
It would still be wrong to apply the naive quantization of section 2, because the phase space
still has a non-trivial geometry, which is obtained as the ¢; — 0 limit of Fig. 2. Namely, the
relative coordinate ¢ is restricted now to the half-line, ¢ < 0, and the relative momentum p
satisfies

1P|

o> (69)

In addition, pairs of points with opposite relative momenta +p are identified at ¢ = 0. As a
consequence of (69) one finds that the Hamiltonian (68) reduces simply to

.

H = 2Jp| (70)

at all values of P. Let us quantize in the ¢, P representation, so that the states are described
by wave functions ¥(q, P) with ¢ € (—o00,0]. A naive quantization based on the canonical
commutation relation between ¢ and p fails to account for the constraint (69) on the range
of p. Note, however, that p. defined as

sign (p
p— 2B p
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takes values on the whole real axis.® It is straightforward to check that the definition (71)
agrees with the earlier one, (64). Furthermore, at the level of the Poisson brackets one finds

1
where at the last step we made use of (69). On the other hand, we now have
_ 1. .
{@pe} = —sien (p)sien (P)
This can be fixed by introducing
Qe = 4 + gsign (p)sign (P) . (73)

Then one finds that (g, p, ., P) form a set of canonical variables on the classical phase space
at hand,

{@e;pey =1{q, P} = {p., P} =0 (74)
1@, P} ={aq,p.} =1 (75)
{4e; q} = qo(p)sign (P) =0, (76)

where in evaluating the last Poisson bracket (76) we again made use of (69). Given that in
terms of these variables the only constraint we have is ¢ < 0, it is natural use these for a
canonical quantization, i.e., to define

(?c = ZaP 5 ﬁc = _Zaq .
The Hamiltonian (68) takes the following form in these variables,
H =2|pc| +|P] . (77)

Following the same procedure to define [p.| as before, we conclude that wave functions
U(q, P) satisfy the Schrédinger equation with the Hamiltonian H given by

A 2 [0 P
H\I/q,P:P\I/q,P——/ dgpV(q, P)— . 78
( ) | | ( ) ) 1 (1 )(q1_Q)2 ( )
The functional form of the corresponding energy eigenstates Wy (g, P) is

Vu(g, P) = f(a(H —|P])) . (79)

On the other hand, as follows from (63), the ¢ eigenfunctions ,(H, P) in the quantization
we had before take exactly the same form,

be(H, P) = f(q(H —[P])) (80)

50ne may worry about what happens at p. = 0. We ignore this issue. This is justified by the end result.
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with the same function f (whose explicit form can be found in Appendix B). Hence, in the
infinite tension limit the quantization relying on dynamical coordinates is equivalent to the
one based on the conventional Schrodinger equation.

Let us check now that the Schrodinger quantization is also manifestly Lorentz invariant.
Classically, the boost generator (12) takes the following form in the (g, p, ., P) variables,

J = q.(2|pe| + |P|) — 2sign (P)qp. . (81)

Just like before, a normal ordering ambiguity cancels out between two terms in (81), so at
the quantum level we may define the boost operator as

A

die.P) =0 (1P1000.P) =2 [ vt Py E ) s (Pho, e P) (82

—0o0

It is straightforward to check now that J, H and P form the Poincaré algebra ISO(1,1).

5 Multi-particle case

Generalizing the two-particle discussion, the zigzag solution for N particles can be recast
as the dynamics of N free particles with restricted momenta. Each sector with distinct
topological charge T' = Ny — Ng leads to Np free left-movers and Ny free right-movers.
Amongst each set (being left or right-movers) there is an absolute ordering analogous to the
LL (RR) sectors of the two-particle case. Below we explain in detail how this picture arises.

In the construction of [3], almost all integrals of motion are functions that have support
along diagonals in the string “bit space” that intersect the physical region defined by the
topological charge. Asymptotically, each of these integrals reduces to either a momentum p;
or a coordinate difference ¢; — ¢; 1 between only left- or only right-movers. To construct free
particle variables we call these integrals P; and ); — Q);11 respectively. Since the particles in
the zigzag model have definite asymptotic ordering, Q);—Q);11 integrals are all of a definite sign
in the topological sector in which they are defined. The same is true for the P; integrals whose
sign determines whether a particle is a left- or right-mover asymptotically. Therefore we
arrive at Ny, free left-movers and Ny free right-movers that have definite orderings amongst
themselves. In total we have Ng + N, integrals P;, N, — 1 integrals QF — QF,,, and N —1

integrals QFf — QF . To get canonical pairs (P, Q;), we need to supplement this set with

variables Q; — Qr and Qp + Qr.

The “clock” variable, H, in this picture is schematically a coordinate like ) — Q) that
increases linearly in time as one would expect for free particles. As defined, however, it is
mixed with some other integrals which we’ll need to subtract to obtain canonical Poisson
brackets. This was also the case in the two-particle solution discussed in section 3.2, as is
clear by subtracting the two definitions in (22)

Ql—szﬁ—%(Pz-i-Pl) : (83)
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The recipe for Qg — @, in the N particle sector will then just be a generalization of (83).
If we choose to label the free particles such Qf < ... < Q¥ and Qf < ... < Qf,, then
analogously to (83) we define

~ 1
Qnp —Qn, =H - 5P . (84)
Then, as in the two particle case, we can use the fact that Q] and Q' transform with

opposite signs under the action of boosts to define the individual positions

1
1
Qf, = 5(Qk, — @k, — (1.5, QD) (56)
In terms of the last integral of motion P = {H, J} defined in [3], we have
~ 1
Qf, +Qk, = Pt H (87)

All together we have 2( Ng+Np)—1 integrals of motion, as this system is classically maximally
superintegrable. Since the Poisson brackets of integrals again give integrals, we may calculate
all Poisson brackets in the asymptotic region and extrapolate to the whole topological sector
of phase space. In fact, this trick also works for Poisson brackets with Q@L and QﬁR since
their Poisson brackets with H are constant. Given the explicit construction of [3], we know
the asymptotic form of these integrals and we find the canonical brackets one would expect
from our suggestive naming scheme

{QFF, P} =0y (83)
{QF P} =14 (89)

with all other brackets being zero. As in a two particle case we find that the expressions for
the Lorentz algebra can be rewritten into the form expected for free particles

H=3 Pf=3 P, P=} Pi+> P (90)
J=3QIPI -3 QlP (1)

7

We are led to conclude that the zigzag solution for N particles can be recast as the
dynamics of N free particles with restricted momenta and positions. Each sector with distinct
topological charge T' = N, — Ng leads to Ny, strictly left movers and Ng strictly right movers.
Amongst each set (being left or right-movers) there is also an ordering @; — Q;41 < 0. To
preserve this structure its natural to quantize the set of coordinates (QF, P®) and (QF, PF),
with phase space (R x RT)¥z x (R x R™)M. As in the two particle LL/RR sectors, we
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Figure 3: A long string configuration with two partons, corresponding to the zigzag
model a), and a short closed “folded” string with two partons b).

enforce the constraint Qf(L) —Qﬁ(f) < 0 by imposing boson/fermion statistics amongst right-

(left-) movers. Just as before, this entails a non-trivial modification of the zigzag model but
is natural from the view of the parent adjoint QC Ds.

The 2N — 1 integrals of motion select a unique trajectory in phase space and the final
“clock” QﬁR — QkL chooses a point on this trajectory. Clearly this map is one-to-one and as
before one may construct the inverse maps ¢;(Q;, P;) and p;(Q;, P;). With these definitions
in hand and following the procedures of the previous sections, in principle one should be able
to extract quantities such as the S-matrix. Of course this quickly becomes cumbersome to
perform in detail, so we will not pursue such an investigation here. On the other hand, it is
straightforward to follow the semi-classical argument presented at the end of section 4.1 to
derive the momentum dependence of the time delay, which again reproduces the 7T phase

shift (2).

6 Comments on (Folded) Closed Strings

The zigzag model describes high energy dynamics of a long string in adjoint QCD,. It is
natural to also consider its closed string analogue, see Fig. 3. This is the “folded string”
model introduced back in [14] (see [25] for a recent overview). Restricting to massless quarks
and to a two-particle subsector the latter is given by the following Hamiltonian

H = |p1| + [p2| +2[q1 — q2| - (92)

Both models can be obtained from the action describing the two-dimensional Nambu-Goto
string interacting with massless point particles,

S = SNG + Sppl + Spp? )

where

1
Sya = —ESQ/dQU\/— det 0, X203 X? = —5532/d206aﬁ6ab8aX“35Xb

and

S, = / dre(8, X
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Figure 4: The folded string Hamiltonian flow in the (p, ¢) plane for the total momentum
P = 1. A solid line shows the discontinuity of the flow, which should be excluded from
the phase space.

The difference between two sectors is entirely due to different choices of how the strings are
attached to the particles, as illustrated in Fig. 3. It is natural to ask whether the analysis
of the long string sector presented above teaches us anything about the closed string sector.
Probably the main lesson we learned so far is that a consistent quantization of these models
requires a careful accounting for the phase space geometry. Indeed, it was observed back
in [19,20] that a straightforward quantization of the Hamiltonian (92) based on the canonical
commutation relations (5) is inconsistent with the Poincaré invariance of the model and does
not lead to a boost-invariant mass spectrum of closed strings. This is very similar to the
situation we encountered in section 2.

To see that this problem has a similar origin it is instructive to inspect the phase portrait
of (92). In Fig. 4 we presented an analogue of Fig. 2. We observe that short closed strings
describe a single topological sector. However, similarly to the zigzag model, the Hamiltonian
flow exhibits a bad discontinuity along the interval ¢ = 0, |p| < |P|/2 in the (g, p) plane.
This strongly suggests that a consistent quantization of the closed string sector should be
performed by excluding this interval from the phase space. This leads us to a phase space
which has a topology of R? x R, x 8! rather than simply R*. Of course, the non-trivial part
of the problem is the quantization of (g, p) variables, which correspond to the R, x S' part
of the phase space, which is topologically equivalent to a plane with an excluded point.

Following the logic of section 3 it is natural to attempt to quantize closed string sector
using the action-angle variables. For a conventional one-dimensional system with R? phase
space this quantization is problematic (see, e.g., [26]), because the angle variable is not
globally well-defined even at the classical level. This obstruction is not present for the
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R, x S! phase space topology. Quantization in the action-angle variables implies that the

f pdq = 21n

determine energy levels exactly as a consequence of the periodicity of the angle variable (up
to a possible constant shift related to a magnetic flux piercing the plane through the origin).

Bohr-Sommerfeld conditions

This results in the exactly linear Regge trajectory for closed strings,
H? — P* = n + const . (93)

We feel that there are several reasons to be cautious about self-consistency of this quan-
tization. First, another plausible expectation for the closed string spectrum follows from the
't Hooft equation [17] for large N QCD with fundamental quarks. It provides yet another
quantization for (92). Interestingly, the resulting spectrum is very close to the linear Regge
trajectory, and deviations from the exact linearity are at the percent level even for the lowest
lying states [24]. Still, these deviations are non-zero.

More generally, the only specific proposal for quantization of R, x S' we are aware
of is the one put forward in [27]. It is based on the SL(2, R) action on R, x S' and
leads indeed to the exactly linear Regge trajectory. However, it appears that the resulting
SL(2, R) representations actually correspond to the geometric quantization of the space-like
hyperbolic coadjoint SL(2, R) orbits [28], which have a topology of the disc. The coadjoint
orbit of SL(2, R) with the R, x S' topology is the (null) cone, and to the best of our
knowledge its quantization is unknown.

These considerations suggest that the straightforward action angle quantization of closed
strings is missing a subtle quantum effect. If so, this situation would be similar to what
happens for strings in D = 3 space-time dimensions. In that case, an integrable quantization
is consistent in the long string sector and is given by the T'T-deformation [29]. However,
its short string analogue, which is a light cone quantization, suffers from a global Poincaré
anomaly leading to the presence of irrational anyons in the spectrum [30]. Alternatively,
it is also possible that the system (92) and its mulitparticle generalizations admit several
inequivalent consistent quantizations (c.f. [31]), and one of them corresponds to the linear
Regge trajectory. We leave the study of this interesting question for the future.

7 Discussion

To summarize, in this paper we described how to quantize the zigzag model consistently with
Poincaré symmetry and integrability. It appears that the principal lesson to draw from our
results is that a consistent quantization of this model requires a careful accounitng for the
non-trivial geometry of the phase space. This lead us to the quantization with the expected
properties—Poincaré invariance and a quantum phase shift which exactly reproduces the
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classical time delay. We feel, however, that this study is only a first step towards the
proper understanding of the quantum zigzag model. Indeed, the integrable structure of the
classical zigzag model allows for a very elegant and suggestive formulation in terms of the
discrete geometry of the “classical bit space” [3]. This gives rise to a hope that a comparably
elegant description of the quantum zigzag model should be possible. We don’t think this was
achieved in the current work. Apart from purely aesthetic reasons, there is also a practical
motivation to look for an improved description of the quantum zigzag model. Namely, the
original motivation for our study was to use this model as a basis for high energy expansion
on the worldsheet of confining strings in two-dimensional adjoint QCD. However, this goal
looks quite hard to achieve using the formalism presented here.

A very interesting property of the zigzag model is that it leads to the shock wave phase
shift (2), which also describes massless T'T' deformed theories. However, it looks likely that
the physics of the zigzag model is somewhat different. One indication comes from the fact
that the full S-matrix which we obtained in the zigzag model (59) contains an additional
constant —37 /4 phase shift. This phase shift is well familiar from the semiclassical analysis
of the 't Hooft equation [23,24] and does not have an analogue in the T'T case. Furthermore,
even though the two models lead to identical time delays, the underlying physical mechanism
is quite different. The T'T time delay may be understood as coming from the fact that the
proper length of the perturbed string worldsheet stretches proportionaly to the excitation
energy [6]. As a result the T'T scattering always corresponds to the total transmission
with time delays caused by the above stretching. On the other hand, in the zigzag case
the time delay is caused by a zigzag string configuration resulting in total reflection. This is
incompatible with integrability for particles of different masses, unlike for the 77" deformation
which exists for arbitrary masses of colliding particles. It will be interesting to understand
better the relation between the two models (see [32] for similar ideas). We hope to address
these and other related questions in the future.
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A Numerics for the naive phase shift

The naive quantization results in the Schrédinger equation (11) of the hypersingular form.
Solving it numerically directly in the position space looks somewhat problematic due to a
singularity present in the integral kernel. However, a very efficient way to deal with this
kernel is to make use of the Fourier transform. Namely we start with a spatial grid of N,
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points in a finite spatial box ¢ € (—L,L). We evaluate the integral term of (11) by first
performing the (Fast) Fourier transform, then by multiplying the result by |p| and finally
by performing the inverse Fourier transform. The potential term is evaluated directly in the
position space. Then one finds the eigensystem of the resulting discretized Hamiltonian. The
phase shift is found by evaluating the numerical derivative of the resulting eigenfunctions
deep in the free region g < 0,

d(p) =2 (z tan~! (%%) — pq) + const .

The phase shift obtained by implementing this procedure in Mathematica with L = 50 and
N, = 4000 is presented in Fig. 1.

As a cross-check we also determined the phase shift by directly time evolving a narrow
initial wave packet using the time-dependent Schrodinger equation (11) (again evaluating the
kernel using the Fourier transform). This method is less accurate and harder to implement
(although, it works better for the equation (11) than for a conventional Schrédinger equation,
because wave packets keep their shape constant in the free region for (11)). Nevertheless, we
obtained the agreement between these two methods, which is good enough to be confident
that the deviation of the phase shift shown in Fig. 1 from the shock wave one is real and
trustworthy.

B Solving the scattering equation in the infinite ten-
sion limit

In the infinite tension limit, the eigenvalue problem for the ¢ operator reduces to solving the

following equation

g [ P
qp(H, P) = ;/P dHﬁﬂ(Hl,P)m : (94)

This equation has appeared before in the scaling limit of the 't Hooft equation with zero
renormalized quark mass [23,24], and more recently in studies of fractional laplacians in
bounded domains [33,34]. The solution to this equation is most transparently presented in
Mellin space, via the transform

B(N) = [My]() = / T AKE () | (95)

0

where K = H — |P| and we suppressed the dependence on P. Our eigenvalue problem
reduces to the difference equation

4Pq(A) = =2(A = 1) cot(mA)dy(A = 1) , (96)
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with go,(A\) = g¢4(N). Solutions to this equation are straightforward to generate with the
double-sine function Sy(;b) in hand. In the notation of [33], it is defined by the relations

Sa(A;h)
2sinTA/b’

SQ()\J))

2sinm\

So(A+15b) = So(A+b;b) = (97)
see [35] for further comments, we set b = 1 and suppress it in what follows. Solutions to eq.

(96) are of the form
_ (=2 I'(A)S2(A)
0 = (T) POZGTD - (58)

where P(A\) = P(A+1) is an arbitrary periodic function. Note that ¢(\) is only exponentially
bounded for ¢ < 0, therefore the spectrum of ¢ is R™. Requiring that ¢()\) is bounded as
Im(\) — oo and analytic in 0 < Re(\) < 2 restricts P(A\) = 1. The asymptotic behaviour of
the double-sine functions is given by [33]

T (\=2)) Im(\) — oo
S2<)‘) - { —im(A2-2)) Im()\) oo : (99>

9

Along with the well-known asymptotics of the Gamma function, a saddle-point analysis

yields
%(K) = 2—/d>\K_>\¢q()\) — 6qu/2€37r7,/8 + e—qu/Qe—?nrz/S 7 (100)
T c qK —0o0

as quoted in the main text. An explicit expression for the remainder r(¢K) = sin(qK /2 +
7/8) — ,(K) appears in [34]. It is straightforward to formulate the interacting (I, # 0)
COM-frame eigenvalue problem in Mellin space as well

qPq(N) = —2(X — 1) cot(mA)pg (A — 1) + %gbq()\ +1) . (101)

Despite some effort, we have not been able to solve this equation.

C p. commutation relations

Now we would like to show that [¢, p.] = i if we start with [Q, K | = 4. For convenience we
introduce the following two operators,

O (K) = m_/%]g h dK/\/F% (102)
and
Qi) = e L (109
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which are conjugate to one another. Furthermore, these are both inverses to the well known
Hilbert transform

e(Q)(K) = ;{o dK’% (104)

which is self-adjoint and bounded. Unlike on the real line, where its eigenvalues are the points
+1, on the half-line the spectrum of the Hilbert transform is the continuum o € [—1, 1] [36].
Indeed for —1 < p < 0 we have

A

€(Q)K* = icot(mp) K* (105)

and its generalized eigenfunctions are K~/2*" with ¢ = tanh(nr). It’s inverse is clearly
o~1, but this demands an ie procedure to avoid the pole at » = 0. The two signs for this
1€ give rise to the two operators € and €, where we suppress Q in what follows. In analogy
with the propagators of field theory, they give a basis for generic Green’s functions. From
this discussion it is clear that

€€ =¢€e=1=cé=¢e (106)

With this compact notation, we have p. = —Ké = —éK and § = —i0ke¢, and the commutator
is

[cj,p}] == i[@Ke, Kg] = ’L@KEKg — ngﬁKe == i@KeEK - zKée@K (107)

=i0gkK —iKO0x =1 . (108)

When integrating by part in the second term in (107) we generate a boundary term

e WL Oeb(KY) (0)

™ ™

(109)

which is subsequently annihilated by € as from above we have e K12 = (0 = éK .
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