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Abstract

Wigner’s famous 1939 classification of positive energy representations,
combined with the more recent modular localization principle, has led
to a significant conceptual and computational extension of renormalized
perturbation theory to interactions involving fields of higher spin s> 1.
The starting observation was that the well-known clash between point-
localized gauge theories and the Hilbert space, which hitherto has been
solved by using a Krein space setting, can also be solved by preserving the
Hilbert space setting; in this case the theory selects the tightest covari-
ant localization which is consistent with the Hilbert space positivity. The
resulting semiinfinite spacelike string-localization for all (m=0,s> 1) rep-
resentations does not only lead to a new insight into the origin of infrared
problems (including confinement), but also improves the short-distance
behavior of massive s> 1 fields to the extend that the power-counting cri-
terion admits candidates for renormalizable interactions for arbitrary high
spins. In this work the new situation is exemplified for the interaction of
massive vectormesons with scalar charged- and neutral- (Higgs) matter,
for which the new ”adiabatic equivalence principle” leads to a local re-
lation between a renormalizable stringlike and a nonrenormalizable (but
nevertheless finite-parametric) pointlike interaction.

1 Introduction

It is well-known that in d=1+3 the number of renormalizable couplings between
pointlike fields is finite. Interactions among scalar and s=1/2 fields permit a
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formulation in Hilbert space and maintain a particle interpretation even in the
massless limit, whereas the extension to s=1 requires a formulation in Krein
space which, apart from the charge-carrying matter fields, permits a return to
Hilbert space (the Gupta-Bleuler or BRST formalism).

The clash between the Hilbert space positivity and localization, which forces
to either abandon pointlike localization or the Hilbert space description of quan-
tum physics, manifests itself for all massless s > 1 potentiald]. The BRST
formalism presents the Krein-space matter field as a pointlike renormalizable
field but the existing literature does not provide physical renormalizable inter-
acting matter fields which remain after the cohomologic descent (based on ghost
charges) to a Hilbert space. The main theme of the present work is the physi-
cal preference for the Hilbert space formulation which will be illustrated in the
context of scalar massive QED and in the closely related Higgs model (i.e. the
coupling of massive vectormesons to neutral scalar matter).

For zero mass abelian vectorpotentials the unphysical (gauge-dependent)
covariant matter fields in Krein space develop the well-known mass-shell (in
the sequel referred to as on-shell) infrared divergencies, which are related to
the loss of the standard Lehmann-Symanzik-Zimmermann (LSZ) asymptotic
relation between fields and particles; the linear BRST ghost charge formalism
of Krein spaces says nothing (for good reasons) about physical (Q-invariant)
matter fields. For theories involving selfinteracting massless vectorpotentials
(Yang-Mills models), the situation in Krein space worsens since even the covari-
ant fundamental unphysical Y-M fields suffer from off-shell infrared divergen-
cies; one has to go to gauge-invariant composites (which poses quite demanding
computational problems) in order to return to pointlike physical fields (local
observables). Whereas in the abelian case the infrared finite prescription for
photon-inclusive cross sections established at least a weak connection between
fields and physical particles, and more recently a more radical spacetime idea
to recover on-shell finiteness from first principles was proposed [1), analogous
results or ideas in the selfinteracting case are not known and (as shown in sub-
sequent sections) should not be expected.

Recently the concept of stringlike instead of pointlike localizationd led to a
vast extension of the standard setting to fields of arbitrary high spins [9][2] [3][17] [5]
(section 3 in [6]). These discoveries were made in the course of unravelling the
localization which is hiding behind Wigner’s third class of positive energy rep-
resentation of the Poincaré group (the so-called zero mass ”infinite spin” class
with the help of the new concept of modular localization [8][9] more remarks in
the conclusions).

Hnterestingly, this is also the the range of representations for which the Haag duality
for multiply-connected spacetime regions breaks down (the generalized Aharonov-Bohm loop
effect [4]). More on this surprising relation will be the subject of a separate paper.

2For massive spinor QED a more detailed mathematical physics paper will appear parallel
to the present work in [5].

3As pointlike fields can be considered as singular limits of compact localized operators
(whose causal completions are double cones), semiinfinite spacelike strings are the cores of
spacelike cones. Equivalently: as pointlike fields are singular generators for compact localized
operators, stringlike fields generate spacelike cone localized operators.



The presentation in this note will not follow the historical path, but rather
present some concrete second order calculations involving stringlocal covariant
vectorpotential acting in Hilbert space. Whereas Krein space methods uphold
the standard pointlike renormalization techniques and ban infrared divergent (in
particular confined) objects into unphysical indefinite metric corners which resist
the cohomological descent to the Hilbert space, the setting of string-localization
presents all fields in Hilbert space.

Actually there was an early attempt by Mandelstam [I0] to obtain a Hilbert
space formulation of QED. It failed on introducing the right objects which lead
to renormalizabilty; they are precisely the covariant stringlocal vectorpotentials
A, (z,e) localized on spacelike semi-infinite strings « +Re, (e,e) = —1 which
play the main role in the present paper. It is their fluctuation property in x
and in the spacelike direction e which relieves the z-flucuations and lower the
short distance dimension; in this way the covariant stringlocal vectorpotentials
are made fit for interactions within the power-counting restriction.

Since in this Hilbert space description all operators are physical (but not
necessarily compact localizable observables) the new setting explains why e.g.
for electrically charged particles in abelian gauge theoried] the mass-shell of
matter fields becomes dissolved into the continuum. For the first time it also
provides a realistic physical setting for the gluon/quark confinement in massless
Y-M models by exposing a clash between the appearance of noncompact space-
like localized objects from a compact interaction region and the fundamental
causality principle of QFT (section 4). Unconfined free string-localization, as it
occurs in Wigner’s third positive energy representation class (zero mass infinite
spin representations), may also play the main role in the ”invisibility” in the
sense of reactive inertness of dark matter [12].

In all those cases these unusual properties result from the preservation of
causality in the face of noncompact spacelike localized objects. Causal localiza-
tion in the form of modular localization (a formulation which is more intrinsic i.e.
independent of which generating fields one uses for the description of models) is
the foundational principle of QFT, and it is truly surprising how many different
ways nature has in store for the realization of this unique principle. Although
massless fields play a fundamental role in these phenomena, zero mass alone is
not sufficient; the clash between Hilbert space positivity and pointlike localiza-
tion, which is the cause of all infrared problems, only exists for (m = 0,s > 1)
representations; this is the reason why infrared divergencies which wreck the
standard field-particle connection do not occur in zero mass low spin interac-
tions.

The reason why string-localization is necessary for interacting massive vec-
tormesons is also related to localization, although it is not of representation
theoretical origin as the before mentioned clash; it rather is a consequence of the
more subtle role which causality plays in renormalization theory where pointlike
interactions with s > 1 are nonrenormalizable in a pointlike Hilbert space set-

4Without the qualification ”massive” the vectorpotentials in the present work are always
massless.



ting but, as a consequence of the reduced short distance dimension of stringlocal
potentials become renormalizable in the new setting.

String-localized fieldd] are covariant operator-valued distributions U(z,e)
which are localized on a semiinfinite spacelike line z + Rje, (e,e) = —1

[W(x,e),¥(z',e')],, =0, 2+ Rje ><a’ + Rje (1)
U(a,N)¥(z,e)U(a, )" = ¥ (Az + a, Ae)

The ¥ may also carry finite dimensional spinorial (A,B) indices but string-
localization loosens their relation to the physical spin (2] so that scalar string
fields can describe any integer physical spin.

Whereas the short distance dimension dgq of pointlike fields increases with
spin, string-localized fields with dsq = 1 which lead to couplings within the
power-counting limit exist for all spins. This does not mean that all these inter-
actions are physical. In the selection of physically acceptable stringlike interac-
tions the adiabatic equivalence principle plays an important role; it guaranties
that the physical content is the same as that which one attributed to the point-
like coupling (before one realized that it is nonrenormalizable in the standard
setting) by insuring that the stringlike field remains in the same localization
class (?Borchers class”) i.e. that both fields remain local with respect to each
other. Stringlocal fields ¥(z,e) achieve this optimal short distance behavior
by fluctuating in both x and e; the distribution of fluctuations over the whole
infinite string lowers the fluctuation strength at the endpoint x which however
continues to be the source of strongest fluctuations. In other words unless the
points x and x’coalesce, the nonvanishing of the graded commutator from string
crossings remains rather mild [5] and does not have much effect on the renormal-
ization (the extension problem of test functions [I3]). The string fluctuations
for the "irreducible” infinite spin spin representation are stronger than those of
the first two Wigner representations [9]. Wheras the nonexistence of pointlike
representations for massless vectorpotential-matter couplings is related to large
distance behavior, the use of string-like representations in the massive case is
the bad short distance behavior (non-renormalizability) for short distances.

As mentioned there exist couplings between string- and point-localized fields
for any spin which stay below the power-counting limit of renormalization the-
ory, but according to present understanding, only those interactions are of phys-
ical interest which also admit pointlike (composite) Wightman generating fields
leading to compact localizable observable operator subalgebras are physically
relevant. The prototype interaction is that of massive vectorpotentials among
themselves and with other fields. Since the pointlike Proca field has dsq = 2
instead of 1, such interactions are nonrenormalizable in the sense of power-
counting. The new principle of ”adiabatic equivalence” in short AE, the pertur-
bative version of "belonging to the same localization class” (Borchers class [14])
relates the Proca field to its renormalizable stringlike counterpart and in this
way attaches a physical meaning to it. Different from the Krein space BRST

5There is no relation to ”string theory” [6].



setting, string-localized fields live in Hilbert space and hence do not require the
introduction of the unphysical (purely auxiliary) ghost fields, whose presence
was necessary in order to be able to descend (with the help of cohomological
properties of the ghost charge) to a Hilbert space and pointlike physical fields.
In fact the ghost charge Q-formalism takes pains with the "nonrenormalizable”
(nontemperate) pointlike physical matter ceases to exist in the zero mass limit;
in that limit the string-localized matter fields are the only physical fields.

In the Krein space description of massless Y-M couplings even the funda-
mental gluon and quark pointlike Krein fields in covariant gauges are incurably
infrared divergence, but there are good reasons to expect that the stringlocal
description in Hilbert space has a infrared finite on-shell perturbation theory.
This would contradict the popular opinion of a long-distance breakdown of per-
turbation theory; what really does break down is the description in terms of
pointlike fields. The use of (necessarily gauge-dependent) unphysical pointlike
fields is physically void and any statements concerning a breakdown of pertur-
bation theory based on such objects is misleading. This situation has interesting
consequences for the asymptotic freedom issue to which we will return in future
work.

The good news is that in the massive case the S-matrix (on-shell correlations)
does not depend on what description one uses, it is the same in the Krein space
description or in the physical stringlocal setting. The reason is obvious since the
S-matrix only depends on pointlike gauge invariant or e-independent currents
which are quadratic in the matter fields. Hence the applications of the S-matrix
formalism to the massive charged Z vectorbosons of the standard model all the
descriptions coalesce even though their off-shell extensions are different (but
they remain in the same locality class) and this even includes the S-matrix
calculations in the BRST formalism which one finds in Scharf’s book [24].

In the massive case the main role of the string-localization is the preser-
vation of renormalizability; as far as entering and leaving collision regions the
matter manifests itself in the form of compactly localizable particles. The con-
sistency of the standard asymptotic particle picture with massive vectormesons
is guarantied by a theorem [15].

For abelian zero mass vectorpotential-matter couplings the standard asymp-
totic field-particle relation (the concept of mass shell) breaks down and one has
to take use prescriptions for photon inclusive cross sections which at least saves
the picture of an ”infraparticle” i.e. an infinite extended spacelike infrared cloud
which sticks to a charged particle and prevents the existence of a mass-shell.

This description however breaks down in Y-M couplings; in that case it turns
out that the appearance of the (necessary spacelike string-localized) fundamen-
tal objects (gluons and quarks) would violate the causal localization principle
of QFT. In other words confinement does not happen because matter ”gets
stuck” in indefinite metric regions of a BRST Krein space, but rather because
its Hilbert space description enforces a noncompact spacelike localization so
that the appearance of such ”stuff” from a compact localized interaction region
would grossly violate relativistic causality. Whereas in the massive Y-M case
the origin of the string-localization is the more technical requirement to uphold



renormalizability, renormalizable gluon and quark fields have simply no point-
like counterpart, not even in form of a non-temperate field which in perturbation
theory would be classified as nonrenormalizable. Any property of QFT finds is
foundational explanation in the causal localization principle and confinement is
no exception.

Although the terminology ”confinement” was introduces in the 60s in con-
nection with confining quantum mechanical potentials, it changes its meanings,
but does not completely loose it if the noncompactness of its localization and the
ensuing contradiction with causality is the reason for its non-appearance from
collision of normal (compact localized) matter. Practically it amounts to the
same, but philosophically it is quite different. For models in which stringlike
potentials can be written as semiinfinite spacelike integrals in the e-direction
over field strengths (abelian gauge theories as QED) the consequences are less
drastic since such strings can be chopped up or manipulated at spacelike infinity
(spacetime infrared regularization). The momentun space rules of perturbation
theory somehow hide the fact that compact localizable matter leads to the stan-
dard field-particle connection and only interacting ”stuff” which by its instrinsic
nature cannot be compactly localized (best illustration: the stuff associated with
the third Wigner representation class [12]) can cause different behavior. What is
surprising however are the multifold ways in which nature is capable of realizing
the unique foundational causal localization principle.

In this work the rather new stringlocal setting is exemplified for massive
scalar QED i.e. a model which couples massive vectormesons to a complex scalar
field. This is similar to the case of spinor couplingﬁ [5], but some differences
arise as the result of the presence of quadratic terms in the vectorpotential. Such
quadratic terms occur also in the Higgs model which, apart from some remarks
in section 3, will be treated together with Y-M couplings in a separate paper.
The next section prepares the concepts and notations whereas the computations
for the concrete model are presented in section 3.

In this work we will abstain from going into general structural problems of
stringlocal fields as the definition of Wick- and time-ordering. A systematic
account of the new mathematical setting and the solutions of such problems
will be available in forthcoming work of Mund [5], and for the understanding of
our second order calculations this is not really necessary.

2 Some background information

The possibility to outwit the power-counting limit of renormalizable couplings
was based on the ”short distance reducing aspect” of Krein spaces (BRST-
formalism) as compared to Hilbert spaces. Its use was not without a price, the
return to the Hilbert space does not include the physically important matter
fields; the formalism as it appears in the literature is restricted to the ghost

SFor mathematical properties of string-local fields, in particular the definition of time-
ordered products and Wick-products, as well as to a more detailed formulation of the new
principle of ”adiabatic equivalence”, we refer the reader to [5].



charge-dependent unphysical (gauge dependent) matter fields in Krein space
UK (). In more down to earth gauge-theoretic terminology this problem is the
notorious ill-understood relation between the gauge dependent renormalizable
field and its physical counterpart in the ”unitary gauge”. As well-known, the
use of indefinite metric is unavoidable in Lagrangian quantization but, and this
is the new message, the clash between pointlike localization and the Hilbert
space positivity is better resolved if one starts the construction of fields in a
more intrinsic way.

The latter consists in following the intrinsic logic of Wigner’s positive energy
representations of the Poincaré group in combination with the more recent mod-
ular localization [7][8], which implements causal localization already on the level
of states which then becomes transferred by ”the second quantization functor” to
free fields and noninteracting operator algebras [I1]. The result is that massive
Wigner and m=0 finite helicity representations are point-generated (compact-
localized), whereas the third massless infinite helicity positive energy represen-
tation class (called by Wigner ”infinite spin” representations) is string-generated
(non-compact localized) and, as a consequence of this unusual localization prop-
erty, constitutes the ideal candidates for dark matter [12].

In the present work we will direct our attention to the first two Wigner classes
which are the basis of ordinary (compact localizable) matter. The covarianti-
zation of massless finite helicity repesentations within the ("undotted/dotted”)
spinorial representation formalism does not allow the full range of covariant
pointlike realizations (see below); field strengths are allowed whereas vector-
potentials and their s>1 analogs have no pointlike realizations but only admit
stringlike realizations. Localization plays a more subtle behind the scene role in
interactions; in that case all potentials, whether massive or massless have string-
like realization of lowest short distance dinmension dsq = 1; hence there exist
an infinite family of renormalizable (in the sense of power-counting) stringlocal
couplings of polynomial degree < 4 for arbitrary high spin, which should be
contrasted with the finite number of (s < 1) pointlike couplings which is only
slightly enlarged by the Krein space setting of s =1 gauge theories.

Unlike in Lagrangian- and functional integral- quantization, the formulation
of causal perturbation theory does not require the coupled fields to be of Euler-
Lagrange type; any of the infinitely many covariant realizations of the (for
fixed (m,s) unique) Wigner representations can in principle be used and also
covariant stringlocal representations have turned out to be perfectly good fields
in an iterative Epstein-Glaser ”causal perturbation” setting in which only the
interaction polynomial but not the Euler-Lagrange origin plays a role.

The following relations between physical spin/helicity and spinorial covari-

antization in terms of generating wave functions (%) and their second quan-
tized fields holds [16]

’A—B‘§5<A+B,m>0 2)
h=A—B, m=0



where the gaps in the (A,B) spectrum for a given helicity express the clash
between localization and Hilbert space for given h. The resulting fields written
in terms of intertwiners look as follows

S
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In the massless case the the sum goes over the two helicities +h. For the in-
tertwiners of stringlocal fields it is convenient to use the abbreviated notation
u(p) - a(p) where the dot stands for the inner product in Wigner’s little Hilbert
space

1

y(4.B) (x,e) =
(2m)
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For the third Wigner class (infinite spin) there are no spinorial labels and the
Wigner ”little space” is the representation space of faithful unitary representa-
tion of the noncompact two-dimensional Euclidean group F(2). Explicit expres-
sions for stringlocal intertwiners can be found in [9][17]. It is remarkable that
QFT does not necessitate the introduction of generating fields beyond string-
localization].

As should be clear from previous remarks we will call pointlike fields with
B = A "field strengths” and all other fields ”potentials”. As an illustration for
s=2: for massless s=2 the linearized Riemann tensor is a field strength, whereas
the symmetric tensor g,, is a potential. The above representation theoretical
result is that massless pointlike potentials do not exist; as a result of a clash
between localization and the positivity of Hilbert space one can either use a
well-defined string-localized potential (and solve the problem of renormalization
theory for stringlike covariant fields), or enforce an unphysical point localization
which renders the theory renormalizable but hides the renormalizable physical
matter fields. What alleviates the application to the Standard Model is the fact
that the S-matric for the interaction of massive vectormesons turns out to be
independent on what description one uses: stringlocal or pointlocal in Hilbert
space, or even pointlocal in Krein space [24].

The improvement of singular short distance behavior via indefinite metric
is an old idea; apart from the Gupta-Bleuler formalism of QED it appeared for
example in the Heisenberg-Pauli discussion of the pointlike limit of the nonrel-
ativistic T. D. Lee model and in many other places. But one should always

"Be aware of the fact that string-localized fields have no relation to ideas of embedding
chiral conformal theories into a ”target” spacetime, which comes from a misunderstanding of
the meaning of causal localization [6].



keep in mind that it is only a temporary placeholder for certain properties
which one has ”quarantined” into unphysical corners, so that at least part of
the theory (the gauge-invariant part) can be correctly described and the rest
(usually the matter fields) is left to more refined future considerations. The
conceptual-technical investment into a stringlike formulation of interactions is
more elaborate because everything has to be understood on the same level; there
is no ”quarantine corner” in Hilbert space. This is in particular the case with
problems of confinement in which the pointlike description of interacting Y-M
interactions simply does not exist. But it also affects massive vectormesons
where the direct pointlike interactions lead to nonrenormalizabilty, whereas the
stringlike formulation remains covariant and renormalizable. The latter also
sheds light (through the adiabatic equivalence principle) on why the short dis-
tance dimension keeps increasing with perturbative order even though the other
collateral phenomenon of standard nonrenormalizability, namely the increase of
independent coupling parameters, does not occur; the massive theory does not
depend on more parameters as its zero mass counterpart, namely 1 in the case
of massive spinor QED and 2 for the massive scalar case.

As we will see, the conceptual difficulty of finding back to physics (construct-
ing physical charged matter fields in QED) in a Krein space setting outweighs
that of adapting renormalization to string-localization. String-localized vector-
potentials have the additional advantage that their short distance dimension
can, without loss of generality, always be chosen as ds;qy = 1, whereas massive
Proca potentials have df; = 2. This suggests to use dsq = 1 stringlocal massive
potentials for the same purpose as the pointlike but unphysical dﬁfi = 1 poten-
tial, namely as a short distance improving device for polynomial couplings with
highst degree 4. Indeed every massive potential of lowest dsq (for s=1 Proca,
for s=2 g, -tensor,...) admits a stringlocal counterpart of dsq = 1 which is
independent of the value of s [9]!

Whereas in the case of zero mass string-localization the requirement to use
strings instead of points for localized generating fields comes directly from (mod-
ular) localization within the Wigner representation setting [8][9], the locality
principle enters massive QFTs in a more subtle way in form of the renor-
malizability of localizable interactions; in this case the pointlike formulation
is nonrenormalizable, which makes it unusable for a standard renormalization
treatment. The stringlike formulation has precisely those properties which are
formally expected from the pointlike formulation before one becomes aware that
it is nonrenormalizable. In fact the adiabatic equivalence principle (AE), which
will be used in calculations of the next section, is a perturbative implementation
of the idea that the pointlike field belongs to the same local equivalence clasfi
(Borchers class [18]) as the string-localized field which assures the same physi-
cal content (similar to two different coordinates in geometry). Even though the
polynomial momentum space bound of pointlike matter fields increases with the
perturbative order, the theory remains nevertheless finite-parametric. Outside

8Both fields commute as long as the the pointlike field remains in a spacelike distance to
the string (and not only to its endpoint).



of perturbation theory this means that these pointlike fields are not operator-
valued Schwartz distributions; but there are convincing arguments that the
are members of the class of strictly localizable fields (SLF) in the sense of Jaff
[20].

The renormalizable stringlocal perturbation theory shows a very interesting
aspect about its formally nonrenormalizable pointlike partner. The AE prin-
ciple, which connects the stringlike to the pointlike formulation, reveals that
the high dimensional terms which get in the way of this connection can all be
collected into boundary (derivative) terms which vanish at infinity [5]. This is
precisely what keeps the pointlike formulation finite-parametric, even though
its momentum space powers increase in each perturbative order. It is precisely
this property which is missed in a direct pointlike approach and only shows
up in the adiabatic relation between stringlocal fields and their pointlike albeit
rather singular siblings within the same localization class. This renders the new
idea of adiabatic equivalence the most important tool in order to separate reme-
diable nonrenormalizable pointlike couplings from the rest. The characteristic
feature of this remediable class is that there exist a subalgebra which is gener-
ated by standard pointlike fields (operator-valued Schwartz distributions). This
is a generalization of the idea underlying ”local gauge invariance”, except that
adiabatic equivalence is completely intrinsic i.e. does not refer to classical field
theories through the classical-quantization parallelism of pointlike matter fields
in Krein space.

The present work is restricted to s = 1. The important clue, which is the
germ of the AE property, is an observation about the connection of the pointlike
massive free vectormeson fields field (the Proca field) with its string-localized
counterpart [5]

Al e) = A (2) + 8uo(x, ) (5)
1 dp . pupy € - e
PR Sy S ——)
Atz Al ) (2m)° 200" o (pe—ie) (p- e +ie)
+ Pty p#e; }

p-e—ic  p-e +ie

The mixed A,, — ¢ correlation functions and the ¢-¢ correlators follow from this
equation together with the pointlike correlation of the Proca field

3 . ’
(AP ()AL () = (2;)3 [ e g+ ey (6)

The scalar string-localized field (intrinsic Stiickelberg field) whose correlations

9nterestingly enough Jaffe refers to prior work in which the main motivation was to sep-
arate a subclass of nonrenormalizable models susceptible to perturbative resummations in
which the coupling of a massive vectormeson to a scalar neutral field, a precursor of the Higgs
model appears for the first time [19].
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can be computed from the previous 2 two-point-functions

z,e)plz,e)) = 1 dspe—ip(w—m') L . ee’
($(z,e)d(x’,¢)) { )} -
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is somewhat unusual since it relates the vacuum to the s=1 particle state; string-
localized scalar functions break the connection between spinorial indices and
spin s ([@); in principle they may have transition matrix elements from the vac-
uum to any integer spin state [9]. The free scalar string-localized Stiickelberg
field connects the vacuum to the s = 1 particle.
The AE requirement turns out to relate the stringlike matter field ¢ to its
pointlike analog adq

oz, f) = 9@ No(x), ¢z, f) = / deg(x,€) f(e) (8)

where the smearing over the spacelike string directions has been written in order
to indicate the nonlinear dependence of the stringloca matter field, which
develops a strong string dependence even though it starts as a pointlike free field
in zero order. For abelian vectormeson interaction with matter the vectormesons
remain linear in the f(e)-smearing, the string-dependence is much weaker and
disappears under the curl operation which leads to the field strength (apart
from a normalization factor [def(e)). The product of interacting operators
has to be interpreted as a normal product (a substitute of the Wick product
in the presence of interactions) whose perturbative definition is part of the
implementation of the AE principle which assures that the physical Af: and the
(formally nonrenormalizable) matter field ¢ are in the same field class. The
relations (B)) and (@) look like operator-gauge transformation, but in contrast
to the gauge principle entering the QFT through quantization from its classical
counterpart, their intrinsic physical role is to secure the relative locality between
the interacting pointlike and stringlike formulation. In contradistinction to the
standard approach to gauge theories, which leads to the physical subalgebra of
gauge invariant observables, the present setting leads to a larger algebra which
includes the stringlike matter fields.

A physical intuitive picture which explains the lowering of the short distance
dimension is that string-localized fields do not only fluctuate in = but also in
the direction e. The e-fluctuations are weaker and do not allow to assign a
dimension for causal e-crossing as the short distance dimensions for coalescent
x’s, but spread over the whole string they account for the reduction of the

ds = 2 pointlike singularity as compared to d5/""9 =1,

10As for the vectorpotentials the stringlike matter field appears on the left hand side, but
one should keep in mind that this is really defines the interacting formally nonrenormalizable
pointlike physical matter field.

11 The directional spacelike e-smearing is equivalent to smearing with test functions on a
d=1+2 de Sitter spacetime.
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The Krein space renormalization theory is well known. In QED it dates back
to the work of Gupta and Bleuler in the 50s. Massive gauge theories required the
more powerful and detailed BRST Krein space setting, we refer in particular to
the presentation in [21][22] which later was incorporated into a book [24]. The
main result in those works was the proof that the S-matrix (in second order)
is a unitary operator in Hilbert space. Operators which can be projected onto
the physical Hilbert space as field strengths and their associated currents are
gauge invariant in the sense of the BRST operator formalism. In fact the BRST
setting is often viewed as adaptation of the classical local gauge idea to the
quantum operator setting. It shares however some of the same shortcomings, as
the standard gauge formulation: one ends up with a physical matter field whose
dsq keeps growing with the perturbative order and hence the conceptual status
of the resulting pointlike field is unclear apart from the fact that it cannot be a
Wightman.

The above string-localized setting suggest a way to accomplish this by adapt-
ing the above relations to the Krein setting

AK (@) = AP(2) + 0,0 (x) (9)
oK (z) = 99" (D) ()

As in the previous case (B) (8), the AE secures the adherence of the physical
fields Af(:v), ©(x) to the same locality class as the Krein fields, although the
physical implications of this relation remains somewhat obscure. An impor-
tant difference is the fact that the pointlike Stiickelberg field ¢ (x) is now an
independent scalar pointlike indefinite metric field; the Krein formulation en-
forces the better short distance property by adding indefinite metric degrees
of freedom, whereas the stringlocal setting achieves this by letting the theory
decide about the best covariant localization of fields which is consistent with
the positivity of Hilbert space (no adding of degrees of freedom). It turns out
that one never has to go beyond semiinfinite spacelike string-localization in
order to describe causal relativistic matter[9]. Relaxing the localization from
the preconceived willfully imposed pointlike locality to that which the theory
need for intrinsic physical reasons does the job. Since both settings follow the
same strategy[d, the physical AE (x), ¢(zx) fields must coincide: in fact the AE
principle shows the way how to construct a well-defined pointlike field in every
order of perturbation theory which is absent in the Krein space formalism of
the existing literature. These pointlike physical fields are in both cases formally
nonrenormalizable with the small but important difference that, unlike generic
nonrenormalizable theory, the number of coupling parameters remains finite.
The oldest stringlike expression for interacting matter fields (which already
appear in the early work of Dirac and Jordan) are the well-known formal ex-
pressions
@(Ia 6) _ @K(x)eig e Aff(ac-l—se)e“ds (10)

12Note that the standard formalism which works with a ghost charge cannot incorporate
the nonlinear p-@¥ relation and has to be replaced by the AE principle.
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They represent stringlike matter fields in Hilbert space which are written in
terms of Krein space vectorpotentials Aff (r) and matter fields ¢ (). Since
dsd(Aff ) = 1, the line integrals only have logarithmic short distance singularities
which leads to stringlocal Wightman fields. Perturbative calculations with such
matter fields lead to the unsolved complications of dealing with nonpolynomial
composites; the better strategy is to obtain such ¢(z,e) directly through the
coupling of stringlocal Hilbert space potentials with matter fields ¢(z).

It is well-known that for the extraction of physical properties of massive vec-
tormeson interactions stringlike operator-valued Schwartz distributions serve as
well as pointlike ones; in particular the mass-gap situation permits in both
cases a derivation of the LSZ scattering theory [I5][14]. Although one is not
forced to work with pointlike physical fields one may ask what nonrenormal-
izability means in terms of their operator nature; saying simply that they are
not operator-valued Schwartz distributions open Pandora’s box since the world
of non-temparate singular objects contains infinitely many possibilities where
most are not localizable at all; only a few non-temperate subclasses can still be
smeared with a (model-dependent) dense set of compactly supported test func-
tions. A cautious attempt to answer this academic but legitimate question is the
remark made before, namely that they belong to the subclass of SLF fields [20].
This class had up to now no physical realization; it was introduced to present a
mathematical /conceptual clear setting for some prior speculations about non-
renormalizable subclasses [I9] (which already included Higgs-like couplings of
massive vectormesons to scalar neutral fields). Since such pointlike fields are
not pointlike localizable in the usual sense (SLF can only be smeared with a
dense set of finitely supported wave functions whose precise nature is model-
dependent), it is questionable if such fields can generate nets of local operator
algebras since there is no guaranty that they share a common dense domain. In
an algebraic setting presumably only their well-behaved stringlocal counterparts
can be used as covariant generators of algebras.

3 S-matrix of massive scalar QED

Massless scalar QED is a model with two coupling parameter which is known
to be renormalizable in a BRST- Krein space setting. The cyclic action of its
gauge-invariant part on the vacuum, which excludes the scalar matter field, gen-
erates a Hilbert subspace. Already in the 70s it became clear that its massive
spinor counterpart stayed renormalizable in a Krein space setting [25], but there
remained some doubts about the status of the physical matter field (the ”uni-
tary gauge”). Its status also remained unresolved in later BRST Krein space
formulations [23]. In recent work this problem was clarified in the new Hilbert
space setting of string-localization [5]; the adiabatic equivalence principle also
serves to construct nontemparate physical pointlike matter fields in the BRST
setting. The present paper extends these ideas to scalar massive QED.
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One starts conveniently from Bogoliubov’s formal generating S-functional
S(Eg. 1) = 3 [ dsr.dtenglen)-glon) TulLlor, £). Ll ) (11)
n=0

>
Lo f)= 304w S), Gy = 59" O, Aulanf) = [ FO)Au(a e

The adiabatic equivalence (AE) is part of the renormalization formalism; its
role is to secure that the string-localized formulation:d remains connected with
the pointlike Proca formulation; in fact it attributes the role of a ”short distance
softener” to A, (z, f) and in this way guaranties that the model maintains tem-
perate point-localized observables (the field F},, strengths and charge-neutral
composites) i.e. does not escape into an unphysical total ”stringy world”. The
test function f(e) (temperate on 3-dim. de Sitter space) is chosen in such a
way that f f = 1 and the Minkowski spacetime picture is that of a spacelike
cone with apex x. Since the S-matrix is insensitive against changes of localiza-
tion (an invariant of the string-extended Borchers class) one expects that the
implementation of AE shows the independence on f.

The basis of the second order AE is the following identity (£F denotes the
pointlike interaction in terms of the Proca field)

L=LP+8, V", Viaz,e) = j"(x)p(z,e) (12)
TL L —8,T V*L — 8, TLVY + 08,0, TV*VY =1L L'P (13)

which results from the use of the relation (@) in time-ordered products. The
renormalization consists in verifying that the time ordering can be defined in
such a way that (I3]) the derivatives are outside the time-ordering. In that case
the derivative terms can be omitted in the adiabatic limit g(z) — ¢ since in mas-
sive theories correlations with operators localized at infinity vanish. The simpler
differential formulation of (I3]) is that the partial derivatives in e-directions d,
in the following expression must vanish [5]

de(TLW' =9, TV*W'y =0, W' = L',V (14)

It is easy to verify that this is also sufficient for the independence of the left hand
side (I3]) of e and e’ which establishes the equality with the pointlike right hand
side. It is sufficient to proof the of e independence is simplified by showing first
the independence of e. Expressing the time-ordered products in terms of Wick-
ordering it is clear that term without Wick contractions fulfills this relation so
that the f-independence of the second order amounts to establish its validity
for tree graphs and one-loop terms.

13In terms of the directional smearing f(e) the A, (z, f) becomes a spacelike cone localized
field. It is still singular in the apex coordinate x.
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e Tree contributions (1-contraction terms) from the derivative term are of
the form

8#TV“£/|1fcont = 8#le“(gj)j’/(;p/)|17C0nt¢(:p, e)AV(x/7 e/)|07cont+ (15)
+ j#(x)jy(xlﬂofconta,u <T¢(I, G)Ay (I/, 6/)>

The subsequent d, differentiation acts only on the e-dependent operator ¢.
For z # z’ the currents conservation only leaves the second contribution
in which 9, acts on ¢, and since d.0,¢ = d.A,, as well as d.0,, (T9A,) =
de (TA,A,), one obtains

deD, TVIL |yeome = dTLL , x # 2 (16)

The extension problem to the diagonal z = 2’ is solved by realizing that
the only term which contributes to the diagonal comes from the d,, acting
on the 1-contration terms of the time-ordered current product. Choosing
for the time-ordered function of the derivatives of ¢ the multiplication of
the Fourier transform the multiplied with the momentum vector, it is of
the form

deid(z — ') : p(z)p(2")D, Pz, e) AY (2, €') - (17)
= dcid(z — 2')p(x)o(2")o—cont Av (z, €) A" (2, ')
but this is after integration over ' (modulo derivatives which vanish after

integration) proportional to the looked for term which by using again
de0,¢ = dc. A, leads to

de : §p(0,0) A" :=d. : ppA, A, :, A, = A(z,e') (18)

This means that one obtains the desired e-independence only if one modi-
fies the Lagrangian ([2)) by a g2 second order contribution whose d. com-
pensates this second order contribution from the tree approximation of
the second order S-matrix; this leads to the expected (from gauge theory
0 — D) form which together with the first order £ is the ” gauge invariant”
interaction involving the gauge invariant derivative

L= Ly = gjy,; (x)Au(z,e) (19)

1
Joi(x) = Eiga*D“gp + h.c., D* =0, —igA.(x,e) (20)

The proof of the corresponding relation for V*’ instead of £ is similar.

e The verification of d.(loop) = 0 amounts to (9,Tj";"" =0, z # 2’ ) a
distributional extension problem for to the diagonal

de0u{T3"5" |1 —cont (T(z,€)A, (', €)) } = d.TLL 33 x#2 (21)

1—cont>

where the contraction on the right-hand side only affects the jj terms.
This is analogous to [5].
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Proofs There are 4 contributions to Tj# |1 —cont to the tree approximation
which result from the 4 different positions of the @ and @’ with respect to p# and
", Delta function contributions from 0uTj* 5|1 cont only arise from terms

04D contd” (To@') + @' * (T, ') + h.c. (22)
P (To(x)@' (') = id(x — a') —m?, (To(z)§ (x'))

As in the case of [5], the matter mass terms are compensated by contributions
in which the 92 acts on the ¥ (z) inside the Wickproduct, this accounts for the
above result ([I9)).

The proof of e-independent loop renormalizability follows a similar pattern.
Again it obviously holds for z # z’, hence the renormalization problem consists
in constructing an extension for the time ordered function

th (x5 e,e’) = (Tpp' AFAY'Y | th(xse,e) = (Tpp' pA™) (23)
th(zie,e') = (Top' Al¢'), ta = (Toyp' ¢¢')

which satisfies the equations for e-independence following from (21I):

de {th" — "5} =0, de {t" — 0"t} =0 (24)
d, {th — 0"t} =0, d. {t; - a’”t4} ~0

The remaining freedom then consists in e-independent contact terms. Again
these relations hold obviously for x # x’.

In the Epstein-Glaser causal method renormalization consists in the ex-
tension of distributions ¢y which are defined on testfunctions D(R™\ {0}) to
Schwartz distributions for which the scaling degree dy is preserved. Such ex-
tensions always exist and they are unique up to derivatives of delta functions
of order w = [dy — 4] . In particular there exists a reference extension [I3], the
so-called central solution, which is defined as

(1, 0) = (t0, fu), fulw) = F(2) = 30 0 (0a1) 0) (25)

In our case do(t}") =4 = dy(ts), do(t}) = 3 = do(ty). The string-independence
of the second order contribution is valid if the following differential relations
hold From (B{7)) one reads off the above short distance scale dimensions. The
relations (24)) are obviously fulfilled for x # 0; hence we may write (c=central
extension)

Y ="+ kM (e,e)d(x), ta = tac+ k(e e)d(x) (26)

c

and th,t4 are of degree 3 i.e. convergent. The e, e’ dependence of the k’s
are determined from (24)); since the calculation parallels that in [5] and the
actual form of these functions is of little interest (it would change if another
distributional extension than the central extension would have been used), we
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will skip their calculation. The closedness of the zero form in e (the above
relations) only determine the counterterms up to e,e’-independent pointlike
contributions i.e. the remaining ambiguity has the same form as for pointlike
renormalizable interactions.

The S-matrix calculation only uses the the first line of the relation (8)) or (@)
which start already in zero order. The difference between the stringlike matter
field and its pointlike counterpart and the analog relation between the pointlike
Krein matter field and its corresponding physical partner only starts in first
order. The simplest way to check its lowest order validity is the use adiabatic
equivalence which in the Bogoliubov setting reads

S(gLF + fo) = S(gLe + fee) (27)
Pe = p(x,€) =t e @) ; o(z)

in words: the generating Bogoliubov S-functionals of the pointlike (P=Proca)
and the stringlike (e-dependent) descriptions are equal up to boundary terms
which vanish in the adiabatic limit g(x) — ¢. The fields in the generating
S-functional are free fields and Wickproducts of free fields. For our present
argument we need the interacting matter field

fune(x) = S(9LP) " 0 S(9L” + )l s=o (28)
6 (x)
which formally leads to the second line in (B)). The verification in first order
is almost trivial but we will refrain from presenting it, preferring to return the
adiabatic equivalence verification in a seperate paper.

The equations ([I3]) result from (21) in second order; the ”adiabatic” refers
to the loss of the derivative terms in (I3]) after passing to the S-matrix by
integrating over x, x’. This shows that the physical S-matrix does not depend
on which description one uses for the matter field and this includes the use of
the Krein description.

The verification of the second line in (@) is similar but simpler. It is inter-
esting to note that in contrast to the relation for the potentials, this relation is
not contained in the linear Q-charge cohomological formalism. This nonlinear
connection even enters the derivation of the S-matrix for the massive Yang-Mills
model (see [BI]) below). The original rational for the introduction of the Higgs
model was the belief that massive gauge theories can only be consistently renor-
malized when one couples its massless QED version to a mass generating Higgs
field. To say that this belief is incorrect may sound revolutionary to some but
should not really be surprising.

Most of the people who believed and still believe in this argument are also
perfectly aware that QED as well as its massive version are renormalizable within
a Krein space setting as the BRST formalism. But particle theory cannot remove
schizoid states of its practicioners and I have no scientific explanation why many
people believe that Krein space renormalizable massive vectormesons (possible
selfinteracting) and their coupled massive matter field need to be constructed
via a Higgs mechanism from their massless counterpart. From a philosophical
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viewpoint this adds an additional degree physical which, as the old ether, can
be removed by Okham’s razor. There may be a sociological explanation in
that at the time of Higg’s proposal the only well-known Krein space Gupta-
Bleuler renormalization method at that time was not applicable to massive
gauge theories.

The experimental LHC discovery of a scalar particles coupled to the mas-
sive Y-M potentials does not change the theoretical Okham’s razor argument
since alternative mechanisms of scalar massive boundstates within massive Y-M
models have never been studied since the Higgs proposal more than 4 decades
ago. The "Higgs or death to QFT” ideology (i.e. the idea that the Higgs mass
generation is required by the principles of QFT ) has taken roots before a critical
dispute had time to develop. Actually this is not quite true; what really hap-
pened is that an alternative explanation at the time of the spontaneous broken
symmetry idea, namely the Schwinger-Swieca screening of massive Mazwell-
charges, was lost in the maelsrom of time [30] (for more see next section).

idea of mechanism which is related renormalization method was the GThis
may attribute a new role to the physical stringlocal Stiickelberg-field; the par-
ticle seen at LHC may be a scalar boundstate of it in a new mechanism which
related bound states to the linear application of s stringlocal field to the vac-

wun,

4 Maxwell-currents, charge-screening and the Higgs
issue

Additional information about the stringlocal setting for massive QED can be
obtained from the extension of the Bogoliubov formalism to the construction
of stringlocal fields and their pointlike composites. They reveal aspects which
in the global S-matrix remain hidden. One such composite observable is the
identically conserved Maxwell-current j which is defined as the divergence of
the field strength

aquj = gj;u F;uj = aHAV - 8UAM7 ju = JM + m2Af(x) (29)

1., i
J, = 5230 Do+ hec., Q= /Jo(x)d%&QM = /]O(gc)dS:v

where the integral over the Maxwell-current j,, defines the Maxwell charge Qs
which in the massive case deviates from the matter current J,, whose associated
integral counts the charge @) of the complex scalar field ¢. It is very important
to notice that for massive gauge theories these two currents are not identical,
although they coalesce in the zero mass limit of QED.

It is instructive to look first at the interaction-free situation with the same
field content. In that case the identically conserved Mazwell current is propor-
tional to mQAﬁ which according to (] leads to a zero charge. According to a

14The possibility of a stringlocal scalar field to carry arbitrary (integer) spin foemally allows
this.
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deep theorem by Swieca [26][27], this screening of the Maxwell charge is a gen-
eral structural consequence of its definition ([29) together with the assumption
of a mass gaps i.e. it holds in all theories in which massive vectormesons couple
to matter. In the massless limit of QED the two conserved currents coalesce and
the ”counting charge” is identical to the electric charge. In that case Swieca’s
screening mechanism breaks down and the important aspect of the nontrivial
Maxwell charge that it reveals the global charge content

M =Q#0 (30)

where Q3! refers to the Maxwell charge in (massless) QED and @ is the super-
selected global counting charge which comes with complex matter fields.

The stringlocal description reveals that the massless limit is connected with
several other important rather drastic changes. The loss of the pointlike Proca
field leads to the loss of the intrinsic Stiickelberg field (incurable infrared diver-
gencies); the only objects which survive in this limit are the stringlike vectorpo-
tential and its partner the stringlocal matter field (besides the pointlike compos-
ites which are the gauge-invariants in the BRST setting). The attempt to define
pointlike (necessarily non-temperate) fields in terms of stringlike fields, which
still worked in the massive cas7 breaks down in QED. The use of a stringlike
formulation is the only way to obtain a renormalizable perturbatively consistent
physical description. The massless limit does not make sense in the operator
description; it should be performed for the stringlike Wightman functions from
where an operator-formalism can be reconstructed by the GNS representation
[14).

The pointlike matter fields ¢ in a Krein space setting (i.e. the matter
fields of the gauge formulation in certain gauges), which are still well-defined in
QED for many covariant gauges perturbation theory, are void of any physical
meaning; for the same reasons their off-shell infrared divergences in covariant
massless Y-M gauges cannot be taken as an indication of the breakdown of
perturbation theory for long distances. It only means that, as a consequence
of the nonexistence of pointlike matter fields, one must do the perturbative
calculations in the stringlike setting.

The impossibility of compactly localized electrically charged matter in QED
has been known a long time before its perturbative formulation in terms of
stringlike potentials. Based on a sophisticated use of the quantum Gauss, law
Buchholz [28][29] succeeded to prove that the tightest possible localization is
that in arbitrary narrow noncompact spacelike cones (whose cores are semiin-
finite spacelike strings). The directional fluctuations of the matter strings are
stronger than those of the vectorpotential; they lead to a spontaneous break-
ing of the Lorentz covariance in charged sectors in QED [31]. Whereas in the
massive case the asymptotic string directions can be changed in terms of uni-

15The relations (BB) should be read as the definition of pointlike non-temperate fields in
terms of renormalizable stringlike Wightman-type fields. In the massless limit these pointlike
physical fields develop incurable infrared divergencies which means that electrically charged
quantum matter exists only in non-compact localized form.
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tary transformations, this is not possible in the massless limit since different
asymptotic string directions belong to different superselection sectors [14].

It has been mentioned in the previous section that in the massive case the
short distance singular physical matter fields can also be constructed in the
BRST setting with the help of an appropriately adaptated adiabatic equivalence
between Al (), ¢ (x) and Al (x), ¢(z); however the zero mass Krein space
formulation contains no physical matter field. This limitation is more serious
for zero mass Y-M interactions. In that case the AE principle suggests instead
of (@) the nonlinear relation

Ay (z,e) =U(gd(z, e))Af(x) + 0ud(x,e) (31)

where U is a rotation of the ”color” components whose infinitesimal form con-
tains the operator-valued Stiickelberg field components instead of the numerical
rotation parameters. This relation would modify the S-matrix calculations in
[24] which are based on the linear relation (8); it looks that the role of an exter-
nal consistency-saving coupling to a Higgs multiplet in Scharf’s setting [24] the
adiabatic equivalence proof of (3] is played by the internal Stiickelberg field
¢(x,e) whose couplings to the Y-M potential appear if one uses (BI]) to pass
from the pointlike to the stringlike description. As already mentiened at the
end of the previous section, this opens the exiting possibility that the observed
scalar particle in the LHC experiment is really a bound state of ¢ which would
reconcile the Standard Model with the application of Okham’s razor.

Apart from relating point- with string-like objects, (3I]) looks an operator
gauge transformation, but its conceptual role is quite different from that in gauge
theory. Here its purpose is to insure that the better behaved (renormalizable)
stringlocal potential remains in the same locality class as the pointlike Proca
potential; this is precisely what the implementation of the AE principle did in
the second order S-matrix calculation in the previous section. So the gauge
theoretic appearance of this relation is not the result of a ”gauge principle”
which has to be added to the foundational causality requirement of QFT in
order to incorporate interacting vectormeson fields, but rather a consequence of
the requirement that the two localizations belong to the same localization class
and in this way describe the same physics.

A particularly interesting situation of the Schwinger-Swieca screening mech-
anism arises when the matter is a chargeless scalar field. The simplest model
is the coupling of a neutral (hermitian) scalar matter field H with a massive
vectormeson. The lack of global charge conservation permits the appearance of
odd powers of H in the interaction density. In a pointlike description the dgq = 2
Proca field would render the model non-renormalizable but the stringlike setting
keeps it renormalizable, just as in massive scalar QED. As in all renormalizable
models the renormalized interaction polynomial is uniquely determined by the
power-counting restriction and the AE guaranties that the physical content is the
same as that of the pointlike nonrenormalizable setting. According to Swieca’s
theorem [26] the (massive) Maxwell current leads to a screened Maxwell charge
@ = 0 and in the neutral case this is the only current of this chargeless model.
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Since the renormalizability requirement uniquely fixes a model in terms of its
field content, this is the simplest version of the Higgs model. In his publications
Swieca referred to its charge screening property as the Schwinger-Higgs screen-
ing [26]; but the reader should be aware that here ”"Higgs” refers to the model
backed up by hisscreening theorem and not to the Higgs-mechanism. Indeed,
couplings of massive vectormesons to both charged or neutral matter exhaust
all renormalizable possibilities and, as always, renormalized model is uniquely
defined by their field content and possible additionally imposed global inner
symmetries (generalizations of globally conserved charges); there is simply no
conceptual place for spontaneouly broken symmetries since the only conserved
charge in the simple Higgs model (i.e. without additional charged matter fields).
As explicit finite order calculations reveal and a rigorous theorem asserts in
complete generality asserts, massive Maxwell currents are never spontaneously
broken.

The rigorous theorem [34] about spontaneous broken symmetries (the Gold-
stones model is a special illustrations) based on the use of the Jost-Lehmann-
Dyson representation shows that the unavoidable presence of a Goldstone boson
(which couples to the conserved current) leads to a divergent charge, very dif-
ferent from the Maxwell charge which is the only conserved charge of the simple
Higgs model.

Any metaphorical argument which leads to a new consistent model is per-
fectly legitimate, many important discoveries were obtained in this way. The
problem starts if a ”pons asini” is confused with the intrinsic conceptual con-
tent of a model. In QM computational manipulations are still closely related
to the intrinsic physical content, but this is not the case in QFT. Lagrangians
and their computational use are far removed from the intrinsic physical content
of a model contained in its physical correlation functions, a fact which is often
forgotten. Vacuum one-point functions in a Krein setting have no relation to
physical symmetry breaking and the misunderstanding worsens if ”gauge sym-
metry” is misread as a physical symmetry which can be broken. The stringlocal
Hilbert space treatment avoids running into such misunderstandings.

But even before the more intrinsic non-Lagrangian stringlocal setting ap-
peared on the scene, there were specific observations in the Krein setting which
touched this problem. One of those observations is a a remark of Raymond
Stora [36] that ”local gauge symmetry” has nothing to do with a postulated
Lagrangian symmetry, but rather results automatically from the consistency of
renormalization. Inner symmetries, which can be spontaneously broken, are
imposed in addition to the structure required by renormalization theory.

The Hilbert space formulation of renormalizable interactions in terms of
stringlocal vectormesons is the formulation closest to ”intrinsicness”, the fully
intrinsic physical objects being the Hilbert space correlation functions and the
operators related to them through the GNS construction.

Another even more important old problem for which the stringlike formula-
tion promises a solution is that of gluon/quark confinement. In the zero mass
limit of abelian gauge theories the stringlike setting shows that only string-
localized matter fields survive in the massless limit. What remains is the fact
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that, although the relation with the Proca field is lost, the stringlocal A, (z,e)
is still the semiinfinite line integral over the pointlike observable field strength.
This allows the stringlocal field to be ”chopped up” into stringy pieces and in
particular the infinite tails of strings to be manipulated. The string-localization
wrecks the mass-shelldd of the matter fields and the existence of scattering am-
plitudes. The prescription for photon-inclusive cross sections amounts to such
a manipulation of the tail (which corresponds to a e-directed spacelike infrared
photon cloud); for a more covariant intrinsic observer-independent control of
these tails see [35][1].

All this changes in a radical way in massless Y-M models. In this case the
stringlike potentials in the physical Hilbert space cannot be represented as a
line integral over pointlike densities; the semiinfinite string is algebraically ir-
reducible (not a line-integral over a local field), it cannot be interpreted as an
e-directed cloud of compact localized ”stuff’. In fact all observables are com-
posites, there is no compact localizable stuff which is linearly related to the
foundational stringlike gluon and quark fields. This changes the situation dra-
matically because the appearance of spacelike irreducible noncompact-localized
matter from a compact interaction region would plainly contradict the most ba-
sic principle on which QFT is founded: causal localization. This aspect cannot
be taken care of in a Krein space setting. Some of these properties should be-
come visible even in a perturbative setting if one uses a more detailed spacetime
description instead of momentum space Feynman graphs.

On the opposite side of the coin is the ”invisibility” of the string-localized
third Wigner representation class (the m = 0 infinite spin class). In this case all
states of such a representation are string-localized and there are good arguments
that the second quantization does not lead to compact localizable subalgebras
[9]. If for some unknown cosmological reasons such matter exists in our universe
than it cannot be destroyed for the same causality preserving reasons for which
gluons/quarks are confined; such matter could ”feel” gravity but otherwise be
inert [12].

5 Outlook

New concepts which shed light on old insufficiently understood problems usu-
ally lead to new questions, and the extension of QFT to string-localized fields
is no exception. In the present work the new concepts were used to expand
the range of renormalizability to interactions involving interactions of massive
vectormesons. But string-localized fields with ds. 4. = 1 and hence renormal-
izable couplings in the sense of the power-counting requirement exist for all
spins [9]. Physically relevant are only models which admit sufficiently many
pointlike-generated local observables which in the old setting of interactions of
low spin matter with s=1 vectorpotentials. In the old setting this was achieved
with the help of gauge invariance in a Krein space gauge theory setting; in

16The mass shell delta functions are replaces by less singular cuts which leads to the van-
ishing of LSZ limits and the appearance of perturbative logarithmic on-shell divergencies.
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the new Hilbert space setting gauge invariance is replaced by string indepen-
dence d.Op(x,e) = 0 ~ Op(z). It is hard to generalize the gauge formulation to
interactions involving higher spin. The construction of observable subalgebras
being generated by string-independent i.e. pointlike observable fields seems to
have a much larger range, since the role of the gauge formulation is taken over by
the more natural intrinsic notion of the AE principle which is based on locality.
The latter insures that the well behaved stringlike fields, in terms of which the
calculations are done, are locally related to generally less well behaved point-
like fields (members of the same localization class). This de-mystifies the gauge
principle in favor of the foundational causal localization principle to which all
QFTs are subjected. It deprives gauge theory of their special status within
QFT.

The pointlike matter fields which appear in the AE principle cannot be
Wightman fields but may well be strictly local fields (SLF) in the sense of Jaffe.
The existence of these fields plays an important rule for massive vectormeson
couplings, but it is doubtful that their compact localization (which only can be
done with a model-dependent dense set of wave functions) and their unknown
domain properties permit the definition of operator algebras as it is possible for
Wightman fields. Their role may be restricted to the implementation of the AE.
In fact a proof of the impossibility to extract operator algebras from such fields
would be very interesting because it would mean that the Buchholz-Fredenhagen
theorem [27] of string-localization (the cores of their arbitrary narrow spacelike
cones) from the mass gap assumption is optimal in the case of massive vec-
tormesons. In fact the authors were led to their theory by their improvement
of the Swieca screening result [15].

The nonexistence of pointlike fields in the zero mass limit (the breakdown of
the AE) suggests to construct massless gauge theories by computing the massless
limit of the correlation functions of the massive stringlocal fields and use the
Wightman reconstruction theorem for the operator formulation. This is the
general way to deal with changes of representations resulting in mathematical
and physical mutations in limiting situation.

Historically the extension of perturbation theory to stringlike localized fields
resulted from modular localization [8][9] which is the field-cordinatization inde-
pendent operator-algebraic way to formulate the causal localization principle.
Its important role for a more profound understanding of QFT had been antici-
pated in [37]. A first account of its power to repair historical misunderstandings
and shed new light on some incomplete understood problems in the ”Einstein-
Jordan conundrum” at the 1926 birth of QFT, as well its important role in
nonperturbative construction of integrable QFTs can be found in [6].
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terms I owe to him. I also thank Raymond Stora for his interest in this project
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