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Abstract

This paper shows how to construct classical and quantum field C*-algebras
modeling a U(1)"-gauge theory in any dimension using a novel approach to
lattice gauge theory, while simultaneously constructing a strict deformation
quantization between the respective field algebras. The construction starts
with quantization maps defined on operator systems (instead of C*-algebras)
associated to the lattices, in a way that quantization commutes with all lat-
tice refinements, therefore giving rise to a quantization map on the continuum
(meaning ultraviolet and infrared) limit. Although working with operator sys-
tems at the finite level, in the continuum limit we obtain genuine C*-algebras.
We also prove that the C*-algebras (classical and quantum) are invariant under
time evolutions related to the electric part of abelian Yang—Mills. Our classical
and quantum systems at the finite level are essentially the ones of [I4], which
admit completely general dynamics, and we briefly discuss ways to extend this
powerful result to the continuum limit. We also briefly discuss reduction, and
how the current set-up should be generalized to the non-abelian case.

1 Introduction

C*-algebras are expected to provide the building blocks of a mathematical construction
of gauge theories such as QED and quantum Yang—Mills. Besides having already
proven their worth in putting quantum mechanics on a solid basis, C*-algebras feature
in the Haag—Kastler axioms [7], and could therefore be used to non-perturbatively
construct a quantum field theory. Moreover, as C*-algebras can model both quantum
and classical theories, a C*-algebraic model of a classical gauge theory might provide
a good footing from which to take the leap towards a quantum gauge theory. The
direction of this leap, then, might be indicated by strict deformation quantization
[T1], for it gives a set of axioms that a quantization map between a classical and a
quantum C*-algebra should satisfy. These axioms are stringent, and examples are
mostly found in finite-dimensional spaces [10, 11, 12, 15, 6], with a few exceptions
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that usually rely on finite-dimensional approximations [3 [I3]. To quantize a gauge
theory, one is therefore advised to first quantize a finite-dimensional regularization,
and this is where lattice gauge theory comes in.

Lattice gauge theory was introduced by Wilson in [19] and shows how to approx-
imate gauge fields by their parallel transports on a lattice (where by ‘lattice’ we mean
a type of finite graph). Wilson’s framework has had a huge impact, both in theoretical
and phenomenological physics. On the theoretical side, an important contribution was
made in [8] by Kogut and Susskind, who took a Hamiltonian approach to Wilson’s
ideas, considering lattices in a time-slice — typically R? — and showed that the parallel
transports of a gauge field on the lattice can be interpreted as rigid rotors, and that
Yang—Mills time evolution implies a certain coupled movement of these rotors. Im-
portant for us, the finite-dimensionality of this quantum Hamiltonian system makes
it suitable for the C*-algebraic approach. This C*-algebraic approach to Hamiltonian
quantum lattice gauge theory is pursued for instance in [, [4, [5, 6] 14, 17, 18]. A
central goal of this program is to describe the continuum limit (in which the lattices
are replaced by the full R or a subset thereof) by a C*-algebra invariant under a
*_homomorphism coming from Yang—Mills dynamics. Such a continuum C*-algebra
has the potential to give rise to a local quantum field theory.

The current paper will add to this program by constructing promising new field
algebras for quantum abelian lattice gauge theories in arbitrary dimension, using an
approach guided by C*-algebraic quantization. It follows up on [14], where the field
algebra corresponding to a quantum abelian gauge theory on a fixed lattice is defined
as the closure of the image under a Weyl quantization map of a classical algebra
that is the analogue of the commutative resolvent algebra [2], [[3] when replacing the
configuration space R™ by T"*. Here T" is interpreted as the abelian gauge group and
k as the number of edges. The obtained field algebra, named the ‘resolvent algebra
on the cylinder’ in [14] is a C*-algebra of bounded operators on L?(T"), naturally
containing a copy of the crossed product algebra C(T") x T as a C*-subalgebra.
The main advantage of the resolvent algebra on the cylinder is that it is conserved
under a very general class of time evolutions [14, Theorem 29]. Independently of what
C*-algebra one takes at the finite level, there appeared several problems, on the side
of quantum embedding maps as well as on the side of quantization. The embedding
maps for adding an edge to the lattice are easily defined by construction of the algebras
n [14], but for subdivision of edges we could not find a natural embedding map, for
reasons explained in [I7, pages 247-249]. Moreover, the quantization map was not
a strict deformation quantization, lacking injectivity as well as Rieffel’s condition.
The current paper solves all of the above problems simultaneously, by letting go of
multiplicativity of the embedding maps.

On each lattice, we restrict ourselves to a subspace of the classical C*-algebra on
which the quantization map of [14] is injective. This subspace and its image under
quantization turn out to be only operator systems, and not algebras. At first, this
appears to distance us from the powerful C*-algebraic approach. However, on these
operator systems, both the classical and quantum embedding maps are now naturally
defined and commute with quantization. Moreover, the ensuing limit of operator
systems turns out be a *-algebra lying dense in a C*-algebra, thus recovering the
C*-algebraic approach.

This ‘operator systemic’ method has many advantages. The obtained quantum



embedding maps respect the gauge action, which becomes very important when one
wishes to make the step from field algebras to observable algebras. Moreover, in the
continuum limit, the quantum and classical theory behave even better than in the case
on the lattice, in the sense that they form a strict deformation quantization, satisfying
all conditions of [I1], Definition I1.1.1.1 and 11.1.1.2].

For these reasons, the operator systemic method seems to improve upon the ex-
isting literature. In most operator algebraic approaches to lattice gauge theory (e.g.,
[T, 14, (5], 6l 17, [I8]) one uses inductive limits of C*-algebras instead. We validate our
deviation in §2.2.

The emergence of a strict deformation quantization counts as another validation
of our method, but is also remarkable in itself. Most notably, it involves two limits;
besides the usual limit 7 — 0 also the limit of lattice spacing tending to zero becomes
important. The interaction between these two limits complicates the proof at most
places, but in other places is the very reason the result holds.

Section 2] of this paper constructs the classical C*-algebra on the continuum, the
quantization map on the continuum, and the quantum C*-algebra on the continuum.
The classical and quantum C*-algebras are shown to be invariant under time evolution
related to the electric part of abelian Yang—Mills [§] in §2.4. Section[Blgives the proof of
strict deformation quantization, and forms by far the most technical part of this paper.
Section [ provides a positive outlook on three logical next steps, namely reduction,
full time evolution, and generalization to non-abelian gauge groups.

Notation We denote G := T" := R"/Z", g := R" and g* := R". Elements of G!
for a set [ are usually denoted by ¢ or [x] where [2] := x + (Z")! for z € (R")!. We
denote by L, the left-translation on G', i.e., Ly[y] = [z + y]. We denote by M, the
multiplication operator of the function g. We denote by e the function z + ¥
and, slightly abusing notation, by €2™@ the function [z] — e*@* for a € (Z")!. We
denote by 1, the equivalence class of €™ in L?(G'), the Hilbert space of square-
integrable functions, and by B(#) the bounded linear operators on any Hilbert space
H. We denote by C(X),Cy(X),C>(X),C(X),S(X) respectively the continuous
functions, the bounded ones, the smooth functions, the compactly supported ones,
and the Schwartz functions on X. In any metric space, By(z) is the open ball around
x with radius d. We let B := By /5(04) C g, remarking that z — [z] is a diffeomorphism
on B. By an operator system we mean a linear subspace of a unital C*-algebra that
is preserved under * and contains 1. We do not require operator systems to be closed.

Acknowledgements [ am grateful to Walter van Suijlekom for providing indis-
pensable constructive feedback and to Klaas Landsman for providing indispensable
enthusiasm. Research supported by NWO Physics Projectruimte (680-91-101).

2 Operator systems and limit C*-algebras

Lattices Let us first define what we mean by ‘a lattice’. For simplicity, we take our
time-slice to be R? in this paper, although any metric space would work. Throughout
this article, a lattice is a finite subset { C R” x R” such that, using the lexicographical
ordering of R” | we have z < y for all (z,y) € [, and, we have tz+(1—t)y # sz+(1—s)w
for all (x,y),(z,w) € L and all 0 < t,s < 1. The elements e = (z,y) of a lattice



are interpreted as directed straight edges from x to y. Thus, all we ask of a lattice
is that its edges do not intersect, except possibly at their boundaries. The set of
all lattices becomes a directed set, denoted (£, <), when we agree that [ < m if
and only if the lattice m can be obtained from [ by adding and subdividing edges in
the sense of [1]. Put precisely, I < m if and only if for all (zq,x2) € [ there exists
N eNyand 0 < t; < -+ < ty < 1 such that for ys := (1 — t5)x; + tsxe we have
(x1,11), (W1,92)s -+, (Un—1,Yn), (Yn, x2) € m. We endow every edge e = (z,y) with a
length d. := ||z — y||.

Let us compare our notation with the one in [1} 17], in which an index set I is used,
and {A; }scs is the net of finite lattices, including a set of vertices A?, a set of edges A?,
and a set of plaquettes A?. In our situation, the elements [ € £ can be identified with
the sets of edges A!. As in this paper we will not reduce to the gauge group and only
discuss the electric part of Yang—Mills dynamics, the vertices and plaquettes will play
no role. By our definition of [ € £ and simply following set notation, G denotes the
set of functions from the edges in [ to elements in G, or equivalently ordered tuples of
length |I| with elements in G.

2.1 The finite and continuum classical systems

The continuum phase space Throughout this paper, we let G := T" as a Lie
group. This is the configuration space associated to each edge of a lattice. The
(abelian) Lie algebra of G is g = R™, and the exponential map g — G is denoted
x +— [2]. The phase space X! associated to a lattice [ € L is given by the cotangent
bundle of the Lie group G, i.e., X! := T*G' = G' x (g*)!. In order to define connecting
maps between X' and X™, for lattices | < m € L, we use the fact that m can be
obtained from [ by recursively applying two operations: adding an edge to the lattice
and subdividing an edge of length d into two edges of lengths d; and dy with d;+dy = d.
In that manner, we define connecting maps

Yim = (Vi i ™) £ G™ X (g5)™ = G x (g7
conf . mom

by recursively composing embedded versions of the maps Yaaq = (Y3, y2am) © G2 x
(67)* = & x g" and v, = (53" ") + G X (97)* = G x g” defined by

Yoo ([21], [22]) = [21]; Yot (vr, va) 1= vy
d1U1 + dQUQ

y .
These embedding maps arise naturally by interpreting x. € G as the parallel trans-
port along the edge e and v, € g as the average rate of change along e. One could
replace ‘average’ by ‘total’, at the cost of a slightly different quantization map. By
construction, the maps v, : X™ — X! for | < m € L define an inverse system of
phase spaces. The ensuing inverse limit is denoted as

X*:=lim X' = lim G’ x lim(g")", v = (1", A7) X = X,
— — P

Ve ([21], [wa]) = [21 + 2a); Youn (U1, V2) 1=

Operator systems The classical system on the lattice [ € £ can be described by
the commutative C*-algebra introduced in [14], namely

Ay = Cr(T"°G') = C(G) @ Wr((8")),



where W3 ((g*)!) is the C*-subalgebra of C,((g*)!) generated by the commutative Weyl
C*-algebra W((g*)!, 0) from [3] and the commutative resolvent algebra C ((g*)!) from
[13]. The reason to work with the unital C*-algebra A} is that A} and its Weyl quant-
ization are conserved under fully general dynamics in the sense of [I4]. In contrast, the
C*-subalgebra C(G') @ W((g*)},0) C AL, where W((g*)!,0) := span{e : ¢ € g'}, is
only conserved under ‘free’ time evolution [14]. As explained in [14], A} is the closure
of the *-algebra A} defined by

AY 1 -

geS(V), geCx(VY), ced

For this paper, we will only need that any element of AL can be written as Eszl Jr®@hy
with h, € Cy((g*)") a Fourier transform hy = i = [dui(€)e® of a compactly
supported finite complex Borel measure p;, on g'. We can thusly define the operator
system

ML = span{g® i € A, : supp(u) C B'} C AL,

where B = Bj(0y). The *-algebras A} are endowed with the connecting maps
v r AL — AT whose restrictions to the operator systems M} we denote as

FEt = | agy + Moy — MG
and refer to as the classical embedding maps. We define the *-algebraic direct limit
A5 = lim A,

and identify A C Cy(X*) by identifying FL : A, — A with the restriction of
s Cp(XY) — Cy(X*°). To describe AP, it turns out we only need to regard the
operator systems My}. To prove this, we first introduce the following useful notation.

Definition 2.1. For a lattice | and a positive integer R, we let I¥ > 1 be the lattice
obtained by subdividing every edge of | into R edges of equal length.

Lemma 2.2. The direct limit of *-algebras Al is also the direct limit of the operator
systems ML, in the sense that we have

O ={fom:leL, feM (1)

Proof. By recursively composing the maps
dy . d
s = (Ge%e). 599 = o )

we obtain a direct system of linear maps S™ : g' — g™ (I < m € L) allowing us to
write the classical embedding maps as

Fil(g @ fi) = (g ooty @ Smip. (3)



For every FL(f) = fovy € A we can write f = >, g @ fix for compactly supported
measures /. Choose R such that supp(ux) C Bgya(0y)" for all k, and consider the
lattice [t > . Every edge e € [® satisfies d, = }%de/ for the edge €’ € [ it lies in. Hence

(Slng)e = %56’7

and so S (supp(puz)) C SlRl(BR/g(Og)l) - Bl/z(Og)lR = B, As 5" is a closed map,
we therefore obtain supp(SiRl,uk) C B for all k. Then @) gives foyr € Mf)R, S0
FL(f) = (f oyur) o yr is in the set on the right hand side of (). O

Remark 2.3. Two arbitrary functions in AY can be written as fi oy, fa oy for a
certain | € L. Indeed, given f{ o, fsom, € A, one takes the supremum | of I and
ly (this corresponds to the coarsest lattice that is finer than both Iy and ls), and writes
fiom, = (fjonu) on = fjomn. The same goes for k functions fiovy, ..., fron.

The first use of this remark is in defining a Poisson structure on A§°. The Poisson
bracket of f; o~ and f5 0+, is defined as

{fiom, faovt == {f1, fa} o,

in terms of the Poisson bracket on A}, which is a Poisson subalgebra of C*°(X!). To
show that the above bracket on Ag° is well-defined, it suffices to show that { fi o7y, f20
Yim} = {f1, f2} o Yim for all [ < m. This follows from the analogous statement for v,qq
and Ysup, which can be straightforwardly checked.

2.2 The quantum systems and quantum embedding maps

To each lattice | € £ we will associate an operator system modeling the quantum
system. This operator system is defined as a quantization of M} under a quantization
map Q) that defines an extension of Weyl quantization. Recall that every f € M}
can be written as f = >, gx ® fu, for g € C*(G') and supp(ux) C B' C g, where
B = By5(04). Notice that i € B for every h € [—1,1] and £ € supp(ux). We define
the quantization map on the lattice [ to be

Qh : Mg — B(LX(G),

K K
(oo in)utl =3 [ duniOnly+ neloly + nel @
k=1 k=18
A simple calculation shows that, acting on the wave functions t,[x] = e?™@®
(a € (Z™)!), this quantization map has the simple form
QU™ @ Mt = h(2h(a+ 30) i, (5)

and therefore coincides with the one in [I4]. Moreover, when b is small enough, it
coincides with Weyl quantization on the Riemannian manifold T" as introduced in
[11], Definition 3.4.4], as the cut-off function s used there becomes 1 when we restrict
to ML. The insight used by this paper is that, restricted to the operator system M},
the quantization map is injective. The quantum system associated to [ is defined by

M, = Q(M).

As Q! is linear, unital, and *-preserving, M! is an operator system.
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Example 2.4. A notable subset of M is W}, := span{g®e® : g € C°(GY), ¢ € B'}.
This subset generates the C*-algebra C(G') @ W((g*),0), which can be seen as a
classical Weyl C*-algebra on the torus [3, 13, [14] that lies inside A, = AL. The image

of W under the above quantization map generates the crossed product C*-algebra
C(G") x G'. Indeed, we have QL (g ® ) = MorLipe /o Ling)-

Direct limit of Hilbert spaces To model the quantum system in infinite degrees of
freedom, we will eventually construct a noncommutative C*-algebra that is canonically
represented on a Hilbert space. This Hilbert space is the limit of the following direct
system of Hilbert spaces:

H = LG, ™= () 1 7
Passing to the direct limit, we denote

HZ =limH, ul = (") H = H=
—

To define a direct limit of the operator systems M!, we need to define the embedding
maps and show that they satisfy the needed properties.

Quantum embedding maps The quantum embedding maps are defined by quant-
izing the classical embedding maps, i.e., for all | < m € £ and all f € M} we define

5t My = MY,
FE (@) = QR (FE'(f)),
which is unambiguous by injectivity of Q.

Example 2.5. The embedding map ngd is given by tensoring with 1, which exemplifies
why our quantum systems should be unital. The embedding map Féub 15 best understood
on elements of C(G') x G'. As depicted in Figure[d, we have
sub * 0\ *
FP(MyLjg) = MgouL[%g,%zg]v
where g € C(G), € € B and p: T x T* — T is given by p([z1], [z2]) = |21 + 2]
One sees the metric at work, as well as the exponential map [-] : ¢ — G, and notices
that the well-definedness of the UV-limit hinges on the use of operator systems.

Our quantum embedding maps contrast with those used in the existing literature on
C*-algebraic lattice gauge theory [I], 2], [4] 5, 17, 18] because ours do not define a direct
system (inductive system) of *-algebras. They therefore warrant some motivation.

We assume the situation of Figure [[] and Figure 2l where G = T = U(1) and a
lattice [ consisting of a single edge is compared to a lattice m > [ with two edges.
There exist multiple observables on the lattice m that have the same behavior when
restricted to [. This can be seen in Figure 2l in the formulas, or by interpreting the
gauge field as rigid rotors associated to every edge, as in [8]. Indeed, the two rotors
associated to the two edges of m can either both be turned clockwise by a quarter
circle, or both anti-clockwise by a quarter circle. When describing the gauge field by
a single rotor, the two operations appear as the same observable (see Figure [2I).

7
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Figure 1: A pictoral representation of an operator MgLE‘1 /1 € M- and its image under
the quantum embedding map, where G = T, [ has one edge, and m = [?>. For the
picture, g is supported closely around [1/4] € G'. The embedding map clearly respects
the gauge action coming from the central vertex of m.

l M, L M,L;

(1/2] = [-1/2]
— o &L ——A ~—— "

L [

’ / ~

. /k 7&,/
///k/ 4]/

MgouLF1/471/4} MQOMLF—1/4,—1/4}
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Figure 2: The quantum embedding map does not extend in a multiplicative way from
M. to the algebra Al generated by M.. If we would try, we would end up with two
representations of the same observable in A% being mapped to two different observables
in A"

Therefore, if one wants to interpret an observable on a lattice | as an observable
on the continuum, a choice has to be made. We make this choice by restricting at any
finite level to observables that rotate any rotor less than a certain amount, so that
an embedding of such an observable can be made by fairly distributing that rotation
over the smaller rotors that make up the original one. Clearly, this means giving up
on multiplicative structure. This is not against the C*-algebraic philosophy, however,
which states that one can describe any physical system once we have a sufficiently
rich C*-algebra of observables. The set of observables at a finite level makes up
but a subset of the full algebra, and is therefore not required to completely describe a



physical system. Only the full set of observables, with arbitrary lattice size, can discern
between any two gauge fields, and can therefore be expected to form a *-algebra (lying
densely in a C*-algebra). That is indeed what we will prove in Proposition 2.7

As further motivation of our quantum embedding maps, and to be used later, we
show that they intertwine the direct system of Hilbert spaces given by v™ : H! — H™.

Lemma 2.6. Forl <m € L and O € M}, we have
Fgl(O)uml =u™O.
Proof. Similar to (2)), we define
7€) = (£,0)  T™(€) = (£,9),
to obtain a direct system of linear maps 7™ : g' — g™. We account here that
Y M(X) €= XS @) E=q-T™(E);  AwmeT™ =idy, (6)
such that, in particular, u™, = Ypmi () for all a € (Z™)'. For f =™ @ h, we get
Q' (f o Yim)u™ b = Q' (f © Yim)Vrmi(a)

= h(yim ™ e h(T™ (@) + 5T™(5))))rm @) 7mi )
= h(2rh(a + 1b))u™ Py s,

50 QM (f o Yim)u™ 9, = u™QL(f)tba, which implies the lemma. O

2.3 The continuum quantization map and quantum system

To define Q7°, we define Q°(f o~,) € B(H*>) by its action on u™p € H*®, where
m > [, namely

Qi (fom)u™p == u"Qp(fomm)y (€ H™).

To show that this is well defined, we use Lemma and find, for all n > m > [ and
Y eH™,

u"Qy (f o yn)u™ b = u" FG™ Q5 (f 0 Yim) Ju""
= u" Q5 (f ° Yim)¥,

and conclude that Q%°(f o ;) is well-defined on the dense subset U, u™H™ C H>. If
we write f =), gr ® fi, we obtain,

1Q(f o mu™lly, = 1QF (f o im)¥lly < D llgelloo llly 1™l -
k

Therefore QFF : A — B(H™) is well defined, and [|Q(f 0 )| < 3 llgullo el
independently from A. The above also shows that

IQF( 0 ) = 5up QRS © )| = i @/ 0 ) (7

We define
2= QR (AY) = {Fhla): L€ L, ae M}

We write A° instead of M?° to suggest it is in fact an algebra.

9



Proposition 2.7. The operator system Ay° = Q3 (A°) is a *-algebra.

Proof. By Remark [23] we only have to show that Q°(f1 o v)Q(f2 0 ) is in AR,
Write Oy := Q! (f1) and O, := Q! (f2). Because we cannot take their product in the
operator system M. we first subdivide the edges of [ to obtain the lattice [? defined
by Definition 2.1l A straightforward computation shows firstly that

FYN0)FS (0s) € MY,
and secondly that
F (O Fg!(0) = F3" (Fy (00 F'(02)),
for all m > [2. Using this formula and Lemma 2.6, we obtain

QX (froM)Q (fao)u™p = u"FG (O1) F§ (O2)0)
= Fh (F5 (00 F5 (O2))u™p,

for all u™y € H*™. Hence, Q(f1 o v)Q°(faov) = Fg(F(l;l(Ol)Fgl(Og)) e Ay, O

Taking the closures of A3 C Cp(X*) and A C B(H™), we therefore obtain
C*-algebras Ay and A°. By Theorem Bl we are justified in saying that the non-
commutative C*-algebra A7° is obtained by strict deformation quantization of AJ.

2.4 Time evolution

Before moving on to strict deformation quantization, we state two promising results
with respect to time evolution. They show that our C*-algebras are invariant under
what one could call ‘free time evolution’ in the continuum limit. On the finite level,
these results can be strengthened to invariance under all time evolutions. This is
proven in [I4] Theorem 15] and [14, Theorem 29]. The combination of the results here
and in [I4] indicates that we are on the right track to obtaining classical and quantum
C*-algebras that are invariant under respectively classical and quantum Yang—Mills
time evolution, as discussed in Section [4l

Theorem 2.8. The C*-algebra AP C Cy(X*°) is conserved by the time evolution
given on a lattice | € L by the Hamiltonian Hy : T*G' — R, Hy(q,v) 1= Yo dev?.

Proof. Every Hamiltonian H; induces a time-evolution 70 : R x A} — Al by [14]
Lemma 10]. It can be checked that H; o v, = H,,, and therefore 7% (¢, f o ) =
72(t, ) © Yim. We conclude that the time-evolution

AT S AT, T for) =L o
is well-defined. =

Theorem 2.9. The C*-algebra A® C l?(?—loo) s conserved by the time evolution given
on a lattice | € L by the Hamiltonian H; := ", d.0?2.

10



Proof. These Hamiltonians define a continuum Hamiltonian H. in > with domain

domH,, := Uul(dom[:[l) = Uul(cm(Gl))v

lel lel

namely f[wulw = u'H, 1. Straightforwardly, one checks well-definedness and essential
self-adjointness. By [14, Remark 27], we have

1= Qre(f o e e umy = w e QY (f 0 e i
= W Qp (ot f © Yim) ¥
u"Qp ('t f) © Yo )i
— QL ) o).

Therefore, Q5 (f o y)e = = Q(r0(t, f) 0 7)) € A for every t. O

3 Strict deformation quantization

In this section we prove our main theorem, which is formulated as follows.

Theorem 3.1. Let QF° := idax. The maps Q7° @ A3 — A for h € I := [~1,1]
form a strict deformation quantization. That is, Q5° is a *-preserving injective linear
map whose image is an algebra, and for all f,g € A it holds that

lim [|Q°(F) Qi (9) — Qe (fg)ll =0 (von Neumann’s condition);
>

lim [|(~ih) " [QF (£). @ (9)] — QX (L. gD =0 (Dirac’s condition);
the map I — R, hw ||Q°(f)] is continuous (Rieffel’s condition,).

For readability, the proof of Theorem [B.1]is split up into Propositions 3.2] 3.3 3.4
3.5 3.7 and B.111

Proposition 3.2. The map Q5° : AP — Ap° is linear and *-preserving for all h € 1.

Proof. Linearity is obvious, so we are left to prove that Q5°(f)* = Q°(f) for f € AF.
Given f oy € AP and u™y™ u™p™ € H™, choose p > [,m,n. By using that
Q% - A, — Al is star-preserving (which can be derived from [I4, Propostion 18(1)], or
directly from (), we get

(Q(f 0 U™ ™, u™") = (P QR © Y™™ uP )
— (Q2(f 0 p)u™ Y™ u ")
— (™, QT 0 i) u" ")
— (i, QE(F o w)u™).

Therefore Q°(f o;)* equals Q°(f o;) on a dense subset of #*°, hence on the whole
of H* by boundedness. O

Proposition 3.3. The map Q5° : AF — A is injective for all h € I.

11



Proof. Suppose Q5°(f o~y;) = 0 for some f € M}. Then

0= Q" (f om)u'y = u'Q(f)
for all ¥ € H'. S0 0 = Qu(F) = X, J due(€) Myynepo)Lig- Since [A] < 1, we find
that we always have A¢ € B! under the integral, and must have f = 0. O

Proposition 3.4. (von Neumann’s condition) For each f,g € A3°, we have
lim [|Q®(£) Qi (9) — Qi (f9)ll = 0.
—0

Proof. The proof is based on that of [14, Theorem 22(2)], but more complicated be-
cause Q3° is defined on H*°, which includes all H™. Therefore, estimating an operator
norm in B(H>) amounts to taking a supremum over m. For two lattices [ < m € L
and a function e*™ ® h € Ml we have,

conf

(€™ @ h) 0 Y = 270 @ b o o = 2HTTO)N @ o oM
where we used ([@). Combining (H) with (@), we find
Qi ((e*™ @ h) 0 Yim)tha = h(Yi™ (2h(a + FT™ (b)) ¥as e
= h(2mh(Yin ™ (@) + 50))Payrmi) -

Fix fi = ¥ @ hy, fo = 7™ @ hy € M} for an | € £. By bilinearity and
Remark it suffices to prove the proposition for f = fi oy and g = fo 0y. We
note that if Oy, = F(a)Ya4p for some F' € Cy((Z")™) and b € (Z")™, then clearly
1Ol = supge(znym [O¢all,. We find,

sup  sup  [[(Q5 (f1f2 0 vim) — Q' (f1 0 m) Q5 (f2 © Yim)) waH2

mEﬁZl aE(Z")m

< suﬁp s(up) ha (2T h(j™ (@) 4 £b1 4 2b2))ho (2T R(Yim(a) + 201 + 100))
meL>y ac(Z™)™

— By (2™ (@) + $b1 + ba)ha(27R(1 ™ () + Sa))|
< oo 71 10 all. + AL Bl Bl 0 (5 0),
which by () completes the proof. O
Proposition 3.5. (Dirac’s condition) For each f,g € A, we have

tim [|(—in) Q7 (). Q@ (9)] — QF (£ )| = 0.
Proof. Similar to the proof of Proposition 3.4l we obtain

<%[Q?(f1 0 Yim), Q' (f2 0 Yim)] — Q' ({1 © Yim, f © %m})) Va

sup sup
meL>; ag(Zn)™

1
< sup sup )7—1 (hl (27 Ry (@) + b + 1)) ho (27 R(v 0™ (@) + £b2))

mGl:Zl a€ (Z" )m

— hy (2Th(O™ (a) + Lb1)) o (2R () + by + %bg)))

— omi (6b2h1 Ty — hy - Oy, h2> (mh(ﬁggm(a) + (b + bQ))) ‘
—0 (h—0),
which by () completes the proof. O
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3.1 Rieffel’s condition at zero

Rieffel’s condition is all that remains to prove in order to establish our main theorem.
Its proof is by far the most difficult part of this paper, and is split into two parts,
the first part giving continuity around A = 0 and the second part giving continuity
elsewhere.

For the first part we will use the following lemma.

Lemma 3.6. Let f = Eszl gr @ fix € M), for 1 € L. For every m > 1, we have

1lloe = [[FE" ()], = sup

qeG™

Z/ dp (&) g ’Vzcr%nf(Q))Lzml(hi)

where, on the right hand side, the norm is the operator norm on B(L*(g™)) and the
integral is interpreted strongly.

Proof. The first equality is immediate, as FZ = (y3,,)* and 7y, is surjective. By (@),
it now suffices to prove the lemma in the case where [ = m, so 77" = id and S™ = id.
We obtain

[f]lo = sup
qeG!

_ d i (.
33&%‘?8%“2 [ am©amers )|
=1

> olo) [ du(e)e™

o0

= sup sup
9€G! PeL(g)
[[]],=2

> [ dm@atwic 1)

2

by using Parseval’s identity twice in the last step. The lemma follows. O

Proposition 3.7. (Rieffel’s condition at 0) For each f € AJ, we have
lim |Q7 (A = [ fll

Proof. Let f o € AP be arbitrary, for arbitrary | € £ and f € M}. Write f =
S5, gu ® . We need to prove that [|Q5°(f 0 3)]| converges to [If oull, = ||l
which by () comes down to proving that ||Q}*(f © Yim)|| converges to || f|| . uniformly
in m.

For proving limy_,o [|@3°(f © v1)|| > || ]|, We can simply use the similar statement
for Q.. Indeed, [I7, Theorem 7.8(1)] gives

lim [|QF(f o )| = lim sup [|Q5"(f Fomm)ll = Tim (| Q5 ()] = 1 £l
—0 h—0

m€>

The reverse inequality, however, is considerably more difficult. For any € > 0, we
will need to construct an hy > 0 such that for all |h| < hy we have ||Q}'(f o vim)|| <
||f||Oo + €, independently of m.

13



Let € > 0 be arbitrary. We define

K
Q= llgrlloo lleelly (8)
k=1

and remark that [|Q°(f ov)| < @ for all & € [—1,1]. Pick N € N and distinct points
x1,...,xn € G' such that for

N
r = sup inf d(y, x;),
yGGl]Zl

we have B, [0y] C (B1/2[04])", as well as < 1/4 and

d(wy) < 2 = l9u(o) = 4l0)| < 5= (9)

We define, for all j € {1,..., N} and 6 > 0, the sets
Vs;i={y € G dly,z;) +6 < d(y,z;) for all j # j}.

We have Vs ; C Vo ; C Ly, (B1/2[0]"). Choose 6 > 0 such that § < r and

€
VOl(Gl \ U;\le%d) < 3722
Choose hg > 0 such that
ol < 2 (10)
max —.
€€Ug supp () ¢ 2

Let h € [—1,1] with |h| < Ky be arbitrary. Let n > [ be arbitrary. Let m € L be the
(unique) lattice for which [ <m <n, m Cn and m\ {e} 2 for all e € m, ie, mis
made from [ by subdivisions, and n is made from m by additions of edges. As ngd is
isometric,

1Q5(f o )l = [ EG™ Q5 (f o)) || = 1Q5(f 0 )l (11)
so it suffices to prove that [|Q7(f o vm)| < [|f]l + € Define
Vsg o= (yst) = (Vis), V= U;'Vzl%,ju

as depicted in Figure Bal It is easily checked that U ~— (yio™)~!(U) preserves volume.
Hence vol(G™\ V) < €/(3Q?%). Choose 1 € H™ such that ¢, = 1 and

1QR (f 0y ell3 2 Q5 (F 0 ) = 5 (12)

We now claim that there exists a point ¢y € G™ such that

[ dl@p( ol < vl G\ T)QP < 5. (13)
G\ Lgo (V)

14



Vs .
Ui

Vi3

Us

(b) The subspaces Uy, ..., Uy for a fixed j.

conf

(a) The subspaces Vs ; := (y£o")) =1 (V5 ;).
Figure 3: Dividing the configuration space G™ = T? into small subspaces when m has
two edges (of different length) and [ has one.

Indeed, if there were no such gy € G™, we would obtain

wl@\ 0@ < [ dw [ dalQp(r o)l

_ / dg / Ao | QT (f © Yo ) (600) P
am\Vr m
= Vol(G™\ V) IQE(f o Il < vol(G™\ V)@,

which is a contradiction. Therefore a gy € G™ satisfying (I3) does exist, and is fixed
throughout the rest of the proof. Using (2], we conclude

2
1Q3(F 0 m)IP = 5 < Q5 (f 0w}l — 5
< Z / dq |Q7" (f o yim)¥ (@)

‘ZO (V6 7

For all j € {1,..., N}, we define
’l7Z)j = ¢1Lq0(VO,j)'

By |A] < he and (I0), we have [|RS]| < /2 for all § € Uy supp(us).
ysonf[Sml(RE)] = [hE] we infer that ¢ € L, (Vs;) implies ¢ + S™(hE) € Ly(Vo,)-

Therefore, by using

By using

-y / Ay ©)g (™ (q + LS™(RE))(g + S™(hE)),  (15)

k=1

Qh ( Ofylm

we obtain that, for all ¢ € Ly, (Vs;),
Q' (f o vm)¥ (@) = Q5 (f © Yum)¥5(a)-

15



Hence, (I4]) becomes
9e N
QF (ol =5 <3 [ Qi o
: lm Vé]

By an argument similar to how we found ¢y (finding a contradiction if it would not
exist) now using >_ ||;|3 = [|¢|3, we may fix a j € {1,..., N} such that

2
[ aiepsems@b = 1wk (IepU e -5 ). ()
qu(vé,j)

We fix subspaces Uy, ...,Uy C %7]' and points y1, ...,y € (v ({z;}) C f/o’j
such that y, € U, for all s =1,..., M and such that
(a) U, U, = Vp; and the U, are disjoint;
(b) Liswig(Us N Vs ;) C U for all € € Bs(0) C g
(c) Us C L, (B™) for all s.

An example of such sets is depicted in Figure [3bl Define, for all s,

,l/}jvs = wleqo(US) = wquo(US)'

By (@), we have

dq|Q™(f o d . o
[ 19 oumt Z ] 1G]

Notice that, for all £ € Uy supp(ui), we have i€ € Bj/2(0). Therefore, by (b)), we find
that ¢ € Ly, (Us N Vs ;) implies that g + S™(hE) € Ly, (Us). Hence (IH) gives

2

[ aaQrtre vt Z e, QR 00
qu(vé,j) qu(Usmvé,j)

Therefore, (I6]) gives

’ 2
Z [, daleru ot > ol (Jp (s ount? - %),

Again arguing by contradiction, and using that Ziwzl ij,sH; = H%H;, we may fix an
s such that

m 2 2 m 9 2€
[ aorg o] =l (100G emP -5 ). an
Lgo (Us)

Using the function 1, € L*(G™) we constructed, which is supported in L, (Us), we

9

can subsequently construct a function ¢ € L?(g™), as follows. First define U :=
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Yy so that the support of ¢ — ;(y + ¢) lies in
"Ly (Us)) = LM (Us) C B [B1/2(0 )™ by (@) above. Define

’IIJ(X) — @Z)j,s(g + X) lf X 6 Bl/g(og):
0 it X ¢ Bl/g(og) y

Im
I =

which implies |43 = |[¢;.]/. Using (I7) we get

9 _
(127 0wl =5 ) WOl < [ dalQts o rmmbesa(al
U

in which we can use (3] and expand the square of the absolute value of the sum over £.
conf

For brevity, we write g = gr(7io™ (9)) and gi . = gr(via (q+55™ (hE)))—gr (Vi (7))-
We obtain

(HQ%”(fOM)HQ -2l

Z /dQ/de &) (g + gi.e)¥j.s(q + S™(RE))

k,k'=

[ @0+ gt nntas smlm&’))]

2
S[dq

.S / ) [ dnel(€) (2130] + sup o l) sup gk

kk'= qeU qeU

dpw (&) grtjs(q + S™ (k)

Because H%hf” < r, because Uy C \70,j and because d(x,x;) < r for all z € V;; we can
apply (@) to find, for all £ and & € supp(ux),

sup |gy.¢| <

€
e 12Q3 [kl
Therefore, and by Lemma [3.6]

9 26 ~112
(18 o rm)1? = 2 ) 191

<,
gm

2

dpi(€) g (Vi () ) (X + ™ (RE))

K
+ > Nl 4llgll Nl sup sup |gf ol 145115
k,k'=1 §'esupp(pyr) qell
K
con 7112
< o [ f ot 16 + 5161
€6 || =1

= (I +5) 119115

By () we conclude that [|Q7(f o vi)||> < ||f|l. + ¢ Since n > I was arbitrary, we
have [|Q°(f o y)|” < |Ifllo. + € which concludes the proof. O
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3.2 Rieffel’s condition away from zero

Now that we have continuity of A — [|Q°(f o) at B = 0, we are left to prove
continuity at an arbitrary h; € [—1,1] \ {0}. In the rest of the paper, we fix such an
hi1, as well as a function f € M}, expanded as f = Eszl Ik R [l

The reason that Rieffel’s condition away from zero holds in the infinite dimen-
sional case, as opposed to the case on a finite lattice (see [14, Remark 23] for a
counterexample) is that HQ%‘I’( fo ’Yl)” is given by a supremum over lattices m > [ as
shown in (7). Better yet: it is also given by a supremum over lattices m > [, with
I® from Definition 2.1l If we choose R large enough, the components of the SIRZ(S)’S,
for £ € Uy supp(px), become arbitrarily small. We take advantage of this fact by the
following construction. For every edge e € [, we choose a single edge ¢’ € [ that lies
inside e. The edge ¢’ has a length 1/R times the length of e, so we have Slm(f)e/ = %fe.
We then define the projection

R
xur : GU = G oxur(q)e = ge,

and note that it satisfies x,z[S"(£)] = [5€].

Similarly to the proof of Proposition B.7, we will define subsets of G, which in
volume approximate the whole of G but are topologically better behaved than G.

Definition 3.8. For all 6 > 0, define
Us:={{eg: &e(—2+161—10)" foralle €l}.

2

In particular, Uy is the open unit cube around 0. Using Us, we define a subset Vz C G
with volume vol(Vz) = (1 — §)"l n = dim G, by setting

Vsi={l{le G £eUs).
Using these we will define subsets of G™, for a particular class of lattices m > [%.

Lemma 3.9. Given a lattice m obtained from 1% by subdivisions (hence in particular
[ <I® < m) the map oyr,, : G™ — G' defined by

Purm = Xur © Vi G = G
is smooth, and U — ¢, (U) preserves volume.

Proof. By first considering the elementary steps of adding and subdividing an edge,

one finds that both y;= and fy;,g;;f are smooth and preserve volume by inverse image. [

For any 0 > 0, we set
Vs o= g, (V5) C G™.

For hi € [—1, 1] of the same sign as fy, we define a map F : V; — G™ by

F(q) = q+R (hﬁ - 1) 5™ (o(a)). (18)

where ¢ : Vo — ¢’ is defined by
E(Q) =€ Ell if  ourm(q) = [€] € G' for § € Up.

18



(a) Subdivision where R = 2 and m = [*.  (b) Subdivision where R = 1 and m > [%.

Figure 4: Choosing subsets Vj (6 > 0) within the configuration space G™ = T? such
that, when 8; > 0y, V5, € Vs,. The bijection F : V5, — Vj, expands the subset Vj,
onto ‘752 along the direction of S™ o ¢, as indicated by the arrows. Here m has two
edges (of possibly different length) and I has one.

Lemma 3.10. Let h € [—1,1] be of the same sign as hy and let 61,09 € (0,1) satisfy
(1 —61) = hy(1 — 62). (19)
Then F' restricts to a diffeomorphism F : ‘761 — 1752 satisfying for all q € \751 :
|det d,F| = (h/hy)".
Moreover, when q + tS™ (h,€) € Vs, for all t € [0,1], we have
F(q+ S™(mg)) = F(g) + 5™ (). (20)

Proof. By Lemma [3.9, ¢ is smooth, which implies that F' is smooth. It follows from
(I®) that the map V3, — End(g™), ¢ — d F is constant, and that

urm(F[z]) = [(R/h1)z]

which by ([9) implies that F :f/(;1 — 1752 is bijective. Therefore F' is a diffeomorphism
and | det d,F| is given by vol(Vs,)/vol(Vs,) = vol(Vs,)/vol(Vs,) = (h/h)™!, by use of
Definition 3.8 and Lemma The last statement of the lemma is a simple check. [

In Figure ], two key examples show how F maps the points of ‘761 to \752. We now
have all the tools we need to establish the last part of our main result.

Proposition 3.11. (Rieffel’s condition away from 0) For each f € AY, and each
hy € [-1,1]\ {0}, we have

Jim 1@ (1) = @B DI
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Proof. Let f € Ml for some | € L, write f = Ele gr ® fix, for gp € C(GY) and py, a
finite complex measure supported in B!, and let h; € [—1,1]\ {0}. By [14, Proposition
24] we already have

Tim QN > [|@5 (-
In order to also prove

lim Q7 (D)l < |5 ()

I

we let € > 0 be arbitrary. By Definition B.8 and Lemma 3.9 we can choose ¢ € (0, 1)
small enough such that, with @ from (§]),

vol(G™ \ V) = vol(G \ V;) < 3%22 (21)
Choose a natural number R € N, big enough such that
1
— Vil <. (22)

where |I| denotes the number of edges in [. For all £ € U, supp(ux), we have hi € € B,
which is an open set. We choose a number ¢ > 0 such that for all & € [—1, 1] with
|h — hy| < ¢ it holds that

h
1— h_<1 —9) €(0,1); h¢ € B for all € € Uy supp(p);
1

1— hﬁl (1 — g) € (0,0); sgn(h) = sgn(hy);

h )
1——(1-% 1):
hl( 4)6(07 bl

Let h € [—1,1] be arbitrary such that |h—h| < ¢. By () and (L)), it suffices to prove

~—

Vol R 5= 1|V < g (29

leslly

||Q;‘?(f0/7lm)|| < }}Qg(fOVIm)” + €,

for all lattices m > [® obtained from [® purely by subdivision of edges. We let m be
such a lattice in the following. We choose a ¢ € H™ such that |||, = 1 and

1 (f o ym) I* — = < Q5 (f © )V |l3 -

By a proof by contradiction (as we gave several times in the proof of Proposition B.7])
using (2I)) we obtain a point ¢y € G™ such that

[ e el < 5
Lgg (G™\Vs)
Therefore
2
07 (ol =5 < [ g ool o)
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Using (23), define Fy, : Ly, (Vi) — G™ by Fy(q) := F(q — qo) + qo, so that when
q +tS™(h&) € Ly, (Vs)s) for all ¢ € [0, 1], (20) gives

Fy(q+ 8™ (€)) = Fyo(q) + S™ (RE). (25)

As Vs C 175/4, we may in particular define i) € H™ = L2(G™) by

Bq) = {wh/m)n“lwqo@» if g € Lyy(V3)
0

U(q) = if g€ G™\ Ly (V).

From Lemma 310 and the first assumption of (23) we obtain that ||[]|3 < ||¢]3 = 1.
We have 7, & € B, so ||h€]] < +/]I]/2 for all € € Uy supp(px). By (22), and because

Ourm[S™(X)] = [£X], we have

lels™ (me)l|| < o/2. (26)

Therefore g + S™ (h,€) € Vy implies ¢ € Vj /2. Translating this implication with L,
we obtain,

2

Hin fomm)¥| = dq 'Z / dpn(€) gr (Vi (q + 35™ (7€) (g + S™ (&)
2
_ ml
B qu Vs/2) “a 'Z/dﬂk q o (h f)) <27)

when we define, for all g € L, (‘75/2)7

gt = ge(vim (g + 35™ (m8)));
he = gk (Fuo(g + 35™(M€)))) — gr(vim (g + 55™ (M€))).
We choose ¢, such that F' : IN/(;/Q — Vp, is a bijection by Lemma B0, i.e., we define

6, :=1—n/h (1 —6/2). By @3), we have 6, € (0,9), and therefore V5 C V5,. When
we apply a change of variables ¢ — F,(¢) to (24)) we obtain, by Lemma B.10 and (23]),

2
QR (F oI~
2
S qu(v54 dq'Z/duk ) g (7 (g + LS™ (he)))w (g + S™ (KE))

2

/ 2
qu (V6/2

The only difference between (27) and (28)) is now the appearance of gj . in the latter

Z / dpn(€)(3i + Fh.e)v(a + 5™ ()

(28)

expression. For all ¢ € L, (Vs), & € Ugsupp(u), and ¢ € [0,1], we have ¢ +
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LS (hi€) € Lyy(Viya) by (26). By Lemma 310 and (23), we obtain
el < N1Vl d (Vi (Fao(a + 58™ (10€)) i (a + 3.5™ (a€)))

h
< Vel HR (h—l - 1) a0+ %smlm@H

| €
< ;
2 12Q 3 [kl
for all ¢, k, and &. Expanding the square of the absolute value in (28]), and using (27),

Qo )| — =

3
S /
qu V6/2

h
< ||ng||ooR\h——1
1

2

dug(€) glab(q + S™(h€))

Py / Al (€) (250 5]+ sup 17 ) [ el (€)su o]
k=1
2 K
< ||@n(f o mm)d| + 4@ llnll sup sup gt
2 k=1 13 q

< || Qi (f o mm)|” + 3.
Therefore |Q7(f o vum)||* < Hth o fylm)HQ + € for all lattices m > [ > [, which is
what we needed to prove. O

We conclude that Qf° : A5° — A?° is a strict deformation quantization:

Proof of Theorem [3.1. Combine Propositions 2.7, 3.2, 3.3, B.4], B3, B.7, and B 11 O

4 QOutlook

We constructed field C*-algebras for classical and quantum abelian gauge theories,
noted their advantageous properties, and connected them via strict deformation quant-
ization. These results already show that our new method, guided by quantization and
using operator systems at the finite level, can be a valuable contribution to the pro-
gram of C*-algebraic lattice gauge theory. We will now discuss how our method can
be exploited even further, when taking three important next steps.

Reduction We have constructed field algebras for classical and quantum abelian
gauge theories. The next step would be to define observable algebras, by reduction
with respect to the gauge group that is attached to each vertex of the lattice. The
embedding maps from this paper respect gauge transformations, and can therefore
be used to define gauge transformations on the continuum algebras. The way the
classical and quantum gauge actions relate still needs to be worked out, which makes
it hard to say whether any choice of observable algebra is correct at this point. The
C*-algebraic quantization route looks very promising, as there one can use the fact
that a restriction of a strict deformation quantization map to a *-subalgebra, whose
image is multiplicatively closed, is also a strict deformation quantization.
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Full time evolution The combined results of [I4] and this paper give hope that
C*-algebras like Ay and Ap° are invariant under the full abelian Yang-Mills time
evolution in 341 dimensions. The Hamiltonians of Theorems 2.8 and give rise to
the classical and quantum time evolutions corresponding to the electric part of the
Kogut—Susskind Hamiltonian, with a rescaling of each term by a factor proportional
to the square of the length scale of the cubic lattice. See [8] and [17, page 34].
This rescaling can be countered in many ways; perhaps the most natural way is to
reinterpret the configuration space of an edge from a singular parallel transport to an
average of parallel transports, effectively assigning each edge not only a length but a
width and breadth as well. Accordingly, the embedding map for adding an edge should
be altered in the same way that we altered the embedding map for subdivision in this
paper. The above reinterpretation might also make it easier to obtain invariance under
full time evolution, by ensuring that the finite approximations (for which we can apply
[14]) converge to the continuum in a stronger sense.

Generalization to non-abelian groups Many of the definitions in this paper were
inspired by the more general case where the gauge group G = T" is replaced with any
compact Lie group GG. The quantization map generalizes by correctly incorporating
the exponential map in (). In particular,

Q%(g ® eig.) = MgoLexp(h&/z) L:xp(ﬁf) < B(LQ(GZ))-

The embedding maps for adding an edge are unaltered in the non-abelian case.
The embedding maps for subdivision generalize as well, giving in particular,

FE™(f)(q1, g2, p1, p2) := f(u(q1, g2)s 1 + p2),
Féub(MgL:Xp(X)) = M L*

gou exp(%X,%X)’

where 1 G x G — G is the group multiplication. These formulas suggest that it
is possible to define a natural quantization map in the continuum limit. It would
be interesting to see whether the properties discussed in this paper still hold and, in

particular, whether this map is a strict deformation quantization.
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