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Abstract

Combining the effect of an intermediate renormalization prescription (zero momentum
subtraction) and the background field method (BFM), we show that the algebraic renor-
malization procedure needed for the computation of radiative corrections within non-
invariant regularization schemes is drastically simplified. The present technique is suit-
able for gauge models and, here, is applied to the Standard Model. The use of the BFM
allows a powerful organization of the counterterms and avoids complicated Slavnov-Taylor
identities. Furthermore, the Becchi-Rouet-Stora-Tyutin (BRST) variation of background
fields plays a special role in disentangling Ward-Takahashi identities (WTI) and Slavnov-
Taylor identities (STI). Finally, the strategy to be applied to physical processes is exem-
plified for the process b — sv.


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0102005v1

1 Introduction

The method of algebraic renormalization has been intensively used as a tool for proving
renormalizability of various models (see, e.g., [[]). However, its full value has not yet been
widely appreciated by the practitioners. Indeed, the theoretical understanding of algebraic
renormalization does not lead automatically to a practical advice for higher-loop calculations.
We have to recall that the quantization of gauge models in covariant gauges is necessarily
characterized by complicate STIs among the Green functions. Already for simple models, the
algebraic renormalization — which essentially provides a technique to restore the symmetries
broken by non-invariant regularization schemes — appears particularly difficult [f]. In the
case of the Standard Model (SM) or its supersymmetric extensions, the number of fields, of
couplings and of independent renormalization constants forbid the naive application of the
method [B, fl, B, {-

In a recent paper [], the algebraic renormalization has been considered with regard
to practical applications. A procedure has been suggested and worked out which allows
an efficient determination of the breaking terms and of the corresponding counterterms.
Actually the computation can be reduced to the evaluation of universal, i.e. regularization-
scheme-independent, counterterms.

In this paper, we present an improved strategy to simplify the renormalization program
within a non-invariant regularization scheme by using the advantages of the BFM [, P,
[0]. The latter simplifies consistently the analysis and provides an effective procedure for
computing all necessary counterterms.

The difference between the conventional approach without the BFM and the new method
presented here is essentially due to the fact that the number of independent breaking terms
is highly reduced. This is achieved by implementing the WTIs also for the background fields.
In a first step the corresponding counterterms are computed, which is relatively simple due
to the linearity of the WTIs. The counterterms are in turn incorporated into the STIs
where, as a consequence, only a few background gauge invariant counterterms are needed
to restore the non-linear equations. Thus we completely avoid the use of the conventional
STIs, obtained by differentiating the functional STT with respect to the quantum fields and
at least one ghost field. However, we cannot totally skip the STIs obtained with at least one
anti-field. Next to the presence of the BRST variation of the background fields the other
main new aspect of our method is the effective solution of the remaining STIs by exploiting
the background gauge invariance.

For many models, it is quite easy to find a regularization technique which preserves
background gauge invariance at one- or two-loop order due to the linearity of the WTIs.
In such cases, the only missing counterterms are those needed to restore the STIs. Owing
the background gauge invariance, the number of independent non-invariant counterterms
are reduced and, according to our procedure, the program can be further simplified. In
addition, exploiting completely the BEM, only one-loop non-invariant counterterms are really
necessary to perform the computation of physical amplitudes.

The practical use of a such an optimized algebraic scheme is at least two-fold: the im-
pressive experimental precision mainly reached at the electron-positron colliders LEP and



SLC and at the proton anti-proton collider TEVATRON has made it mandatory to eval-
uate higher-order quantum correction where the algebraic inconsistencies within the naive
dimensional regularization scheme are unavoidable. It also seems desirable to have a power-
ful alternative for cross-checks. Moreover, using the dimensional scheme in supersymmetric
theories one needs a practical procedure to restore the Ward identities of supersymmetry in
the final step of the renormalization procedure.

In [[d], we applied the method of Ref. [[] to the three-gauge-boson vertices involving
two W bosons and a photon or Z boson. These contributions constitute a building block
to the important W pair production process ete™ — WTW ~, which plays a crucial role
at LEP2. Also the two-loop electroweak muon decay amplitude was discussed within this
approach [[J]. The application of these techniques to supersymmetric examples will be
presented in a forthcoming paper.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section P] we recall the quantization within the BEM
and introduce our conventions. In Section [.]] we discuss the conventional algebraic method.
In Section B3 our method for the computation of the breaking terms A™ to all orders is
presented. This technique, used in conjunction with the BFM, simplifies the task of the
complete analysis. It is based on intermediate renormalization prescriptions. In Section B.3,
we describe the structure of the complete set of identities necessary to renormalize the SM
and how they should be organized in order to provide the most efficient procedure in practical
computations. Finally, in Section fll, we apply the previous analysis to the physical process
b — s7v and present our conclusions in Section f. In Appendix [A] we discuss the linearized
Slavnov-Taylor operator and the couplings not presented in [[J. Besides the WTIs and
STIs there exist also other functional identities which are discussed in Appendix [B There,
also the reduced functional is briefly introduced. All possible background gauge invariant
counterterms, which in our method could occur to fix the STIs, are listed in Appendix [J.

2 Quantization within the Background Field Gauge

For the reader’s convenience and in order to establish our conventions, we briefly illustrate
the quantization procedure for the SM in the background field gauge. We recall the BRST
symmetry (extended to background fields) [[3, B, [0, f] and the corresponding STIs, the
gauge fixing and, finally, the WTIs for the background gauge invariance. Auxiliary material
and supplementary constraints such as the Abelian Anti-ghost equation [[[(] are discussed
in Appendix B For more details we refer to [q].

A generic field is denoted by ¢, while ®; stands for scalar matter fields, i.e. Goldstone
(G*, G° and Higgs (H) bosons. A generic gauge boson field is denoted by VMB and the
ghost and the anti-ghost fields by ¢® and &7, respectively. The index B collectively denotes
the adjoint representation for the group SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1). The symbols V! and ¢* are
used to denote gluon fields and the corresponding ghosts in the adjoint representation of the
Lie algebra su(3). The background fields are marked with a hat in order to distinguish them
from their quantum counterparts. (); denotes the electric charge of a quark ¢;. The Greek
indices belong to the adjoint representation for su(2) and Latin indices of the beginning of the



alphabet a, b, ¢, . .. run over the adjoint representation of the Lie algebra su(3). Latin indices
from the middle of the alphabet i, j, k, . .. denote the representation of scalars which is taken
to be real (tf} = —tﬁ-). The generators t* satisfy the commutation relations [t4, t5] = fABCC
where fABC denotes the structure constant of the gauge group. We use the symbol 1; for
fermions and the generators in the fermion representation are identified by 77, where the
indices I, J, K, ... collect the spin, isospin, colour and chirality degrees of freedom.

Let us also introduce three different types of effective actions, which will be used in the
following. The Green functions I' are regularized and subtracted by means of any chosen
scheme. The Green functions I' are subtracted using Taylor expansion (see Section BJ).
This implies that all sub-divergences are already renormalized properly. Finally, " denotes
the renormalized symmetric Green functions, which satisfy the relevant WTIs and STIs. A
complete explanation of the conventions, quantum numbers and symmetry transformations
of the fields is provided in Ref. [[].

The quantization of the theory can only be achieved by introducing a suitable gauge fixing
Lar and the corresponding Faddeev-Popov terms Lerr. Then the classical action reads

ro, =1, = /d4l’ <£1Nv+z¢:8¢i+£gp+£qpn> . (2.1)

Both Lgr and Lgr break the local gauge invariance, leaving the theory invariant under
the BRST [[J transformations. The BRST symmetry is crucial for proving the unitarity
of the S-matrix and the gauge independencef] of physical observables. Therefore it must be
implemented to all orders. Owing to the non-linearity of the BRST transformations [[[J], the
renormalization of some composite operators (namely s¢; where ¢; is a generic field of the
SM and s is the BRST generator) is necessary. This is usually done by adding the composite
operators s¢; coupled to BRST-invariant external sources ¢; (anti-fields) to the classical
action, namely we add the sum Y, ¢} s¢', which is restricted to those fields undergoing a
non-linear transformation [[[3].

To renormalize properly the SM in the background gauge, one needs to implement the
equations of motion for the background fields at the quantum level. The most efficient way
to this end is to extend the BRST symmetry to the background fields

sWi’:Qi, sQ% =0, sGO=Q0, $Q0=0,
sSWE=QF sQF =0, sGF=0%, sQ* =0, (2.2)
SGZ:QZ, sQ0 =0, sH=0" QO =0,

where QF, Q% and Q¢ are (classical) vector fields with the same quantum numbers as the
gauge bosons W, Z and G%, but ghost charge +1 (like a ghost field). Q* Q% and Q" are
scalar fields with ghost number +1.

!The BRST symmetry extended to background fields is essential for quantizing a gauge model in the
background gauge. Within that framework the unitarity of the model, the gauge parameter independence
and the independence of the S-matrix from the background fields can be proven [@]



Finally, the BRST symmetry extended to the background fields (cf., e.g., [{]) is imple-
mented at the quantum level by establishing the corresponding STI in the functional form

ST ST
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Iz B
+cslr ST 6]1“+5IF 51r+5r51r+51r51r
oWt \ 6z, " VsA,) T awiToWT T SViT Ve | enE o
or (0T or +5]r5_1r+ ST 51r+ ST 6T
53\ Ve, Woca) T dcmasca T SGRESGT | 6GHO 6GO
ST 6T ST 6T 6 6T ST
ol - - by —
i OH*oH i I:L%u,d,e <5'¢J*I 5w1 i 5w*1 5wl> a:A,ZZ,:I:,a 65&]

+Qslc ((LF_E)_S ((LF_(LFN
M \ez, 0z,) TV \sA, OA,
ST o BYIN)

+ 0 | |+ | — —
“(«W: Wf) “(W; W;)

or o or o or o
o= — — 0P — — — o — — —
" (5(# 5Gi> " <6G0 6G°> " (5H 5H> }

= 0, (2.3)

where the notation A*BT = AT B~ 4+ A~ B™ has been used. Here sy and ¢y denote the sine
and cosine of the Weinberg angle 0y, and b,, are the so-called Nakanishi-Lautrup multipliers.

The first sum in the fourth line of Eq. (B-J) includes the left-handed doublets and the
right-handed singlets. For the BRST source fields no Weinberg rotation has been introduced.
We stress that this formula represents the complete non-linear STI to all orders. The first
two and the last term in the first square brackets correspond to the linear BRST variation
of the U(1) abelian gauge field and the BRST transformations of the anti-ghost fields.

In order to specify the gauge-fixing, we introduce the equation of motion for the b fields
corresponding to the various gauge fields in the SM

or

= = Fo(V,@) + &b, (2:4)
Sbe

where F¢ are the gauge fixing functions. - (C' = A, Z,+,a) are the corresponding gauge
parameters. In the case of the background gauge fixing the functions F¢ are explicitly given
in formula (A.2) of [.

For each generator of the gauge group SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1), we consider the corre-
sponding local infinitesimal parameters. They are denoted by Aa(z), Az(z) and Ay (x) for
the electroweak part and by A\, (x) for the QCD sector. The functional WTI for the effective
action II' thus reads

W) = % [t (e) o = X [deh@We@m) = 0. 25

B=A,Z+.a



where the variations dy¢(z) are explicitly given in the Appendix of [[{]. The sum runs over
all possible fields and anti-fields. W, (z) is called Ward-Takahashi operator. It acts on the
functional I'[¢].

The principal difference between the STIs (R.3) and the WTIs (R.3) for the background
gauge invariance is due to the linearity of the latter. This means that the WTIs are linear
in the functional I and they therefore relate Green functions of the same orders while for
the STIs there is an interplay between higher- and lower-order radiative corrections.

In Appendix [B, we consider the supplementary equations needed in order to complete
the algebraic structure of the functional equations. Although these constraints are not
independent from (2.3), (B-4) and () they turn out to be useful in order to reduce the
complexity of the algebraic method.

As a final remark of this section we want to mention that in the forthcoming part of
this paper instead of Eq. (B.1]) we will use the reduced functional which differs only slightly
from T’y in the gauge-fixing part as is explained explicitly in Appendix B (see Eqgs. (B-2)
and (B.3)). This has the consequence that some of the formulae are simpler. In particular,
in Eq. (2-3) the last term in the fourth line is absent. As this is a minor technical point and
confusion is excluded, we denote also the reduced functional by I'y.

3 Renormalization

3.1 The algebraic method

The Quantum Action Principle (QAP) [I§ is the fundamental theorem of renormalization
theory. It guarantees the locality of the counterterms and the polynomial character of the
renormalization procedure. The QAP also implies that all breaking terms of the STIs and
WTIs are local and that they can be fully characterized in terms of classical fields, their
quantum numbers and symmetry properties.

In the case of STIs, the QAP implies that, if the Green functions I'®~1) satisfy all the
symmetry constraints at lower orders, the (subtracted) nt"-order Green functions I'™ fulfill

them up to local insertions qu") in the one-particle-irreducible (1PI) Green functions:
SO = A (3.1)

Here Ag") is an integrated, Lorentz-invariant polynomial of the fields, of the anti-fields and of
their derivatives, Ag") =2 Vg,? [d*z Ag;(x), with ultra-violet (UV) degree < 4 and infra-
red (IR) degree > 3 (assuming four space-time dimensions). In the same way, the WTIs are
spoiled by breaking terms of the form

Wy (T™) = AFO, (3.2)

where A%)(A) =3 7&7})2 [d*z Aw,i(x, \) is again an integrated, Lorentz-invariant polyno-
mial, depending linearly on the infinitesimal parameter A\, with UV degree < 4 and IR
degree > 3.



Although Egs. (B-)) and (B.9) apply to any renormalization scheme, the coefficients 7(572

and 71(,31 of the various A™’s depend on the particular scheme adopted and on the order

of the computation. In fact, the definitions of Afgn) and A%})(A) rely on specific conventions
for composite operators. Thus a renormalization description for the composite operators
is necessary. Usually one uses the concept of Normal Product Operators introduced by
Zimmermann [[[7] or the conventional counterterm technique, which is preferable from the
practical point of view.

Once the breaking terms qu") and A%})()\) are given, the main objective of the algebraic
method [[[3, [[] can be discussed. This essentially entails a prescription to restore the identities
by suitable local countertermsf], TCT™ = 52, ™ [ a4z £OT(z), such that one has at n'"
order:

|
%)
—
=
~—r
—_
z
Il

+Z( ) — STy = 0,
W (T) = W(A)( )—W(A) (rre) = o, (3.3)

where the decomposition given in Egs. (A7]) and (A32) has been used. Notice that, since
the Green functions I'¥) with j < n are already fixed, only I'™ has to be adjusted by the
local counterterms 7).

In practice the problem amounts to solving the algebraic equations

So (TOT™M) = AYY, Wy (TEFM) = AP (), (3.4)

where Sy is defined below Eq. (A.2)). The solution fixes a subset of the coefficients 52-(") of the

counterterms in terms of ygfi) and fy(W")Z These equations turn out to be solvable in the absence
of anomalies, where only the consistency conditions have to be used. Moreover, because of
a non-trivial kernel of the operators Sy and W, (i.e. the space of invariant counterterms),

one is allowed to impose renormalization conditions by tuning the free parameters of the
model (namely the remaining coefficients £™ of DCTH ()

Nz (T™) = Nz (T 4+TM) = 0, (3.5)

where the index Z runs over all independent parameters of the SM and N7 denotes the
normalization condition operators.

The existence and uniqueness of I'“"(") as a solution of the system (B-3)—(B.H) has been
proven in [[3, [§, [9] for gauge theories, in 20, fi] for supersymmetric models, and in [[, fl,
for non semi-simple models coupled to fermion and scalar fields. Indeed, the main purpose
of the algebraic renormalization is to demonstrate the existence of a unique solution (up
to normalization conditions) to the algebraic problem (B.J)—(B.4) in the absence of anoma-
lies. Unfortunately, this does not necessarily provide a practical technique to compute the
breaking terms A®™ and to determine the corresponding counterterms '™,

2See Appendix [(] for the notation.



3.2 Simplifying the breaking terms

As already mentioned above, regardless of which regularization scheme is used, the cal-
culation of the A™’s in (B4) is quite tedious and gets even more complicated at higher
orders (see, e.g., [J] for a complete one-loop computation). In general, one has to calcu-
late all Green functions that occur in the complete set of STIs or WTIs. Inserting them
in the chosen identities then determines A(. The additional computations necessary in
the conventional algebraic method can be slightly reduced: instead of calculating all Green
functions that occur in the full set of STIs, one can compute only those at special points,
namely for zero momentum, for on-shell momentum or for large external momenta. As a
consequence, the breaking terms, A are simply related to those Green functions that are
evaluated at these special points. Clearly, if on-shell renormalization conditions are used in
the calculation, the on-shell method could be superior to the zero-momentum subtraction.
At large momentum, one takes advantage of Weinberg’s theorem [BI]. In [BJ], based on
the zero-momentum subtraction, a procedure has been formulated to discuss the complete
renormalization of the abelian Higgs model. Here, we adopt the same procedure in the more
general context of the SM.

Owing to locality and to bounded mass dimension (as fixed by power counting and the
QAP) of each single monomial Ag;(z) and Ay (x, A) of A(S") and AEQL;, respectively, there
exist two non-negative integers dg and dy, such that

(=775 ) Asprs-opn) = 0, (=T Y Aw(p, .- ,pd) = 0, (36)

where T? is the Taylor subtraction operator; Ag;(p1, ..., pn) and Ay ;(p1, ..., pn, A) are the
Fourier transformed polynomials of Ag;(z) and of Ay ;(x, A). In power counting renormal-
izable theories the degrees g and dy are independent of the loop order n.

Acting with the zero-momentum subtraction operator (1 — T3 /W) on both sides of

Egs. (B-1) and (B-J) leads to

1-19)[sm)]" = @-1%)aP = o,
(1=T")Wu (D™ = (1=T")AP () = 0. (3.7)

Thus the A™’s are subtracted away. The functional Taylor subtraction operator T° is
defined in ([A4) of Appendix [f]. At the moment we assume that the zero-momentum sub-
traction is possible. This means that the vertex functions have to be sufficiently regular at
zero momenta. In the presence of massless particles, zero-momentum subtractions of the
regularized function I'™ might lead to IR divergences. A practical solution of this problem
is discussed in [[[I]. In particular, the decomposition of Sy is made in order to disentangle
the IR divergent Green functions from the IR finite ones. Consequently one has to analyze
the new breaking terms arising from the commutator between this new operator and the
STI and the WTT operator. Moreover, one can take advantage of the fact that the breaking
terms are IR safe for general reasons provided there are no IR anomalies in the model.

The Lh.s. of Egs. (B-7) has not yet the correct form. Actually, our aim is to obtain new
STIs and WTTIs for the subtracted Green functions, i.e. for '™ = (1 — T%)['™ where Ope

7



is the naive power counting degree. Generically, we have dy,0s > d,.. For that purpose
we commute the Taylor operation with the Slavnov-Taylor operator Sy and with the Ward-
Takahashi operator W) where it is convenient to adopt the decomposition (B.3) into a
linearized operator plus bilinear terms for the STIs case. The part involving the linearized
operator leads to

(1=T)8(I™) = S (D) 48 (T 1™ — 1% (S(1™)) (3.8)
and, correspondingly, for the WTIs case, we have
(1-— TJW)W(A) (F(n)) = W (f(n)) + Wi (T5PCF(">) — 7w (W()\) (F("))) . (3.9)

These equations express the fact that Sy and W,) are in general not homogeneous in the
fields. In particular, this is the case for theories with spontaneous symmetry breaking.
Notice that, although the Taylor operator is scale-invariant, it does not commute with &
and W, of the SM. The difference between dy/,ds and J,. leads to over-subtractions in
'™ Therefore, breaking terms generated by the last two terms on the r.h.s. of Egs. (BY)
and (B.9) have to be introduced. Furthermore, the action of the Taylor operator can be
split into the naive contribution Z;‘;ll (]F(j US| )) plus the local terms obtained by Taylor
expansion. These local terms also contribute to the new breaking terms.
Finally, by applying the Taylor operator on (B.1]) and using (B.7) and (B.§) we obtain

n—1

7 ) _ _ e\ p(n) ) p(n—d)
(1= 1%)[S(D)] &U1tr)r}+gxrar 2
_ {T(;SSO _ SOT6PC:| (F(")) _ s nz_:l (IF(j), ]f‘(n—j)) - 0.
j=1

(3.10)

The terms in the second line of (B.I() represent the new local breaking terms which corre-
spond to the subtracted function at the n'® order, I'™ = (1—7%¢)I'™_ Thus, it is convenient
to define the new breaking terms as

n—1
= |:T(SSSQ _ SOTapc}(F(n)) + T Y (I[*(j)’]f‘(n—j)) ‘ (3.11)
j=1

We emphasize that they are universal in the sense that they do not depend on the specific
regularization used in the calculation — in contrast to Ag") in Eq. (B-]]) because they are
UV-finite.

Applying the same steps to the WTIs, we end up with

WW@)Z[WWMM—WmWﬂGWy (3.12)

As a consequence of the linearity of the WTIs, Eq. (B.12) is simpler than Eq. (B.11)). The

form of the new breaking terms \If(vg)()\) does not depend on the loop-order. In addition, the

8



only source for \Ifg})()\) essentially consists in the different UV behaviour of each term in the

functional operator W,), which lead to over-subtractions. The sole source for \II(V;)()\) is the
spontaneous symmetry-breaking mechanism.

In the described procedure the use of the Taylor expansion is motivated by practical
considerations. In momentum space the technique for evaluating Green functions with zero
external momenta is quite elaborated and, in some cases, the corresponding integrals can
even be solved analytically at the three-loop order [PJ].

The algebraic problem is now reduced to finding the proper counterterms =™ which
solve the equations

So(E™) =—w?, Wy (E™) = —ufp). (3.13)
Finally, in terms of Z(™ the final correct vertex function at n' order reads
r™ — p0 =m0 — (1 — T‘spc) rm 4 =m0 (3.14)

In order to illustrate the discussion of this subsection, we want to present a simple
example. We consider the renormalization of the three-point function Fé%qb. This amplitude
is necessary in the discussion of the process b — sy which is presented in Section fIl. Assuming
that at order n — 1 the renormalization has already been worked out, the amplitude Fé%qb
satisfies the WTI

i (pg + 1), T8, (Pas 1) + 3 M TS (D, pr)

e n n n
+ ——= (Do) (=P)Van Pr = Vag PRT) (00)] = AL (pgpe) . (3.15)
Sw\/§

where ¢ = u, ¢, t and the sum over ¢’ is understood. After adopting a renormalization scheme
the n-loop Green functions and thus the breaking term Agﬁ r+q are computed. According

to Eq. (B:IJ) we get after application of the zero momentum subtraction (1 — 7} )

Pq>Py
i(pg+m), [(1= T3, 5,) TS (90 m1)|
+i My [(1-1T5 ) rg;’q,b(pq, )]
+$%HWJDWMWW%&4%&meﬂ%mH:
iMw (puDy, + 20, ) TGl 00om)| = WG (0 0),

(3.16)

where we kept all quark masses different from zero. In the square brackets, the Taylor-
subtracted Green function are collected. On the r.h.s. only one finite Green functionf]
evaluated for zero external momenta appears. It has been generated by the over-subtraction

3The case where some masses are set to zero and IR divergences occur are discussed in detail in [EI]



and constitutes the new breaking term ‘I’K[i(,;,)- Notice that, in contrast to A%}/\Wl,, the

expression of \IIKZ’(;;) is UV finite quantity and only depends on one Green function.

In our example the breaking term @K‘i%? is absorbed by the counterterm (cf. Eq. (C.9)
of Appendix [J)

=0 = [t () g WP+ €50 g W Prb) (3.17)

where the parameters § W (n and 5 W(” have to be tuned and the wave function renormaliza-
tion for the quarks have to be adjusted In Section [] the above equations will be needed at
one-loop order, i.e. for n = 1.

Besides the obvious advantages of the Taylor expansion around zero momenta — which
essentially reduces the number of non-vanishing contributions to the A’s (for instance,
mass counterterms are not needed to restore the STIs or WTIs) — there remain complicate
expressions for the “universal” breaking terms \If(Sn) as given in Egs. (B-I1). Mainly, there
are terms that depend on lower-order Green functions, recalling the non-linear nature of
the BRST symmetry. Therefore, the WTIs of the background gauge invariance have to
be exploited completely in order to further increase the practical gain of our method with
respect to the conventional approach. In fact, as we will show below, because of algebraic
relations between the functional operators Sy and Wy, restoring the WTIs implies a partial

restoration also of the STIs. This will significantly simplify the evaluation of \Ifg"). A further

simplification in the calculation of the universal breaking terms, \Iffqn) and \If%), can be
achieved by a suitable choice of the renormalization conditions.

3.3 Computation of counterterms

The main new aspect in the present analysis is the BRST variation of the background fields.
In combination with the advantages of the intermediate renormalization, we are able to
simplify the procedure of the algebraic renormalization. However, an essential ingredient for
an efficient evaluation of counterterms = is the hierarchical structure among functional
identities. This implies that we can restore the identities one after the other without spoiling
those that are already recovered. Organizing the counterterms in such a way that in a first
step the WTIs and in a second one the ST1Is can be restored can only be achieved if the fixing
of the STIs does not destroy the already restored WTIs. This means that the counterterms
needed to restore the STIs must be invariant under the action of the WTTs, i.e. they must
be background gauge invariant. Clearly, this is only possible if the breaking terms of the
STIs are background gauge invariant. The latter is a consequence of consistency conditions
between the breaking terms of STIs and of WTIs.
In fact, we have to recall that the operators Sy and W,y form an algebra* [[3, B, [0]

St.=0 if S') = 0,

4Here we used the notation (A A B)* = faexbpe (A A B)A = fAT=ATB~,.... Notice in addition, that
in the present section we are only dealing with the WTIs and STIs. However, our considerations are easily
extended to the complete set of functional identities of the SM, as will be recalled in Appendix E

10



Sr (Win()) = Wi (S(I)) = 0,
W (W) (D)) = Wig) (Wi (D)) Wong () , (3.18)

which, applied to the breaking terms \II(S") and \Ifg})()\) in Egs. (B-10]) and (B.12), leads to the
so-called Wess-Zumino consistency conditions

Wy (T (8)) = Wiy (T (V) = TR (AAB), (3.19)
(Wi (V) =W (¥57) = 0, (3.20)
So(w) = 0. (3.21)

From well-established results of the cohomology analysis of the Wess-Zumino consistency
conditions (B.19) for the functional operators Wy [[3, B, [§, we know that, in the absence

of anomalies, the counterterms =" can be constructed such that

W(A)(EW’(")) = —\If%)(k).

Clearly, since Wy) has a non-trivial kernel, this equation cannot fix background gauge invari-
ant counterterms. A suitable choice of the latter and the organization of the complete set of
breaking terms according to the quantum numbers of the fields and anti-fields significantly
simplify the computation of =" as is shown below.

By adding the counterterms 2"+ to the Green functions '™, we see that the WTIs are
restored and the STIs are consequently modified

Wy (D0 + W) = w0 + Wiy (EV™) = 0,
[SE+=M))" = v 8 (EV™) = ¥

Moreover, as a consequence of Eq. (B.20)), the new breaking terms \i/g") are explicitly back-
ground gauge invariant as can be seen as follows:

A

W (F5”7) = Wo (85”) + Wi So (2 ™) = Wiy (97 = So (T3 (V) = 0.

The difference between a conventional approach without the BFM and our method is es-
sentially that the number of independent breaking terms \Iffg") is significantly reduced. In-
deed, only background gauge invariant countertermsf] 2% are needed to restore non-linear

STIs (B:19)
W (E50) =0, §(250) = 0. (3.22)

However, this is not the total benefit we obtain from the inclusion of the BFM. It is
also possible to simplify the calculation of the second equation in (B:22). To this end we

5In Appendix [ the complete structure of the counterterms is given.
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decompose the counterterms =%

the fields 2

according to the dependence on the anti-fields ¢* and on

=50 = =5 s, 6] + 259, 6, 6%, O,
006,650 = 8071+ o). (3:23)

where Eg’(") [0, (;3] depends only on quantum and background fields. Note that due to power
counting the dependence of Ei ") [0, &, ¢*, 9] (and thus also of Efg("’ [¢*,Q]) on ¢* and  is
only linear. For the same reason =, 5,(n) [¢*, Q] does not depend on ¢ and QAS The separation of
(2-dependent and 2-independent terms in the second line of Eq. (B:23) turns out to be useful
as we will see below. In addition, the background gauge invariance of Z%(™ implies that
each contribution to the r.h.s. of Eq. (B:23) is a linear combination of invariant polynomials.

On the other hand, the background gauge invariant breaking terms \i/(sn) can also be
decomposed according to the occurrence of ¢* and 2,

UG = W00+ WEHI6.6.07] + Tihol6. 6.0 + Winylo. 6.6%.0),  (3:24)

where the corresponding dependence is again linear.
Our final aim is to re-write the second equation of (B.22) using the decompositions in-
troduced in (B:23) and (B-24)). In this respect the following definitions turn out to be useful

(SFO 6F0 0
- X
500, Sy o)

where I'y is the classical reduced functional. Xg coincides with the classical equations of

Xg(a:) =

Xf(a:) =

motion of the field ¢ and X f is the anti-field part of the equations of motion. It is also
useful to introduce the compact notation

) - 4 ) )
Z/d4x§2 <5 5¢> = /d4 QH <5f/Au _ 5VAN>

A=3,%,a
)
+ [ d'z Q )

We can then write Eq. (B.29) using Egs. (B.3), (A1) and (A.J) in the following schematic

way
0T 623 =) 6T, < ) ) .
diz |— + +0 =S| — g
%/ [&b ¢+ 5p 6" Y 5

In this equation we insert Eqgs. (B:23) and (B:24) and sort the terms according to their
dependence on ¢* and 2. This leads to the system of equations

5 .
} : # =5%m)  _ g
; /d4x (S ¢ 6 Xd) 5¢ ) =4 0 == \1157# y
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) ) ) .
2 : #_ Y HS (n) =5,(n) (n)
Z iy =5 0 0\ s = (n)
—=8,(n) =8,(n) (n)

which can be solved for the counterterms =5, =, 5" and = _Q . For completeness we also

list the equation for \I]g’o which reads

=S, (n 5 —_ T (n
Z/d‘1 [sqﬁ =™+ X 5o i(o)l = . (3.26)

In principle Eq. (B:24) could be combined with the first equation of (B.29) in order to ob-
tain :g("). However, the resulting expressions become more complicated and it is more

advantageous to use only the system (B.25).
In the derivation of Eqgs. (B-29) and (B.26]) we have used
ol ol

where s ¢ is the classical BRST transformation of ¢. The first equation is a consequence of
the fact that we used the reduced functional and the second equation in (B.27) immediately
follows from (R.1]).

At this point some comments on (B.2H) are in order. The big advantage of our approach
is that conventional STIs obtained by differentiating Eq. (B.J) with respect to one ghost
field ¢? and some quantum fields are completely avoided. More precisely, it is not necessary

to evaluate the breaking terms \if(sn()) (¢, ¢] which enormously reduces the calculational effort.

The complete set of counterterms Eg’(") are fixed in terms of background Green functions

by the extension of the BRST symmetry obtained by including the background fields. A
further simplification is due to the power counting degrees of €2 and their Lorentz properties.
The needed STIs are simpler than those obtained by differentiating with respect to a ghost
field c”.

Notice that, although we can completely avoid the STIs for quantum fields, we cannot
totally skip the STIs obtained with at least one anti-field, namely the first equation of
system (B.29). However, this requires some remarks. The reason for this has to be ascribed
to the difference between BRST symmetry and gauge symmetry. Indeed, the anti-field-
dependent terms are BRST-invariant and not gauge invariant. This means that in the gauge
invariant part, the fields ¢ and ¢ appear only in the combination Zyd+ ¢, while in the anti-
field-dependent terms this is not valid and, in principle, all the possible combinations could
appear (cf. Appendix [J). Nevertheless, the background gauge invariance already removes
some of the breaking terms ‘if(snzéﬁ, leaving only few free parameters. This will be explicitly
shown in the forthcoming section.

At this point we should spend some words on the computation of the breaking terms
\II(S) \II(S%O and \II(S%# which appear on the r.h.s. of Eq. (B.25). Guided by the structure of

13



the second and third equations of (B.2]) it appears useful to consider relations between the
Green functions I'y, 4, and I’ 1o, Where one quantum field is replaced by the corresponding

background field. Such relations, that contain \11(3"220 and \ifg%# as breaking term, can be
derived as follows:

e Substitute ¢; by 4 (the BRST variation of gzgl) and take the derivative of the STI (.3)
with respect to €2; and ¢ ...
IS(T)
= I — Do + ...
o (p1)5¢2(p2) . d1d2... P12
= Asém.. s (3.28)

where the ellipses contain those terms which are quadratic in I'.

e Recall that Q carries a Faddeev-Popov charge +1. Thus on the r.h.s. of Eq. (B.29)
only the Green functions with vanishing ghost charge are different from zero. This,
together with the Lorentz invariance, selects non-vanishing contributions from the

ellipses in (B.23).

Concerning the extraction of identities for \ifg"; (see the first equation of (B.23)) we refer to
the detailed discussion presented in Sections 2.3 and 3.2 of Ref. [[f.

The existence of a solution to the system (B.23) is guaranteed by the Wess-Zumino con-
sistency conditions (B.19) and (B.20). The solution is not unique since the Slavnov-Taylor
operator Sy has a non-trivial kernel. This means that there exist background gauge invari-
ant polynomials that satisfy Sy (EN ’(")) = 0. In addition, also the invariant counterterms

=N can be split into an anti-field-independent part Eg’(n) [0, (;3] and an anti-field-dependent

one Ez’(") [0, qg, ¢*,Q]. From this decomposition, it is straightforward to see that the anti-

field-dependent counterterms Eﬁ’(") [0, ngﬁ, ¢*, Q] parameterize the unphysical normalization

conditions (such as wave function and gauge parameter renormalizations). The invariant
counterterms =" [0, gzg] turn out to depend upon linear combinations ¢ = Zy +ng5 (this
can be seen by solving the homogeneous system (B.25)). They parameterize the physical
normalization conditions that can be employed to match the physical parameters.

Having solved Egs. (B:23), the result of the algebraic problem (B.4)) can be summarized

into the following equations:

™ [ 4 o7
e = _qoep® 4 2WM 4 =250 4 =N0) (3.29)

The last term, =™ is an invariant counterterm and has to be added in order to tune the
normalization conditions on physical data.

Before discussing the more complex example of b — sy in Section [, we would like to
consider as a simple case the gluon two-point function. In this example it is assumed that
the breaking terms are already known and background gauge invariant and Egs. (B.29) are
solved using the decomposition introduced in Egs. (B:23) and (B.24).
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The final aim is the computation of the counterterms for the quantum, the back-

ground and the corresponding mixed two-point functions denoted by ”‘S}é?)b (p), :‘S/(S?/)b (p)
(1)

Vavb(p)’ respectively. In the notation of Eq. (B.23) they correspond to :o ") which

occurs in the last equation in (B:27)). Differentiation with respect to Q% and V; or Q% and
V' leads to the two equations

and =

—S,(n —S,(n n
= To v () Eigy () + S0, () = E0 0) = B30, (-p),
—F ’:Sv(") S,(n) _ :*Sv(") — \I](") _ 3 30
0,Vave () Svreqp (p) + = Svevy (p) SVeve () S,QQV;( p), (3.30)

which contain four unknown counterterms. These equations can be used to determine

Eié?)b (p) and H\S;av)b (p), as E\iiv)b (p) is fixed by normalization conditions for physical pa-
w v
rameters [{]. T n addition they are transverse as a consequence of the WTI. Furthermore,

the counterterm :‘S/(fi)m (p) is constrained by the second equation of (B.25). In particular,
P v

I

differentiating with respect to ¢, 2} and Vb gives

— n ’—*S )
— Loyavrte (P 0) 2 fd)m(—p—q)—*Vﬁv)*bc(p,q)ﬂ“ W (pq) = \P(S)Q o (D) -

(3.31)

This equation contains the new unknown terms :i’ﬁ’;?*b . and Hiiv) .- The latter also

occurs in the first equation of (B.29) after taking the derivatives Wlth respect to ¢%, ¢® and
vy*,c

r—S n »—«S
— Ly ayra(p+ )= viv)»«c o(4,P) + Ty ayea(=p)2 Vﬁv)*cca(q, —p—q)

—S,(n
— Do cacera (P, )22 (@) = Do waveea (4, p)Z ;L@+@

—=8,(n —S,(n
+ Tovgvecen (@ =0 = D500 a(=) = Doy (@Z05a(0.0) = Ulyse(p.0).

(3.32)

Thus, after exploiting (B:23) we are left with the counterterms :Vi?/) e :Sa(;) and Hca(cb)* 4

which are not fixed by the Egs. (B30), (B:31) and (B.39). However due to background
::S,(TL)
HV‘fV;’bcc

. . =S,
gauge invariance the counterterms and =>" ) 4 are not independent, rather one
C

aVy’
=5,(n) (n)

=5 fdbc”s( ") . Furthermore, = a2 and 27,4

Vavybee cavd
condltlons namely the W&Vlé function renormahzatlon for the quantum gauge field V! and the
one for the ghost field ¢*, respectivelyf]. Thus all counterterms appearing in the computatlon
of vector boson two-point functions are determined.

Notice that Egs. (B:30), (B-3])) and (B-33) are quite simple and they can easily be solved in

terms of 2. Furthermore, once the breaking terms, which are expressed in terms of vacuum

has p, == ..a are fixed via normalization

6See also Section @ below.
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integrals, are computed also the individual coefficients of the counterterms (see Appendix [J,
Eq. (C.6)) are available. In this context we want to stress again that the counterterms

Eié?)b (p), Eiir‘?b (p) and E‘S/E?/)b (p) have to be background gauge invariant.
w v uw Vv w Vv

4 Application

Based on the theoretical analysis of the previous section, we consider in this section the
important process b — s (see, e.g., Ref. 4] where the algebraic method has been applied
to b — sy or Refs. 25, B for recent summaries on QCD and electroweak corrections,
respectively.) and formulate a strategy for computing the corresponding amplitudes at two-
loop order independent of any regularization. This amplitude is used as an illustrating
example in order to show how the complete procedure works in detail. We assume that all
symmetry identities which are involved are broken and have to be restored. However, we
stress again that our procedure is independent of the regularization and a suitable choice
allows for many additional simplifications within our approach. Indeed, it is easy to see that
many breaking terms discussed in the following do not occur in a reasonable non-invariant
regularization.

Since at the classical level there are no flavour changing neutral currents (FCNC) in
the SM, the amplitude I A5 vanishes at tree level. To compute it up to two loops, one
has to take into account only one-loop counterterms as the two-loop amplitude — even if
superficially divergent — is directly related by the linear WTIs to a superficially conver-
gent amplitude, which is completely identified once the one-loop counterterms are known.
If one had an invariant regularization, the two-loop amplitude would appear superficially
convergent. However, in the absence of a non-invariant regularization, the amplitude might
turn out to be divergent. Therefore, there remains the problem of computing the one-loop
non-invariant counterterms in an efficient way.

For the physical decay rate b — sv, in principle, only the form factor of the magnetic
moment has to be computed. The discussion in this section, however, is kept more general
and the complete Abs vertex is considered.

From the topological structure of the two-loop diagrams contributing to the amplitude

]F(;)b_, it is evident that the 1PI three- and four-point functions with external gauge or
b3
scalar quantum fields (e.g. T or TV ) or with ghost fields (e.g. ' ) do

Vevlvy VavPvve Vaeter
not appear as one-loop sub-graphs. Actually, the renormalization of sub-divergences with
more than two (gauge or scalar) quantum fields enters the BFM calculations only starting
from the three-loop order. Thus, we only have to consider the three-point functions

1 1 1 1
Egng(psapb) ) ]P%Z(hql (p2>p1) 5 ]P%ZWJLW,;(p—Hp_) s IFE‘&ZG*G* (p+,p_) ,

(1) (1) (1) (1) (4.1)
U cews e p5) s Uy ke (ep5) s Dy (21)s Lgig,, (p2,01)
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and the two-point functions

1 1 1
TG(p),  Ton), TRk, (),
(4.2)
1 1 1
Tgle-(0-), Tgly=(05), Te(ps).

In Egs. (1)) and (£32) ¢1 and ¢, are two generic quark fields. Notice that the Green functions
I gew, and I'j 4o have no tree-level contribution (see, e.g., []). At the one-loop level,
however, contributions may appear as soon as a non-invariant regularization scheme is used.

For the computation we follow the strategy outlined in Section B.3. In a first step we
exploit the WTTs for the background fields and fix all possible counterterms. In a second step
the remaining counterterms are determined by STIs and, finally, we tune the free parameters
of the theory to match the normalization conditions. The complete set of counterterms, be
they used to restore the WTIs (2") or the STIs (2°), or to implement the normalization
conditions (=), can be separated into anti-field-dependent counterterms Z4[¢, b, ", Q] and
anti-field-independent ones Zp[¢, QAS] (cf. Eq. (B-23))) according to the ghost number. In prin-
ciple the former should be determined first as can be deduced from the triangular structure
of Eq. (B:25). However, for pedagogical purposes, we discuss the renormalization starting
directly from the analysis of the amplitudes ([.1) and ({.9), i.e. from the last equation
in (B:29). The anti-field-dependent counterterms turn out to be necessary along the discus-
sion. Moreover, as mentioned in Section B.3, the intermediate zero-momentum subtraction
is applied to simplify the computation.

In order to provide a guidance for the reader we briefly outline the rest of this section. We
start with the WTIs containing those Green functions of our list (see Eqs. (f]]) and ([£2))
involving background fields and determine the corresponding counterterms. In our case this
means that we have to consider the identities involving Green functions with an external
background photon. In the corresponding equations two-point Green functions with external
quantum fields appear. According to our procedure this means that in a first step the
WTIs for the background two-point functions have to be considered (cf. point 2 below)
and afterwards the STIs for the quantum counterparts (cf. point 3) are investigated. This
completes the determination of the counterterms for the background three-point functions
in Eq. (1)). In a next step (cf. point 4) the quantum three-point functions of (1)) are
discussed. To keep the discussion simple we will postpone the treatment of those Green
functions that do not contribute to the counterterms of the quantum fields in points 1 to 4.
The corresponding identities are discussed in point 5.

1. Background three-point functionsf]. The main goal of our analysis is to obtain the coun-
terterm for the amplitude I' A5 that constitutes the central object in the process b — s7.

In this part we discuss the one-loop amplitudes involving the background photon A and two
fermions or gauge bosons, respectively.

“In the following the reduced functional discussed briefly at the end of Section E and in Appendix E
This slightly simplifies the forthcoming equations.
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The WTI which contains the amplitude F(Alzngl reads (cf. []):

Wi (M)
OAa(—p1 — P2)5§2(P2)5Q1(P1)
i +p)' Ty @%m>+w@q(@m@o Ton (=12)) = Awruma,  (43)

(1)
Aysb

by the replacements ¢, — s and q; — b. As the breaking term AY. ' i»q. DNas mass dimension

one we remove them by acting with (1 — T, pll ). The resulting Green functions

where (), is the common charge of the quarks ¢; and g,. The equation for I'",”  is obtained

(1 1 (1 1

Ff&iqqu (p27p1) - (1 B Til?hpg)riiiéqu (p2,p1) ) Ft(bzh (p) = (1 - Tl)rt(lzzh( ) ) (4'4>
automatically satisfy the WTI, which means that the counterterm Z"-()[¢, QAS] is zero. How-
ever, we still have the freedom to impose normalization conditions for the quark self-energies.
In particular, we can add the (BRST and background gauge invariant) counterterms

cAUCII o / (NPT X 4 €V D V(@ & 4 o)y +he), (45)

o Pap! & m

where ¢ gv’(l)

') and fi\;,(?m are the coefficients of the counterterms and Y2/ are invariant
tensors of the fermion and scalar representations (cf. Appendix [, Eq. ([CJ)). ' is the
vacuum expectation value. The free parameters are fixed by normalization conditions for
the CKM matrix elements® and by quark mass renormalizations [B8, B9, B7] (see also [IJ] for a
complete discussion of normalization conditions within the BFM framework). In particular,

the diagonal part in Eq. () can be written as

=) = & (B—my) +EPm

According to Eq. (B:29) the symmetrical three-point function reads

1) ¢ 1),C
I quql(p%pl) = ') ql(p2,p1) + 1y ml(pmpl)
FA d2q1 (p27p1) Tp17p2FA“q2q1 (p27p1> - 2q (52,(11 + 52’@) ’}/u, (46)

and analogously for ]Ft%zh.
Next to the fermionic three-point functions also the bosonic ones of (f.I) have to be
considered. The corresponding WTTIs read (see, e.g., [])

FWiy (W)
OAa(=ps = p-)OW H(p )W (p-)|,_,

8Notice that the WTI also implies special normalization conditions for the CKM elements as described

in [27].
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0 T ) =i (T (0 =Ty (o)) = A0,
W (') _
dAa(=p+ = p-)0GH(p1)0G~ (p-) |,y
i(ps+p ) T - ep) —ie (Toha- (0) =Tk (1) = AL sooe s
FWiy (TW)
0Aa(=p+ = p-)SW H(p+)6G~ (p-)

=0
i(py +p-)" F;)Wm (p4.p-) —ie (F%G(p—)—F(VIV}G(—m)) ASVA wia-(47)

where we have omitted their hermitian counterparts. Acting with (1 — Tp2+7p7) removes
all the breaking terms on the r.h.s.. However, the two-point (quantum) Green functions
in (f.7) are not yet completely fixed as there is still freedom to add background gauge
invariant counterterms arising from STIs (=°) and normalization conditions (Z). In order
to determine the counterterms =° we first have to consider the WTTIs for the two- point Green
functions with external background fields (see point 2) as described in Section B.3 In a next
step the Egs. (B:29) are solved step-by-step and, finally, the normalization condltlons are
implemented.

Note that due to the linearity of the WTIs the equations of this section are not restricted
to the one-loop order but have the same form at any order.

2. Background two-point functions. Before treating the quantum two-point functions of (f.3)

we have to deal with the corresponding background counterparts. They are constrained by
the WTIs

. 1
Pl () + MWD () = Ay
. 1
iy s () +iMwT L (0) = A (4.8)

The r.h.s. of Egs.({.§) have mass dimension three as can be seen by power-counting argu-
ments. Therefore we have to act from the left with the Taylor operator (1 —77) which leads
to

w,(1 . 1

UL = iy (0) MW TEL () = ZMWB'p PP 0D Tl )]
w,(1 . 1

UL = i (0) +iMw gl () = 0. (4.9)

As a consequence, only the counterterm

=W,(1) _ 4 W,(1) i+ uyis— W,(1) T+ QUi —

=0 / da [0 oo, + € g omi ] (4.10)
is needed to restore the WTIs ([.§). Notice that, in the case where the used renormalization

scheme is invariant under background gauge symmetry, the breaking terms (f.9) vanish and,
therefore, only the STIs (which are discussed in point 3) have to be restored.
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As in the previous section, the same WTIs hold also here to all loop orders, which is due
to the linearity of the equations.

3. Quantum two-point functions. One of the main new features of the method presented in
this paper is the use of a particular set of STIs as derived in Eqs. (B:25). In the example
presented at the end of Section B.J the last equation of (B.23) applied to the two-point
functions is shown in (B-3(). In order to get the breaking terms on the r.h.s. one has to
proceed as indicated after (B.2§). In our case the differentiation of (P-3) with respect to
QF and W¥ or GF has to be performed. Altogether this leads to eight equations, which,
however, all have the same form. For demonstration we only present one of them:

528(T) ' B
380 (=p)oW  (p) ls=0
FWJW; - (gvp + ngvfﬂj)rw,jw,; + FQiG*»* FG+W,; AmW* ) (4.11)

where the dependence on the external momenta is suppressed. For our purposes only the
one-loop approximation of these equations are neededf]. Furthermore, it is useful to combine
two equations in such a way that the two-point functions of a background and a quantum
field drop out. After zero-momentum subtraction of the form (1 — 7, 5) one obtains

fi/llf)jw,; - fg)ng
- f%}'m*rgf)*w* F(ml/) Q*Fg)/) Wi fgzﬁﬂgrgzwj - fgzvfﬂirglw,; - \szﬁ) J
f&/)jcf - f(ml/)jcf
N f(ml/)g‘*ﬂfrg/?/)iw; N fngﬂirg]iG* fE}V) Q*FSZWJ N fg’z’*fl*rg]zwj - \I]S,(l) ’
B
N f&/}’*ﬂfrgwg - Féll/) mr(c?)fwj o 1Aﬂgz’ﬂrr(GO)*(ﬁ o f(GlzfmF(GOle = ‘i’g’(l) )
(4.12)
where the equation containing F( ) ot is not shown. The breaking terms are given by
i) = i (M p“appa T (0) + 2M 0T o )|
\I!S(l = —iM2p 8, T N +Q (p)‘pzo,
U$W = 2% Myp'p°o, r< . (p)‘pzo, (4.13)

where the properties of the Green functions under Hermitian conjugation have been used.
Note again that the breaking terms in Eq. (.I3) are finite and thus do not depend on the
regularization.

©  _pO  _po

9Note that, one can take into account that I e and analogously for WG and

GG Green functions and that the Green functions involving 2 and an anti-field vanish at tree level.
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1)

The breaking terms can be absorbed by counterterms for I W

we and FG+G, of the form

S0 =[Sl VWIS 4 €80 Ve
—+ €S v G+VMG + (5 + €¢2§>2 1U2) G+G_
& (VWG VWG], )

®21

which can be extracted from background gauge invariant counterterms of Egs. (C.9), (C1)
and (C.8) in Appendix 0.

For the practical computation of the counterterm of Eq. (f:14) we now use (B-23). Applied
to two-point functions the third equation can already be found in (B.30). Adding the two
equations leads in our case to

S,(1)

’:‘57(1) ’:‘Sv(l) ’_‘S( )
- ( Lowgwy + 5w =gs Loy W*)

SLWWL TLwiwy “wp *Q*

=5, HS 1 5,(1)
Similar equations are obtained for fév)* o and Ei’glg, where \I/“;’,El) and \Ifg’(l) appear on
the r.h.s., respectively.

Before explicitly computing the coefficients @S ) i Eq. (EI4), we have to determine the
=5,(1) =5,(1)

counterterms =% o and =, . and perform the renormalization of the Green functions
P
FS/)* s and I’ Gz oy This will be discussed in point 5 below. The renormalization of

background Green functions in Egs. (E13) is given by the WTIs (L.g).
Concerning the normalization conditions we are allowed to add the counterterm

=0 = [k [

+ §V§2 V(@ + &+ 0)I VAP + b + o),

N(l

(Fo(V + V)ER(V 4+ V)

The coefficients fgg’(l) and g%}) are tuned in order to fix the mass of the W boson, My,
and the weak mixing angle ¢y [f]. Notice that the §N(1 and 5v<1>2 can be expressed as a

combination of coefficients in Egs. (C.6), (C.7), and (C.§), by requiring the BRST symmetry.

This discussion completes the renormalization of the background three-point functions.
In the list of contributing Green functions, cf. Egs. (2])) and (£-3), only the quantum three-
point functions and the ones involving ghosts are missing. They will be treated in points 4
and 5.

4. Quantum three-point functions. In this paragraph we consider the Green function of (1))
involving two fermions and a W or a Goldstone boson. According to our procedure we again
have to consider the corresponding background Green functions first.
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The background amplitude belonging to FE/V)+ ., satisfies the one-loop identity of

Eq. (B.19). The breaking and the counterterms are given by Egs. (B.If) and (B.17), re-

spectively. Analogous equations hold for the Green function I' E/VL, where (b, q) is replaced
W, (1

by (q,s). Note that the counterterm 52 ) has no terms involving a Goldstone-fermion
vertex. Such contributions vanish through the zero momentum subtraction. The one-loop
coefficients 5;;/’(1) have been explicitly computed in [[1] in the case of QCD corrections.

W,L/R
Note that the quark two-point functions have already been fixed by normalization conditions

(cf. Eq. (E5)).
The STIs for the amplitudes rt

of (B.29) are given by

W+_b and Fglqb which correspond to the last equation

Pl (P Po) = Ty (P p) + TG e (p + POTY
+ Tl e (o + P)TE ) = To (PTG oy (Pas ) = Tk (P TG () = W
fgi P Pb) — fﬁ;lqb(pq,pb) + Félw* ~(pg + Pb)ré?,)wb
+ TG o (g + PTG, = Ted (=) Uik ey (P ) = TG e (0o )T () = WL,
(4.16)

where zero momentum subtraction has already been applied. They are obtained by consid-
ering the derivatives of Eq. (£-3) with respect to g, b and Qf or Q. The breaking terms are
given by
S,(1 : 1 1
Wit = i (mgTy) L, (0,0) +mTh) o (0,0))

Ueth, = i (mglg)y(0,0) + myly) L, (0,0)) (4.17)

where the Green functions on the r.h.s. are finite. They are removed by introducing a
counterterm for the quantum fields (cf. Eq. (C9))

=50 = [t 50 WP+ 5007 WP
+&50) G aPb + €51 G qPrb + e

gbG,L
where the values of the coefficients 5;9 D) depend on the normalization of the Green functions
involving an ) field.

We refrain from listing the equations that determine the counterterms Hj Wit @ and :;q((;l+ ab
(i.e. the ones corresponding to ([.19))) as the structure is similar to Eq. (@) The one-loop
Green functions have to be replaced by the corresponding counterterms.

Note that the equations for the vertices involving the quarks s and ¢ are in complete
analogy to the ones presented above.

At this point of our analysw all the counterterms for the quantum fields are expressed in
terms of the counterterms = HW*Q and :Zfl They will be discussed below.
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5. Ghost Green functions. In the following we discuss the Green functions involving Faddeev-
Popov ghosts or the fields €.

In the list of Green functions contributing to b — sy at two loops there are the amplitudes
I' it and I'zx+ which are related through the WTI

FWiy (TW) B
oA a(=p+ — p-)oct (ps)oe (p-) | ,—g
i(pr +p-)' T L prp-) —ie (TR (0-) T (-p1)) = Al

cte

and its Hermitian conjugate. Acting with the Taylor operator (1 — T} _ ) removes the

P+,p—
breaking term AY Aete— and no counterterm is needed to restore the identity. However, there

is still freedom to add background gauge invariant counterterms to the amplitudes f&)ﬁ.
The latter are related to those with external anti-fields by means of the Faddeev-Popov

equations (cf. Appendix [ and [[0, f]]) which read

Lo (p) £ T e (0) = Ew Mo T = () = Al (4.18)

cte

Thus the counterterms for Fﬁi’ﬁ have to be chosen in such a way that Ag)ciﬁ is removed.

In general they read
=0 /d4 OV etV e+ arWete +hC) (4.19)

However, this does not completely fix the ghost two-point functions as also the anti-field-
dependent Green functions in ([.I§) have to be fixed.
In the remaining part of this subsection we discuss the renormalization of the missing
two-point functions, namely those involving €2 ﬁelds like fgi o and r giww, and the ones
W

with Faddeev-Popov ghosts and anti-fields, .+ and FCiG*jF Actually, the following

iW
considerations are significantly simplified in the framework of dimensional regularization [B0,
BT]] (see [F] for a practical calculation), since only those identities involving fermions will
produce breaking terms and since there is no tree-level coupling of fermions with ghost
fields. However, we present the general analysis as outlined in Section B.3. Also at higher
orders this part of the discussion will be useful even in dimensional regularization.

In a first step we want to mention that the Green functions I' () r r

C;,:W;,jm Apesr Lz
and '} o 30+c* are fixed by normalization conditions for the wave function of the ghost fields.
A convenient choice corresponds to

. . Cw
- 8pf‘IFCAWJ'3 o W | R \p+:p,:0 = —165 . (4.20)

Then the WTI

i+ T yen, (0,0) iMwTEL oo (pa) =

. €
i (F(Ml,):,+c (4 )+sWF<W>3* A(=p) = cWP<W>3* 2(= )) +AA W*g o, (421)
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can be used to obtaln the counterterm for I' (W)+W

A W* s, On the other hand, from the STI

ilp+a) F(Wlw*a (p,q) +ig ) weser (D =P = 4)

_and for ng)*? . which removes the
we

breaking term A"

_I'ZMWPE;ZLW*Sf(I% )+ZMWF() *3 +(pa p_Q) =
. € 1 1
+ (o (Fév):%( )+t )* i (p—q) + SWF(WE,*CA(—p) cWFéV)3 *CZ(—p)>
—ipu L (P = 0.0) + AN (4.22)

1)
W*W*v3f

the breaking term A * 3

the Green function I" is determined and the counterterms given in Egs. (C.3) remove

_. Finally, in the STT

te
! 1
FEﬁ/}Wl’;ﬁc* (p7 ) Fg/V)JrW* 3 _ (p, ) -+ Z—FST)FW:’* (p) —

1
— 0Ty yeagy (=P — @) = iMwTE) oo (0~ — )

Zpur(*)qﬁ (=p—q,q9) + A;SW Be— (4.23)

we only have finite Green functions on the r.h.s. and thus from this equation it is possible
to determine the renormalization of I'

g
corresponding parameters in Eq (C1) are automatically fixed by the symmetries of the
theory.

A complete equivalent system can be derived to treat the two-point functions with a

scalar ) field and with W™ replaced by G*~. In the latter case the renormalization of

Q*W* -

In principle, also for I' ..— a normalization condition can be chosen. However, the

FS)G* + and ¢ ch* o (i = A, Z) is needed in order to fix the ghost mass parameters. For a
detailed discussion we refer to [[0, f.
The equations presented in this paragraph follow the method outlined in Section B.3 In

particular, Eq. ({.2])) fixes the Green function Fév)ﬂ/v* s _(p, q) which involves the background

field W;*. Furthermore, Eqs. (I23) and (f23), which correspond to the first and second
equations of (B:27), respectively, contain the corresponding quantum Green functions and
Egs. (£20) fix the normalization conditions.

Notice that the renormalization of the amplitudes with external anti-fields and ghost
fields is fairly arbitrary for the present computation. These normalization conditions do not
influence the physical observables in the process b — s7.

6. QED gauge coupling. Besides the normalization conditions discussed above, we have
to treat the QED coupling constant as remaining free parameter. Its renormalization is
achieved by introducing the counterterm

- [da [ i’ Fyu(V + V)P (V 4 V)
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where F,,(V + V) is the abelian field strength.

As already mentioned above the analysis presented in this section is quite general. Thus,
in order to conclude we briefly mention the simplifications due to the use of Dimensional
Regularization accompanied with the 't Hooft-Veltman definition of 5 [BQ, BI].

First, all identities which do not involve fermion lines are preserved. In particular the
breaking terms of Eqs. ([.IJ) are zero as only diagrams involving virtual ghost particles
contribute. For the same reason the ghost sector is highly simplified as there is no fermionic
contribution to Egs. (L21)), (E23) and (f:23)). Furthermore, those breaking terms to be
computed from diagrams which don’t involve a chiral vertex are also zero. In the above
analysis this would correspond to Eq. (f.3).

As a final remark, we would like to emphasize that owing a background gauge invariant
regularization, Egs. (f3), (7)), (), B17), (EI8) and ([E2]) are automatically preserved
and only the Egs. (f.17), (E.14), (E.29) and (f.23) have to be studied in detail.

From the analysis performed in the example of this section, it is clear that the strategy
outlined in Section can effectively be applied to each process of the SM. One can also
see, that the zero-momentum subtraction significantly simplifies the practical computation
of the non-invariant counterterms.

5 Conclusions

In this paper a general procedure to perform the renormalization using the algebraic renor-
malization and the background field method is discussed. It is shown that the computational
problems to evaluate the non-invariant counterterms within a generic subtraction scheme can
be drastically reduced in the framework of the BFM and by means of an intermediate sub-
traction.

Recently, several progress have been done in constructing new regularization schemes for
chiral gauge theories at perturbative [B2, B3, B4] and at non-perturbative level [B3]. How-
ever, at the practical level, the algebraic renormalization with a non-invariant regularization
scheme in our formulation turns out to be still superiour. In addition, owing a scheme which
is explicitly background gauge invariant only few counterterms (cf. Appendix [J) are indeed
necessary to restore the STIs. Finally, even in case that a scheme would exist which is
invariant under all the symmetries of the SM, the present paper provides a complete analy-
sis of the relations between Green function with external background fields and those with
quantum ones.

To summarize, we want to give a brief outline for possible applications of the method.
In general, the method can be divided into the following two main steps:

1. Anti-field-dependent counterterms E;f) [0, b, ", Q).

In a first step one considers the WTIs and fixes all possible counterterms using the
gauge symmetry constraints. This amounts to determining the coefficients of the coun-

terterms E;ﬁv’(") [0, b, b*, Q] (see, for instance, Eq. ({.21])).
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The second step concerns the computation of the counterterms which are left after
fixing the WT1Is, namely Ei’(n) [0, &, 0, Q)] (see, e.g., Bgs. (F23) and (I23)). In partic-
ular, to restore the relation between the background and the quantum fields (cf. the
second and the third equations of (B.2F) and in the example Eq. ({.23)) one needs to
study STIs obtained by differentiating Eq. () with respect to one anti-field and two
ghost fields and with respect to one anti-field, 2 and one ghost field (cf. the first and
the second equations of (B.25) and Eq. (£.23)). Finally, the remaining free parameters

”N () [, &, ¢*, Q] are fixed by normalization conditions (cf. Eqs. ([E20)).

2. Anti-field-independent counterterms EgL) X8

The anti-field-independent counterterms constitute the main part of the diagram com-
putations. At first, one fixes all the possible counterterms using the background
gauge sgfmmetry This is done by exploiting the corresponding WTI and comput-

ing =, (compare Eqs. (B.13), ([{.3), (£.7) and ([.§)). Then, one restores the
STIs by = [¢ qb] (see Egs. (E11)), (E12), and (E.16)), and finally the free parameters

E81]¢, ¢] can be tuned on the physical data by means of normalization conditions.

Note that, as is shown in the example, in a first step the two-point functions are con-
sidered. Afterwards the three-point functions are fixed, then the four-point functions

etc.. The success of this procedure is guaranteed by the consistency conditions between
So and Wy as outlined in Appendix C of [[].
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A Linearized Slavnov-Taylor operator, coupling of ()
fields and functional Taylor operator

The linearized Slavnov-Taylor operator for a generic functional F is given by

ya oOF
/d4x {(swaucz + cwd,ca) (SW(SZM + CW&A )
a
+ Y ba@ + (I, F) + (F,I)

+Q3lc (5_f_5_f>_ (5]” 5_f>]
w1 W\sz, " 62,) VG4, oA,

gt (ST 0T L [OF  6F
“\owE oW “\oGae  OGY,
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+ 0 <f__>_|_“

5F OF u (0F OF
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/d4 [5)( Y | OX 0¥ 6X 0V 6X 0V X Y
SWit W3 Wit 0WF  6GL" 6Ge  §cr* bcT T ben3 6P
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tocase T seEecr 3G oGT T 3G0sGY | H"oH

n Z <5X oY n 0X 5Y>
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Since S(I') = 0, the operator Sr is nilpotent. We also introduce the tree-level linearized
operator Sy = Sp, where Iy is the tree-level action.

In the method discussed in this paper the couplings of the (-fields (Lo o) represent
an important piece of information. In fact they are essential in the derivation the STIs for
the counterterms involving background fields. In Ref. [[], the general building blocks of the
Lagrangian with anti-fields has been given and the couplings with (2-fields are contained in
Eqs. (A.2) and (A.3) of Appendix A of [J. However, for the convenience of the reader, we
present the couplings Lem o in the explicit form:

where

(A.2)

e

Lona = 9 {(ewdue” - swoe?) [(WJ +WJ Je - (W + ) e}

D)
(A + Au) = C—W( )]}
)&

+QZ{8c—gsf“bc(Gb+G }
P S (G o) - (6 6) ] 4 gt (60 6) et

2SW

Sw

+Q¥{ac Fic (WE+W,

+ ject

ror {58 ok (604 67)]

Sw
~ £ At v — Sy 7
:er(G +G) é-A —52270
CwSw
edw + + - A\ A ez A 7z
+Q° {2sw [(Gr+éEY)e + (6 +G)c]—2SWCW(H+H+v)c ,
(A.3)
where ¢7,¢4,¢" and ¢® are the anti-ghost fields. Notice that the Feynman rules for these

new vertices are related to the couplings of the anti-fields with quantum fields (cf. Eq. (A.1)
of [[]]) simply by exchanging the ghost fields with the anti-ghost fields.

The Taylor operator 7° of the functional I is defined as follows. One first considers the
relevant amplitude which results from functional derivatives with respect to fields denoted
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by subscripts L', (p1)ga(p2)...dm(pm) With 22721 p;j = 0. Then the Taylor expansion T° in the
independent momenta up to degree § acts formally as

(A

j=1 p;=0

™r = Y / [T d*pics(p) 0" (S ) T0, o T (1) (p2)-nsbon o)
m=1 =1

A remarkable property of T° is that 797 = T° with § = min{dy, d,}. Note that the Taylor
operator is scale-invariant, but it does not commute with spontaneous symmetry breaking.

B Auxiliary functional constraints

We recall that the SM in the BFM [[(] is completely defined in terms of the following
functional identities (up to normalization conditions)

1. The Nakanishi-Lautrup identities (P.4)), which implement the gauge fixing conditions
to all orders,

2. the Abelian Anti-ghost Equation (in the case of BFM see second reference in [[[(],
Eq. (4.28)),

3. the non-abelian WTI given in Eq. (B.5) for the background gauge invariance,
4. the STI given by Eq. (B.3) for the BRST symmetry,
5. the Faddeev-Popov equations of motion (see [[J, fl]), and

6. the abelian WTT given by Eq. (R.H) for the background gauge invariance restricted to
the U(1) factor.

The sets 1 to 4 of functional identities are imposed on the theory by requiring invariance
under the corresponding symmetries. The sets 5 and 6 are derived constraints of the com-
mutation relations of previous functional identities. However, for practical purposes, they
turn out to be relevant. In the following, we briefly discuss this issue. For more details we
refer to the literature.

For a generic non-invariant scheme all possible functional identities can be spoiled by
local breaking terms and the method presented in this paper can be applied to all of them.
In addition, since all the identities are linear (except the STI), the intermediate subtraction
at zero momentum drastically reduces the number of breaking terms and the latter can easily
be removed by breaking terms.

In this paper we emphasized the role of the WTIs and the STIs, however, also the
supplementary constraints should be taken into account. As a consequence, it is possible
to define a reduced functional generator and to renormalize certain anti-field-dependent
amplitude in terms of Green functions with external ghost fields.

The Nakanishi-Lautrup identities (B.4) are discussed in detail in [0, fl]. In [{], the
gauge fixing depends only on the scalar background fields d. There a complete discussion
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for the renormalization of (B.4) is presented. In [[[(J, the same analysis is performed in
the background ‘t Hooft gauge fixing. In particular, we notice that the zero momentum
subtraction already removes all the possible breaking terms and no additional non-invariant
counterterms are indeed needed.

In the case of the SM, the STIs and the gauge fixing conditions are not sufficient to
fix the abelian sector of the theory [[[(, f] completely. In addition, one has to use another
functional equation which controls the renormalization of the abelian ghost fields. Including
also the background fields the equation reads

W Sen 5cy 20y \ 50T 50 ) 2y \T050H T 5Q0
* _ * £ +oky— — kYt
2CW(HG0 G(H+v))+2W(G G~ —G*GY)
+Z< QL*QL 7R* 5 dR*dR 2L§*LL 7R* R>+hC
+ (swoe? + cwa2aA) , (B.1)

where we used the notation of [[]]. Notice that Eq. (B-)) is linear in I'. However, by means
of zero momentum subtraction this equation is spoiled. This is due to the fact that the UV
power counting of the ghost fields ¢4 and ¢z and the one of ) are different and, consequently,
over-subtractions are generated. Fortunately, the algebraic analysis of this problem is simple.

The Faddeev-Popov equations of motion should be analyzed along the same lines. The
complete analysis has been given in [I0, fl, B3]. In the application discussed in Section [ of
the present paper, a particular set of Faddeev-Popov equations of motion has been used (cf.
Eq. (1)) and their renormalization was analyzed.

The Lagrange multiplier equations (2.4), the Faddeev-Popov equations of motion and the
Abelian Anti-ghost equation (B-]]) are linear differential functional equations which can be
solved by simple redefinitions of the functional I'y and of the anti-fields. This is because the
set of the functional differential operators associated with those supplementary constraints[Y
forms a sub-algebra of the complete algebra including the WTIs and STIs. The solution of
the renormalized supplementary equations is called the reduced functional [13, L3, Bd]. At
tree level it reads

Fged.func. = Iy— /d4$ [bcfc(‘/’ P, b) + cdc
QL (VHD), + O (V9), + ety (04 b+ 0

+®ct) (B4 & + v)j + (¢ e TP’ +he) | (B.2)

where C, a and a are the indices for the adjoint representation of SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1),
SU(2) and SU(3), respectively. The ghost ¢ belongs to the U(1) sector. It can also be
written in terms of the rotated fields ¢ = ¢yca + sywez. The reduced functional Fffd'f‘mc'

10E.g., the functional operator §/5bc acting on I is associated with Eq. (E)
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does not depend on b, on the anti-ghosts ¢©, on the abelian ghost ¢ or on the € fields. In
Eq. (B:2), we used the compact notation introduced in Section B and used in Appendix [d.
The explicit form of the second line can be found in Eq. (A-3) of Appendix [A] and the explicit
form of the third line can be read off from Eq. (A.1) of Ref. [[] by selecting the contributions
of the abelian ghost. T'5*du¢ depends only on the following combinations

I R S
O = PN gt (<I>+v) +ct% ((I>+v) , (B.3)

of the anti-fields V7 ¢ and ®*% where t9. is the U(1) generator in the representation of the
scalar fields. At higher orders, some suitable normalization conditions should be taken into
account in order to avoid spurious off-shell IR problems [0, f]. Note, that the superscript
“red.func.” is omitted in the main text of the paper.

C Background gauge invariant counterterms for the
STIs

In the present appendix, we list and classify all possible counterterms =° needed to restore the
STIs. We assume that the WT1Is for the background gauge invariance are already recovered.
Furthermore, we assume that all other constraints such as the Nakanishi-Lautrup identities,
the Faddeev-Popov equations and the anti-ghost equation (cf. Appendix [B)) are satisfied.
This implies that we can consider the simple factors of the gauge group separately from the
abelian one, and the dependence upon anti-ghost, Lagrangians multiplier and abelian ghost
field is already taken into account.

In the description of the general counterterms, we follow the previous classification into
anti-field dependent and independent counterterms, namely Ei [0, b, &, Q] and =29, QAS], re-
spectively. In addition, we organize the anti-field dependent counterterms according to the
highest ghost number.

We use the following notation for the counterterms

4 aiaz...a 1 .2 n
/d x£¢1¢>24,<¢>”,i TZ ! (bal az " " ¢an ’

where ¢!, denotes the fields and their derivatives and T;"“*“" contains field-independent
Lorentz and gauge group invariant (in the adjoint or in the matter representation) tensors
whose independent component are parameterized by the index &1 g, ATE the coefficients
of the counterterms. Eventually, f(” oy denotes the n'™ contribution to the coefficient

In Section [ also the notatlon W) SS () fN s is introduced to

€¢1¢2 PN oLgp2..n i’ BT

distinguish between the counterterms arising from the WTIS the STIS and ‘the normalization
conditions, respectively.
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Anti-field dependent terms Ei [0, o, o*, Q]

1. Anti-ghost fields

The most negative ghost number is carried by the anti-fields of the ghost fields, c; and
%, therefore the counterterms of the type

/d4:c [50*62’1 €apy €T + § .oy Jabe c*’“cbcc] : (C.1)

are the most general background gauge invariant contribution. Note that due to the
Abelian Anti-ghost equation (B.d]), the dependence on the abelian ghost field has
already been fixed. Here €,4, and fu. are the structure constants of the su(2) and
su(3) algebras, respectively.

Notice that the parameters {2, (i = 1,2) correspond to the wave function renormal-
ization of the SU(2) and SU(3) ghost fields, respectively. Therefore they are fixed by
normalization conditions of the type ({.20).

2. Couplings of anti-fields with ghost fields and background fields

Having fixed the anti-fields of the ghosts, we now turn to the anti-fields of the quantum
fields. Therefore one has to select the couplings of the anti-fields for the gauge fields,
W/’j’?’ and W/’j’i, and of the anti-fields of the scalar fields, H*, G and G7, with the
ghost fields. A generic counterterm can be expressed by the equation

/d4$ |:§V*c,1 Ve (@uc)a + 5\/*0,2 Ve (@uc)a + §q>*c @*’icat%(&) + 'U)]} ) (02)

where ¢7; are SU(2) generators in the scalar representation. Notice again that, due
to Eq. (B.1), the coupling of the scalar fields with the abelian ghost field are already
determined. Therefore, in Eq. (C:3) only the coupling between SU(2)-ghost fields
and scalars has been taken into account. The covariant derivatives are defined by
(@Mc)a = 0 — “bCVfcc and (@uc)a = 0uc® — eo‘ﬁﬁ/fffcy.

The parameters &y«.; (i = 1,2) and g+, amount to a wave function renormalization
of the SU(2) and SU(3) quantum gauge fields and of the quantum scalar multiplet ®°.
Consequently, they are fixed by normalization conditions like ([20) instead of STIs.
This simplifies further the task of the computation.

3. Couplings of anti-fields with ghost fields and quantum fields

The gauge fields V¥ and V! transform as vectors of the adjoint representation under
background gauge transformations. Thus, among the anti-field dependent countert-
erms, we also have to list the following contributions

/d4.f1}‘ |:£V*VC,1€C“B’Y v*ﬂuvp«ﬁcfy + gv*vc,z fabcv*’a'uv;fcc
Gt VIV 1, 5
+ Z (gi*w,1¢;TiJ¢Jca + §W*yl¢ITO{Jﬁ¢§CQ
P
+ &zw,zij;TaijJca + SW*QQZJIT;J,TQ/];Ca i h.C.)} ’ (C.g)
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where T1/ = TP, + TRIIPp and T!7 are the generators for SU(2) and SU(3)
gauge transformations, respectively. Notice that 7T is the pseudo-hermitian conjugate
of T'. In order to take into account the mixings among fermion generations in the
counterterm of the type & . zzﬂ}kT 174) ;¢ a summation is understood. For instance,

VK3 a 7*7;)\0« !/ a
S [ateg, it =Y [deg,a e, ()
P

2
q7q,:u7cit7d7sib

where A, are the SU(3) Gell-Mann matrices and £ , , | is a complex matrix.

*q'1

4. Couplings of anti-fields with §2

A well-known feature of the BFM is the fact that multiplets are renormalized by the
same constant. As a consequence, the renormalization of the background and of the
quantum fields is related to each other. The counterterms that control these relations
at the quantum levels are

/ A € VP Dy 4 € VO Qg+ €y @] (C.5)

~

Anti-field independent terms =3[, ¢]

1. Gauge sector

We have to recall that abelian quantum gauge field V), has no background partner.
More precisely, combining the WTT for the abelian factor and the anti-ghost equation
(cf. Eq. (B7) in Appendix [B), the couplings with background abelian gauge fields V,
are completely fixed ([T, f]. In the following formulae, only the background fields Vf

and V;, for the SU(2) and SU(3) part of the gauge group, are taken into account.
The most general counterterm containing only gauge fields reads
[aaltn, B P + €y, B B + €0, P Fry

t Ervvn Capy VIV + €y fare VIV

+ Erovs B (VW) Epgrn B (VL)

t o, (VW) (VAVY) 4 e, (V)T (VL)

+ Eopvva €asn @ Fa VIV + Epya fabee ™" Fou VIV

&y (VaVe) (VVY) 4e s, (V)" (VW)

+ Eyags €osn (VV) VIV 4 Gy, Fane (V) VIV
dope (VV7) VEVE+E oL dase (VPV,) VIV
VORIV Vo + €0, VIV Ve,V
VARV, Vi + €0 VIRV LY,

a,

vVv21 vVv22

vVv23 vVv2.a

+¢
+¢
+¢

Vv2vv,3
V41

v43 v4a
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+ & dapdacaV 'V Ve Vi

8 VIV Yo Vaw + €0, VIV Vi

&y fab FacdV VO Ve Vi + €4 €a5EansVIHVEVV, Vs,

€, VIVa b 60, VIVou] (C.6)

where F*# and F®" are the SU(2) and SU(3) background gauge field strengths,
respectively. F*¥ is the abelian quantum gauge field strength and d*° is the totally
symmetric tensor in the adjoint representation of su(3).

It is clear that at the one-loop order only the quantum field independent counterterms
contribute. This means that only coefficients § , ,£_,, and £, in the first line of

Eq. (C.8) are needed. At two loops, the inspection of diagrams reveals that also the
counterterms quadratic in the quantum fields, namely §_ , ,....&_ , ., and & , ,
are necessary. At higher orders, all the other coefficients become important.

2. Mized scalar and gauge sector

Due to the absence of the background partner to the abelian gauge field V,,, the
covariant derivative of scalars ®; and fermions ; is defined with respect to the
abelian quantum gauge field and the SU(2) x SU(3) background gauge fields: @HCI)Z- =
0, — Vto I — V1507 and V,r = 07 — V,TP07 — Vo, Ti0? — V,, T . Here
t and T}, are the hypercharge generators in the scalar and fermion representations.

The general counterterm for the kinetic terms for scalars and their interaction with
gauge fields is described by the following expression

/ dhzfe (VA +0) (Val@ +0) +€,, (VA +0) (V,2).
+&oava (VA + v))i £ Vo (@ + v)j +&oave (V@ + v))i AT
T buon (V@) (V@) 6, (V70) 18V, (&4 0)
+ €onve (W@)i £V, 7+ €

+¢

£V VL (B + U)

V2ed,1 )
~ ‘7 i ;
V2821 nga W ((I) + 'U) tﬁ’ VM ((I) + U) + & V (I)]tﬁ qu)k

vaaﬂ(cbw) (q>+v) +¢

V221 ZJ

+ €V2<f>2 2 V23,2 V(XMVO"”CI)]- ((I) + U)

€y, VoV PO 6 VoV (D 40) (@ +0)

V292 2 V242 3

- €ana VoV By (B4 0) 46, Ve Vo @,07]. (C.7)

V20d,3 V2923

Note that the last three terms are a consequence of the background gauge invariance
in the SU(3) part of the gauge group.

3. Scalar sector
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To complete the counterterms for the scalar sector, we must list the ones that recon-
struct the correct scalar potential

/d4x{§q>2 0,7 + ¢, (<i>+v)j (<i>+v)j+§ D, (ci>+v)j
b (@) e [(840), (B o] e, [o (040))
s 80 (B 0) (B 40) e, 0, (9t v) o0k
+é,, P (<i>+v)j (<i>+v)k(<i>+v)k}. (C.8)

Note that at actually one- and two-loop order only few of these terms are needed.

+¢

4. Fermion sector

Finally, we have to discuss the fermionic terms. Again, it is easy to establish the most
general background gauge invariant contributions

S [ A BV € BITE VO € BT YO
!

+¢ Yo il ((i) + U)j + ngw'qaeréJ’jqzlwgq)j + h.c.} ' (C.9)

D! b,m
Here, the fermionic indices run over the SU(2) isospin, the color and the flavours of
fermions. In order to simplify the notation, we introduced Y’ to denote m inde-
pendent couplings between scalars and fermions. These tensors satisfy the relations
TIYKJ]—FYIK]T +tl Y =, TKYKJ]—FYIK]TOL}(thOTYéJ’" 0 and

a,rm

T,k YKJ] —I—YIK]T % = 0 for every m.

References

[1] O. Piguet and S.P. Sorella, Algebraic Renormalization, Lecture Notes in Physics Mono-
graphs, Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg (1995), and references therein.

[2] C.P. Martin and D. Sanchez-Ruiz, Nucl. Phys. B 572 (2000) 387.

[3] G. Bandelloni, C. Becchi, A. Blasi, and R. Collina, Ann. Inst. Henry Poincaré XXVIII
3 (1978) 225, 285:
G. Bandelloni, C. Becchi, A. Blasi, and R. Collina, Comm. Math. Phys. 71 (1980) 239.

[4] E. Kraus, Ann. Phys. (NY) 262 (1998) 155.

[5] N. Maggiore, O. Piguet, and S. Wolf, Nucl. Phys. B 458 (1996) 403; (E) ibid. B469
(1996) 513; Nucl. Phys. B 476 (1996) 329;
N. Maggiore, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A10 (1995) 3781.

[6] W. Hollik, E. Kraus, and D. Stockinger, Fur. Phys. J. C 11 (1999) 365.

34



[7]

8]

[15]

[16]
[17]

[18]

P.A. Grassi, T. Hurth, and M. Steinhauser, Report Nos.: BUTP-99/13, MPI/PhT-98-
90 and hep-ph/990742@, Ann. Phys. (NY) (in press).

G. 't Hooft, Nucl. Phys. B 33 (1971) 436;

H. Kluberg-Stern and J.B. Zuber, Phys. Rev. D 12 (1975) 467; Phys. Rev. D 12 (1975)
482;

L.F. Abbott, Nucl. Phys. B 185 (1981) 189;

S. Ichinose and M. Omote, Nucl. Phys. B 203 (1982) 221;

D.M. Capper and A. MacLean, Nucl. Phys. B 203 (1982) 413;

D.G. Boulware, Phys. Rev. D 12 (1981) 389.

A. Denner, G. Weiglein, and S. Dittmaier, Phys. Lett. B 333 (1994) 420; Nucl. Phys. B
440 (1995) 95.

P.A. Grassi, Nucl. Phys. B 462 (1996) 524; Nucl. Phys. B 537 (1999) 527;
Nuel. Phys. B 560 (1999) 499.

P.A. Grassi, T. Hurth, and M. Steinhauser, Report Nos.: CERN-TH/2000-304, DESY
00-157, NYU-TH/00/01/03 and [hep-ph/0011067, JHEP (in press).

P. A. Grassi and T. Hurth, Report No.: hep-ph/0I0T183.

C. Becchi, A. Rouet, and R. Stora, Comm. Math. Phys. 42 (1975) 127; Ann. Phys.
(NY) 98 (1976) 28T;
[.V. Tyutin, Lebeev Institute preprint N39 (1975).

L. F. Abbott, M. T. Grisaru, and R. K. Schaefer, Nucl. Phys. B 229 (1983) 372;
C. F. Hart, Phys. Rev. D 28 (1983) 1993;

C. Becchi and R. Collina, Nucl. Phys. B 562 (1999) 412;

R. Ferrari, M. Picariello, and A. Quadri, Report No.: hep-th/0012090.

J. Zinn-Justin, in Trends in Elementary Particle Theory, Lecture notes in Physics vol.
37, Springer Verlag, Berlin, 1975, eds. H. Rollnik and K. Dietz;

B. Lee, in Methods in Field Theory, Proceedings Les Houches session 28, 1975, eds. R.
Balian and J. Zinn-Justin, North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1976.

J.H. Lowenstein and B. Schroer, Phys. Rev. D 7 (1975) 1929 and references therein.

W. Zimmermann, Local Operator Products and Renormalization in Quantum Field The-
ory in 1970 Brandeis University Summer Institute Lectures, Cambridge, Mass. M.I.T.
Press.

W.A. Bardeen, Phys. Rev. 184 (1969) 1848;
J. Dixon, Cohomology and Renormalization of Gauge Theories IIIII (1976,1977) un-
published; Comm. Math. Phys. 139 (1991) 495;

B. Zumino, Chiral Anomalies and Differential Geometry, in Relativity, Groups and
Topology 11, eds. B.S. DeWitt and R. Stora, North Holland, Amsterdam (1984);

35


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9907426
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0011067
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0101183
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0012090

[19]

[20]

[24]
[25]
[26]
[27]

R. Stora, Algebraic Structure and Topological Origin of Anomalies, in Progress in Gauge
Field Theory, eds. 't Hooft et al, Plenum Press, New York (1984);

F. Brandt, N. Dragon, and M. Kreuzer, Phys. Lett. B 231 (1989) 263; Nucl. Phys. B
332 (1990) 224, 250;

M. Dubois-Violette, M. Henneaux, M. Talon, and C.M. Viallet, Phys. Lett. B 289
(1992) 361.

G.Barnich, F. Brandt, and M. Henneaux, Comm. Math. Phys. 174 (1995) 93 and 57;
Phys. Lett. B 346 (1995) 81;

G. Barnich and M. Henneaux Phys. Rev. Lett. 72 (1994) 1055;

F. Brandt, M. Henneaux, and A. Wilch, Nucl. Phys. B 510 (1998) 640.

O. Piguet, K. Sibold, and M. Schweda, Nucl. Phys. B 174 (1980) 183,;

O. Piguet and K. Sibold, Nucl. Phys. B 197 (1982) 257;

O. Piguet and K. Sibold, Nucl. Phys. B 197 (1982) 272;

O. Piguet and K. Sibold, Renormalized Supersymmetry. The Perturbation Theory Of
N=1 Supersymmetric Theories In Flat Space-Time, (Progress in Physics, 12), Boston,
USA; Birkhéuser (1986).

S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D 118 (1960) 838.

R. Ferrari and P.A. Grassi, Phys. Rev. D 60 (1999) 065010;
R. Ferrari, P.A. Grassi, and A. Quadri, Report No.: hep-th/9905192.

M. Steinhauser, Report Nos.: DESY 00-124, TTP00-14 and hep-ph/0009029; Comp.
Phys. Comm. (in press).

R. Ferrari, A. Le Yaouanc, L. Oliver and J. C. Raynal, Phys. Rev. D 52 (1995) 3036.
C. Greub and T. Hurth, Nucl. Phys. Suppl. B 74 (1999) 247 and references therein.
P. Gambino and U. Haisch, JHEP 0009 (2000) 001.

P. Gambino, P.A. Grassi, and F. Madricardo, Phys. Lett. B 454 (1999) 98;
P. Gambino and P.A. Grassi, Phys. Rev. D 62 (1999) 076002.

A. Strumia, Nucl. Phys. B 532 (1998) 28.

P. Gambino and U. Haisch, JHEP 0009 (2000) 001.

G. ‘t Hooft and M. Veltman, Nucl. Phys. B 44 (1972) 189.

P. Breitenlohner and D. Maison, Comm. Math. Phys. 52 (1977) 11, 39, 55.
M. Liischer, JHEP 0006 (2000) 028.

M. Pernici, M. Raciti, and F. Riva, Nucl. Phys. B 577 (2000) 293;
M. Pernici, Nucl. Phys. B 582 (2000) 733;
M. Pernici and M. Raciti, Report No.: hep-th/0003062.

36


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9905192
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0009029
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0003062

[34] F. Jegerlehner, Report No.: hep-ph/0005257.
[35] M. Golterman, Report No.: hep-Tat/0011027.

[36] C. Itzykson and J.-B. Zuber, Quantum Field Theory, McGraw-Hill, 1985.

37


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0005255
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-lat/0011027

