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We investigate the background field method with the Batalin-Vilkovisky formalism, to generalize known
results, study the parametric completeness of general gauge theories and achieve a better understanding of
several properties. In particular, we study renormalization and gauge dependence to all orders. Switching
between the background field approach and the usual approach by means of canonical transformations, we
prove parametric completeness without making use of cohomological theorems; namely we show that if the
starting classical action is sufficiently general all divergences can be subtracted by means of parameter
redefinitions and canonical transformations. Our approach applies to renormalizable and nonrenormaliz-
able theories that are manifestly free of gauge anomalies and satisfy the following assumptions: the gauge
algebra is irreducible and closes off shell, the gauge transformations are linear functions of the fields, and
closure is field independent. Yang-Mills theories and quantum gravity in arbitrary dimensions are included,
as well as effective and higher-derivative versions of them, but several other theories, such as supergravity,

are left out.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The background field method [1,2] is a convenient
tool to quantize gauge theories and make explicit calcu-
lations, particularly when it is used in combination with
the dimensional-regularization technique. It amounts to
choosing a nonstandard gauge fixing in the conventional
approach and, among its virtues, it keeps the gauge trans-
formations intact under renormalization. However, it takes
advantage of properties that only particular classes of
theories have.

The Batalin-Vilkovisky formalism [3] is also useful for
quantizing general gauge theories, especially because it
collects all ingredients of infinitesimal gauge symmetries in
a single identity, the master equation, which remains intact
through renormalization, at least in the absence of gauge
anomalies.

Merging the background field method with the Batalin-
Vilkovisky formalism is not only an interesting theoretical
subject per se, but can also offer a better understanding of
known results, make us appreciate aspects that have been
overlooked, generalize the validity of crucial theorems
about the quantization of gauge theories and renormaliza-
tion, and help us address open problems. For example, an
important issue concerns the generality of the background
field method. It would be nice to formulate a unique
treatment for all gauge theories, renormalizable and non-
renormalizable, unitary and higher derivative, with irre-
ducible or reducible gauge algebras that close off shell or
only on shell. However, we will see that at this stage it is not
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possible to achieve that goal, due to some intrinsic features
of the background field method.

Another important issue that we want to emphasize more
than has been done so far is the problem of parametric
completeness in general gauge theories [4]. To ensure
renormalization-group (RG) invariance, all divergences
must be subtracted by redefining parameters and making
canonical transformations. When a theory contains all
independent parameters necessary to achieve this goal,
we say that it is parametrically complete. The RG-invariant
renormalization of divergences may require the introduc-
tion of missing Lagrangian terms, multiplied by new
physical constants, or even deform the symmetry algebra
in nontrivial ways. However, in nonrenormalizable theories
such as quantum gravity and supergravity it is not obvious
that the action can indeed be adjusted to achieve parametric
completeness. One way to deal with this problem is to
classify the whole cohomology of invariants and hope that
the solution satisfies suitable properties. This method
requires lengthy technical proofs that must be done case
by case [5], and therefore lacks generality. Another way is
to let renormalization build the new invariants automati-
cally, as shown in Ref. [4], with an algorithm that is able to
iteratively extend the classical action converting divergen-
ces into finite counterterms. However, that procedure is
mainly a theoretical tool, because although very general
and conceptually minimal, it is practically unaffordable.
Among the other things, it leaves the possibility that
renormalization may dynamically deform the gauge sym-
metry in physically observable ways. A third possibility is
the one we are going to treat here, taking advantage of the
background field method. Where it applies, it makes
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cohomological classifications unnecessary and excludes
that renormalization may dynamically deform the sym-
metry in observable ways. Because of the intrinsic proper-
ties of the background field method, the approach of this
paper, although general enough, is not exhaustive. It is
general enough because it includes the gauge symmetries
we need for physical applications, namely Abelian and
non-Abelian Yang-Mills symmetries, local Lorentz sym-
metry and invariance under general changes of coordinates.
At the same time, it is not exhaustive because it excludes
other potentially interesting symmetries, such as local
supersymmetry.

To be precise, our results hold for every gauge symmetry
that satisfies the following properties: the algebra of gauge
transformations (i) closes off shell and (ii) is irreducible;
moreover (iii) there exists a choice of field variables where
the gauge transformations §,¢ of the physical fields ¢ are
linear functions of ¢ and the closure [5,, dx] = j y) of the
algebra is ¢ independent. We expect that with some
technical work it will be possible to extend our results
to theories that do not satisfy assumption (ii), but our
impression is that removing assumptions (i) and (iii) will be
much harder, if not impossible.

In this paper we also assume that the theory is manifestly
free of gauge anomalies. Our results apply to renormaliz-
able and nonrenormalizable theories that satisfy the
assumptions listed so far, among which are QED, Yang-
Mills theories, quantum gravity, and Lorentz-violating
gauge theories [6], as well as effective [7], higher-derivative
[8] and nonlocal [9] versions of such theories, in arbitrary
dimensions, and extensions obtained including any set of
composite fields. We recall that Stelle’s proof [8] that
higher-derivative quantum gravity is renormalizable was
incomplete, because it assumed without proof a generali-
zation of the Kluberg-Stern—Zuber conjecture [10] for the
cohomological problem satisfied by counterterms. Even the
cohomological analysis of Refs. [5] does not directly apply
to higher-derivative quantum gravity, because the field
equations of higher-derivative theories are not equal to
perturbative corrections of the ordinary field equations.
These remarks show that our results are quite powerful,
because they overcome a number of difficulties that
otherwise need to be addressed case by case.

Strictly speaking, our results, in their present form, do not
apply to chiral theories, such as the Standard Model coupled
to quantum gravity, where the cancellation of anomalies is
not manifest. Nevertheless, since all other assumptions we
have made concern just the forms of gauge symmetries, not
the forms of classical actions, nor the limits around which
perturbative expansions are defined, we expect that our
results can be extended to all theories involving the Standard
Model or Lorentz-violating extensions of it [11,12].
However, to make derivations more easily understandable
it is customary to first make proofs in the framework where
gauge anomalies are manifestly absent, and later extend the
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results by means of the Adler-Bardeen theorem [13]. We
follow the tradition on this, and plan to devote a separate
investigation to anomaly cancellation.

Although some of our results are better understandings
or generalizations of known properties, we do include them
for the sake of clarity and self-consistence. We think that
our formalism offers insight on the issues mentioned above
and gives a more satisfactory picture. In particular, the fact
that background field method makes cohomological clas-
sifications unnecessary is something that apparently has not
been appreciated enough so far. Moreover, our approach
points out the limits of applicability of the background field
method.

To achieve parametric completeness we proceed in four
basic steps. First, we study renormalization to all orders
subtracting divergences ‘“as they come,” which means
without worrying whether the theory contains enough
independent parameters for RG invariance or not.
Second, we study how the renormalized action and the
renormalized I" functional depend on the gauge fixing, and
work out how the renormalization algorithm maps a
canonical transformation of the classical theory into a
canonical transformation of the renormalized theory.
Third, we renormalize the canonical transformation that
continuously interpolates between the background field
approach and the conventional approach. Fourth, compar-
ing the two approaches we show that if the classical action
S.(¢, 1) contains all gauge invariant terms determined by
the starting gauge symmetry, then there exists a canonical
transformation ®, K — @), K such that

S min(®. . K) = Su(d + . 7(4)) — / R+ . O)R,
(1.1)

where Sy min 1S the renormalized action with the gauge-
fixing sector switched off, ®* = {¢,C} are the fields
(C being the ghosts), K, are the sources for the P“
transformations R*(®), ¢ are the background fields, 4 are
the physical couplings and 7(1) are A redefinitions.
Identity (1.1) shows that all divergences can be renor-
malized by means of parameter redefinitions and
canonical transformations, which proves parametric com-
pleteness. Power counting may or may not restrict the
form of S.(¢,2).

Basically, under the assumptions we have made the
background transformations do not renormalize, and the
quantum fields ¢ can be switched off and then restored
from their background partners ¢. Nevertheless, the resto-
ration works only up to a canonical transformation, which
gives (1.1). The story is a bit more complicated than this,
but this simplified version is enough to appreciate the main
point. However, when the assumptions we have made
do not hold, the argument fails, which shows how peculiar
the background field method is. Besides giving explicit
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examples where the construction works, we address some
problems that arise when the assumptions listed above are
not satisfied.

A somewhat different approach to the background field
method in the framework of the Batalin-Vilkovisky for-
malism exists in the literature. In Refs. [14] Binosi and
Quadri considered the most general variation 6A = Q of the
background gauge field A in Yang-Mills theory, and
obtained a modified Batalin-Vilkovisky master equation
that controls how the functional I" depends on A. Instead,
here we introduce background copies of both physical
fields and ghosts, which allows us to split the symmetry
transformations into “quantum transformations” and “back-
ground transformations.” The master equation is split into
the three identities (2.21), which control invariances under
the two types of transformations.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we formulate
our approach and derive its basic properties, emphasizing
the assumptions we make and why they are necessary. In
Sec. III we renormalize divergences to all orders, subtracting
them “as they come.” In Sec. IV we derive the basic
differential equations of gauge dependence and integrate
them, which allows us to show how a renormalized
canonical transformation emerges from its tree-level limit.
In Sec. V we derive (1.1) and prove parametric complete-
ness. In Sec. VI we give two examples, non-Abelian Yang-
Mills theory and quantum gravity. In Sec. VII we make
remarks about parametric completeness and recapitulate
where we stand now on this issue. Section VIII contains our
conclusions, while the Appendix collects several theorems
and identities that are used in the paper.

We use the dimensional-regularization technique and the
minimal subtraction scheme. Recall that the functional
integration measure is invariant with respect to perturba-
tively local changes of field variables. Averages (- --)
always denote the sums of connected Feynman diagrams.
We use the Euclidean notation in theoretical derivations and
switch to Minkowski spacetime in the examples.

II. BACKGROUND FIELD METHOD AND
BATALIN-VILKOVISKY FORMALISM

In this section we formulate our approach to the back-
ground field method with the Batalin-Vilkovisky formal-
ism. To better appreciate the arguments given below it may
be useful to jump back and forth between this section and
Sec. VI, where explicit examples are given.

If the gauge algebra closes off shell, there exists a
canonical transformation that makes the solution S(®, K)
of the master equation (S,S) = 0 depend linearly on the
sources K. We write

S(®,K) =8(?) — /R”’((I))K(,. (2.1)
The fields ®* = {¢',C!,C!, B'} are made of physical
fields ¢', ghosts C! (possibly including ghosts of ghosts
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and so on), antighosts C! and Lagrange multipliers B! for the
gauge fixing. Moreover, K, = {K};, K¢, KL, K} are the
sources associated with the symmetry transformations
R*(®) of the fields %, while

S(®) = Sc(¢) + (5. 9)

is the sum of the classical action S..(¢) plus the gauge fixing,
which is expressed as the antiparenthesis of S with a K-
independent gauge fermion W(®). We recall that the anti-
parentheses are defined as

6, X 6Y 6,X6Y
(X.1) = [ {220 - 22
0P* 6K, 6K, 6P
where the summation over the index «a is understood. The
integral is over spacetime points associated with repeated

indices.
The non-gauge-fixed action

SmQM—&@—/%w@m—/%wom,
(2.2)

obtained by dropping antighosts, Lagrange multipliers
and their sources, also solves the master equation, and is
called the minimal solution. Antighosts C and Lagrange
multipliers B form trivial gauge systems, and typically
enter (2.1) by means of the gauge fixing (S, V) and a
contribution

ASnm = _/BIK[C, (2.3)
to — [ R°K,,.

Let R*(®, C) denote the transformations the fields ®*
would have if they were matter fields. Each function
R*(®, C) is a bilinear form of ®* and C. Sometimes, to
be more explicit, we also use the notation R’C(C ,C) and
Rg (B, C) for C and B, respectively. It is often convenient to
replace (2.3) with the alternative nonminimal extension

lm%z—/qugacm%—/RH&QKg (2.4)
For example, in Yang-Mills theories we have
AS,, = _/(Ba _gfabcchc)KaC +g/fabcchcK%
and in quantum gravity
AS) =

iﬂ@+@@a—a@qmg

+/@@0+m@@mg 2.5)

where C* are the ghosts of diffeomorphisms.
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Observe that (2.4) can be obtained from (2.3) making the
canonical transformation generated by

Fun(®.K) = [0k, + [ RUC.COKY,
Requiring that F,, indeed give (2.4) we get the identities

1) _
- _/315—6’]731@(6, C).

5 5
/ (Rgécljwzf(c C)6C1>RI (C.C) =0,

(2.6)

REL(B,C)

which can be easily checked both for Yang-Mills theories
and gravity. In this paper the notation R*(®) refers to the
field transformations of (2.2) plus those of the nonminimal
extension (2.3), while R*(®) refers to the transformations
of (2.2) plus (2.4).

A. Background field action

To apply the background field method, we start from the
gauge invariance of the classical action S.(¢),

Sc(¢)
5

where A are the arbitrary functions that parametrize the
gauge transformations ¢’ = R'. Shifting the fields ¢ by
background fields ¢, and introducing arbitrary background
functions A we can write the identity

[ rp. )PP o, @)

| 85,8+
/[Rz<¢+¢,A> +X']$
. 5,8.(+
+/[R2(¢+Q,A)—X’]%— :

which is true for arbitrary functions X’. If we choose

X'=Ri(¢+¢.A)—RL($. D).
the transformations of the background fields contain only
background fields and coincide with R.(¢,A). We find

/ R+ A+ ) = Ri( )] ==
B
N / R0, A)l(gfb:r@: (2.8)

Thus, denoting background quantities by means of an
underlining, we are led to consider the action
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— S+ ) — /R“(cb LBk
- /Ra(@) (Ka - Ka)’

S(@, gv K7 K)
(2.9)

which solves the master equation [S, S]] = 0, where the
antiparentheses are defined as

[ [8XEY 5X8Y 5XEY 8X5Y
.Y} = / {5@%@%@5& 5K, 60% 5K, 00

More directly, if S(®,K) = S.(¢) — [ R*(®)K, solves
(S,8) =0, the background field can be 1ntroduced with a
canonical transformation. Start from the action

S(@. 9. K.K) = S.(¢) / RA(®)K, — / RY(@)K,
(2.10)

which obviously satisfies two master equations, one in the
variables ®, K and the other one in the variables ¢, K.
A fortiori, it also satisfies [S, S]] = 0. Relabeling fields and
sources with primes and making the canonical transforma-
tion generated by the functional

Fy(®, 8, K',K') = / (@7 4 DUK, + / UK, (2.11)

we obtain (2.9), and clearly preserve [S, S]] = 0.

The shift @ is called background field, while ® is called
quantum field. We also have quantum sources K and
background sources K. Finally, we have background trans-
formations, those described by the background ghosts C or
the functions A in (2.8), and quantum transformations,
those described by the quantum ghosts C and (2.3) or the
functions A in (2.8).

The action (2.9) is not the most convenient one to study
renormalization. It is fine in the minimal sector (the one
with antighosts and Lagrange multipliers switched off), but
not in the nonminimal one. Now we describe the improve-
ments we need to make.

1. Nonminimal sector

So far we have introduced background copies of all fields.
Nevertheless, strictly speaking we do not need to introduce
copies of the antighosts C and the Lagrange multipliers B,
since we do not need to gauge-fix the background. Thus we
drop C, B and their sources from now on, and define
o = {¢',C",0,0}, K,={K,,KL,0,0}. Observe that
then we have R*(®) = R*(®) = {R!,(¢,C), RL(®),0,0}.

Let us compare the nonminimal sectors (2.3) and (2.4). If
we choose (2.3), C and B do not transform under back-
ground transformations. Since (2.3) are the only terms that
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contain K¢, they do not contribute to one-particle irreduc-
ible diagrams and do not receive radiative corrections.
Moreover, K does not appear in the action. Instead, if we
choose the nonminimal sector (2.4), namely, if we start
from

S(@.9.K.K) = S.(¢) / R%(®)K, — / RU@K,
2.12)

instead of (2.10), the transformation (2.11) gives the action

S(@.8.K.K)=S.(h+§) / (R(®+ &) — R(D))K,

_ / RY(®D)K,, 2.13)

Flo(®,8,K'K') — / K7, + / Bk, + / RL(C.C)KY

on (2.9). Using (2.6) again, the result is

S(®,2,K,K)

This is the background field action we are going to work with.
It is straightforward to check that (2.16) satisfies [[S, S]] = 0.

2. Separating the background and quantum sectors

Now we separate the background sector from the quantum
sector. To do this properly we need to make further
assumptions.

First, we assume that there exists a choice of field variables
where the functions R*(®) are at most quadratic in ®. We call
it linearity assumption. It is equivalent to assume that the
gauge transformations 5,¢' = R%L(¢, A) of (2.7) are linear
functions of the fields ¢ and closure is expressed by ¢-
independent identities [5,,85] = dp 5. The linearity
assumption is satisfied by all gauge symmetries of physical
interest, such as those of QED, non-Abelian Yang-Mills
theory, quantum gravity, and the Standard Model. On the
other hand, it is not satisfied by other important symmetries,
among which is supergravity, where the gauge transforma-
tions either close only on shell or are not linear in the fields.

Second, we assume that the gauge algebra is irreducible,
which ensures that the set ® contains only ghosts and not
ghosts of ghosts.

Under these assumptions, we make the canonical trans-
formation generated by

F,(@,@,K’,K’):/<I>“K;,+/Q“Ex+(f—l)/glgg
2.17)

=S¢ +9) - [(®(@+ D)~ R@)K, - [ RUC.OK!
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In particular, using the linearity of R7. and R, in C, we see
that (2.4) is turned into itself plus

/wc

Because of these new terms, C and B now transform as
ordinary matter fields under background transformations.
This is the correct background transformation law we need
for them. On the other hand, the nonminimal sector (2.4)
also generates nontrivial quantum transformations for C
and B, which are renormalized and complicate our
derivations.

It would be better to have (2.4) in the background sector
and (2.3) in the nonbackground sector. To achieve this goal,
we make the canonical transformation generated by

/ RL(B.C)K,. (2.14)

(2.15)

—/%mgﬂ—/W@&.am)

on the action (2.16). This transformation amounts to
rescaling the background ghosts C! by a factor 7 and their
sources KL by a factor 1/z. Since we do not have back-
ground antighosts, (2.17) is the background-ghost-number
transformation combined with a rescaling of the back-
ground sources.

The action (2.16) is not invariant under (2.17). Using the
linearity assumption it is easy to check that the transformed
action S is linear in 7. Writing S, = S + 28 we can split the
total action S into the sum S + S of a quantum action S and
a background action S.

Precisely, the quantum action S does not depend on the
background sources K and the background ghosts C, but
only on the background copies ¢ of the physical fields.
We have B

— (B9 K) = S.(p+ $) — /R“(qﬁ 1 $.C.C.B)K,
(2.18)

Note that, in spite of the notation, the functions R*(®) are
actually C independent. Moreover, we find

/R"’CDC

5(2,2.K.K) = /m@&,
(2.19)

where, for ¢ and C,
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RA(®.C) = RA(® + ) — RX(®) — R*($ + ¢.C.C. B).
(2.20)

These functions transform ¢ and C as if they were matter
fields and are of course linear in ¢ and C. Note that formula
(2.20) does not hold for antighosts and Lagrange multi-
pliers. In the end all quantum fields transform as matter
fields under background transformations.

The master equation [S,S]] =0 decomposes into the
three identities

(2.21)

which we call background field master equations.

The quantum transformations are described by § and the
background ones are described by S. Background fields are
inert under quantum transformations, because [[S, @] = 0.
Note that

1. 15. X110 + [S. [3. X1 = 0, (2.22)
where X is an arbitrary local functional. This property
follows from the Jacobi identity of the antiparentheses and

[[3' ,S] = 0, and states that background and quantum trans-
formations commute.

3. Gauge-fixing

Now we come to the gauge fixing. In the usual approach,
the theory is typically gauge-fixed by means of a canonical
transformation that amounts to replacing the action S by
S+ (S, W), where W is a local functional of ghost number
—1 and depends only on the fields ®. Using the background
field method it is convenient to search for a C-independent
gauge-fixing functional W(®, ¢) that is also invariant under
background transformations, namely such that
[S,¥] =o0. (2.23)
Then we fix the gauge with the usual procedure; namely we

make a canonical transformation generated by

Fyp(®,2,K',K') = / K’ + / DK, + U (D). (2.24)

Because of (2.23) the gauge-fixed action reads

Sy =S+S8+[8,7]. (2.25)

Defining S, = § + [S, U], identities (2.21), (2.22) and
(2.23) give [Syr. Sell = [Sgr, S| =0, so it is just like
gauge-fixing S. Since both § and ¥ are K and C

independent, S‘gf is also K and C independent. Observe
that the canonical transformations (2.17) and (2.24)
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commute; therefore we can safely apply the transformation
2.17)) to the gauge-fixed action. A gauge fixing satisfying
(2.23) is called background-preserving gauge fixing.

In some derivations of this paper the background field
master equations (2.21) are violated in intermediate steps;
therefore we need to prove properties that hold more
generally. Specifically, consider an action

S(®.2,K.K) = 8(®,$.K) + 5(0, ., K. K), (2.26)

equal to the sum of a K- and C-independent “quantum
action” S, plus a “background action” § that satisfies the
following requirements: (i) it is a linear function of the
quantum fields @, (ii) it gets multiplied by = when applying
the canonical transformation (2.17), and (iii) 6,S/6K,, is ®
independent. In particular, requirement (ii) implies that S
vanishes at C = 0. Since S is a linear function of ®, it does
not contribute to one-particle irreducible diagrams. Since S
does not depend on C, while S vanishes at C =0, §
receives no radiative corrections. Thus the I' functional
associated with the action (2.26) satisfies

I(® .2, K, K) =01(2,4,K) + 5(2, 2. K,K). (2.27)

Moreover, thanks to Theorem 6 of the Appendix we have
the general identity

I, = (S, S, (2.28)

under the sole assumption that §,S/6K, is ¢ independent.
Applying the canonical transformation (2.17) to I'" we
find I', = 1"+ 75, so (2.28) gives the identities

[0, 0] = ((8.31),  [S.01 =([530). (229
When [[S, S]] = 0 we have
[0, 0] = (.1 = [S.T] =o. (2.30)

Observe that, thanks to the linearity assumption, an §
equal to (2.19) satisfies the requirements of formula (2.26).

Now we give details about the background-preserving
gauge fixing we pick for the action (2.16). It is convenient to
choose gauge-fixing functions G'*(¢, 9)¢' that are linear in
the quantum fields ¢, where G''(¢, 9) may contain deriva-
tive operators. Precisely, we choose the gauge fermion

U(D,9) = / C'G" (9. 0)¢',

and assume that it satisfies (2.23). A more common choice
would be [see (6.2) for Yang-Mills theory]

U(D. ) = / TG (. O)p + BT,

where &;; are gauge-fixing parameters. In this case, when
we integrate the B fields out, the expressions G'* (Q, D)@' get
squared. However, (2.31) is better for our purposes, because it

(2.31)
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makes the canonical transformations (2.15) and (2.24)
commute with each other. We call the choice (2.31) regular
Landau gauge. The gauge-field propagators coincide with the
ones of the Landau gauge. Nevertheless, while the usual
Landau gauge (with no B’s around) is singular, here gauge
fields are part of multiplets that include the B’s; therefore
(2.31) is regular.

In the regular Landau gauge, using (2.23) and applying
(2.24) to (2.16) we find

Set = ng +S=5.(p+9) —/R“((,b +¢.C, C.B)K,

- / Re(®, C)K, — / RY(®)K,, (2.32)

where the tilde sources K coincide with K, apart from K: !

and K which are

IN(;] =K, — C'G"(p.—0), IN(IC:KIC—GH(Q,a)(Di.
(2.33)

Recalling that the functions R*(®) are C independent,
we see that Sqf does not depend on K, i and C separately, but
only through the combination K i Every one-particle
irreducible diagram with C’ external legs actually factor-
izes a —C!G" (¢, —0) on those legs. Replacing one or more
such objects with K’’s, we obtain other contributing
diagrams. Conversely, replacmg one or more K, ! external

legs with —C'G" (¢, —J) we also obtain contrlbutmg
diagrams. Therefore, all radiative corrections, as well as

the renormalized action S # and the I" functionals [" and fR
associated with the action (2.32), do not depend on K j/ and

C separately, but only through the combination K: e

The only B-dependent terms of Sqf, provided by [S, V]
and (2.3), are

ASy = — / B'KL = / B'(G"(¢.0)p' — KL), (2.34)

and are quadratic or linear in the quantum fields. For this
reason, no one-particle irreducible diagrams can contain
external B legs; therefore ASp is nonrenormalized and goes
into § R [ and FR unmodified.

We thus learn that using linear gauge-fixing functions we
can set C = B =0 and later restore the correct C and B
dependencies in Sqf, S z L and [k Just by replacing K, i with
Ky and adding ASp.

From now on when no confusion can arise we drop the
subscripts of S, and S o and assume that the background
field theory is gauge fixed in the way just explained.

B. Background-preserving canonical transformations

It is useful to characterize the most general canonical
transformations ®, @, K, K — @', &', K’, K’ that preserve
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the background field master equations (2.21) and the basic
properties of Sand S.
By definition, all canonical transformations preserve the
antiparentheses, so (2.21) are turned into
1880 = 8.3 =[5.5]'=0 (2.35)
Moreover, S" should be K’ and C' independent, while S
should be invariant, because it encodes the background
transformations. This means
S'(®,9.K,K)

= 5(®, ®. K, K). (2.36)

We prove that a canonical transformation defined by a
generating functional of the form

F(®,®,K',K') = / K, + / DK, + (D, K'),

(2.37)
where Q is a K’- and C-independent local functional such
that

[S.0(®,¢.K)] = (2.38)
satisfies our requirements.

Since Q is K’ and C independent, the background fields
and the sources K do not transform: &' = @, K. = K.
Moreover, the action 8 is clearly K’ and C’ independent, as
desired, so we just need to prove (2.36). For convenience,
multiply O by a constant parameter { and consider the
canonical transformations generated by

F§(¢7Q7KI’K/) :/QQK/UI+/QGK;+CQ(¢’Q7K/>‘

(2.39)
Given a functional X(®, ®, K’, K') it is often useful to work

with the tilde functional

5((@7@’ K?K) - X(®9@’ K’(®a Q» K’ K)aK,((bva K?K))’

(2.40)

obtained by expressing the primed sources in terms of
unprimed fields and sources. Assumption (2.38) tells us
that Q(®, ¢, K) is invariant under background transforma-
tions. Since ®* and K transform as matter fields under
such transformations, it is clear that 5Q/5K, and 6Q/5®”
transform precisely like them, as well as ®* and K] 5
Moreover, we have [S,Q] =0 for every . Applying
Theorem 9 to y = S we obtain

a8 88 o - OS

= oy [[S ) Q]] = g
o &g oC
where @ /O( is taken at constant primed variables and 9/9¢
is taken at constant unprimed variables. If we treat the
unprimed variables as ¢ independent, and the primed

(2.41)
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variables as functions of them and £, the right-hand side of
(2.41) vanishes. Varying ¢ from 0 to 1 we get

S'(®,®,K,K)=S(¥,9 K K')=5,2K,K),

where now the relations among primed and unprimed
variables are those specified by (2.37).

We call the canonical transformations just defined
background-preserving canonical transformations. We
stress once again that they do not just preserve the back-
ground field (@' = ®), but also the background trans-
formations (S’ = S) and the K and C independence of S.
The gauge-fixing canonical transformation (2.24) is back-
ground preserving.

Canonical transformations may convert the sources K
into functions of both fields and sources. However, the
sources are external, while the fields are integrated over.
Thus, canonical transformations must be applied at the
level of the action S, not at the levels of generating
functionals. In the functional integral they must be meant
as mere replacements of integrands. Nevertheless, we recall
that there exists a way [15-17] to upgrade the formalism of
quantum field theory and overcome these problems. The
upgraded formalism allows us to implement canonical
transformations as true changes of field variables in the
functional integral, and closely track their effects inside
generating functionals, as well as throughout the renorm-
alization algorithm.

III. RENORMALIZATION

In this section we give the basic algorithm to subtract
divergences to all orders. As usual, we proceed by induction
in the number of loops and use the dimensional-regulari-
zation technique and the minimal subtraction scheme. We
assume that gauge anomalies are manifestly absent, i.e. that
the background field master equations (2.21) hold exactly at
the regularized level. We first work on the classical action
S =8+ of (2.32) and define a background-preserving
subtraction algorithm. Then we generalize the results to non-
background-preserving actions.

Call S, and I',, the action and the I" functional renor-
malized up to n loops included, with S, = S, and write the
loop expansion as

r, = i ATl
k=0

The inductive assumptions are that S, has the form (2.26),
with § given by (2.19), and

S,=S+poles, TI'Y<oo Vk<n @G0

HSH’ Sn]] = O(thrl)’ [[S’ Sn]] =0, (3.2)
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where “poles” refers to the divergences of the dimensional
regularization. Clearly, the assumptions (3.1) and (3.2) are
satisfied for n = 0.

Using formulas (2.29) and recalling that [S,,S,] is a
local insertion of order O(A"!), we have

ﬂrnvrnﬂ = <HSnv Sn]]> = [[Snv Sn]] + O(hn+2)’

By [IS, S]] =0 and the first of (3.1), [S,, S,]] is made of
pure poles.

Now, take the order A"*! of Egs. (3.3) and then their
divergent parts. The second of (3.1) tells us that all
subdivergences are subtracted away, so the order-A""!

divergent part Ffl”‘fivl ) of I',, is a local functional. We obtain

. 1 -
Is. TV = S 180 8u0 + O(n"+2), 13.7 V) =o.
(3.4)
Define
Spi1 =S, =T, (3.5)

Since S, has the form (2.26), I',, has the form (2.27),
therefore both fn and T are K and C independent,

ndiv -
which ensures that S, ; has the form (2.26) [with S given
by (2.19)]. Moreover, the first inductive assumption of (3.1)
is promoted to S, ;. The diagrams constructed with the

vertices of S, | are the diagrams of §,,, plus new diagrams

(1) therefore

containing vertices of —I", ., s

rW —rP o Vik<n,

n+1 =
Y = ) < oo

which promotes the second inductive assumption of (3.1) to
n + 1 loops. Finally, formulas (3.4) and (3.5) give

[Sats Sul = 1S, Sall =208, T 0] + O(an+2)
= O(h™?),
13.5,.1] =0,

so (3.2) are also promoted to n + 1 loops.

We conclude that the renormalized action S = S, and
the renormalized generating functional ', = I', satisfy the
background field master equations

[Sk. S = [S. Skl =0, [Tk Tl = [S. Tl = 0.

(3.6)

For later convenience we write down the form of Sk,
which is
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BACKGROUND FIELD METHOD, BATALIN-VILKOVISKY ...

Sg(®. 2. K, K) = Sp(®,¢.K) + (P, 2. K, K)
= Su(@.4.K) ~ [ R(@.COIK,

- / R(I(Q)Ka' (37)

In the usual (non-background field) approach the results
just derived hold if we just ignore background fields and
sources, as well as background transformations, and use the
standard parentheses (X, Y) instead of [X,Y]. Then the
subtraction algorithm starts with a classical action S(®, K)
that satisfies the usual master equation (S, §) = 0 exactly at
the regularized level and ends with a renormalized action
Sp(®,K) = S (P, K) and a renormalized generating func-
tional T'x(®, K) = I',,(®, K) that satisfy the usual master
equations (Sg, Sg) = (I'g, k) =0.

In the presence of background fields ¢ and background
sources K, ignoring invariance under background trans-
formations (encoded in the parentheses [S,S], [S.S,].
[S,Sg]] and similar ones for the I' functionals), we can
generalize the results found above to any classical action
S(®, P, K, K) that satisfies [|S,S]] =0 at the regularized
level and is such that §,S/6K, is ® independent. Indeed,
these assumptions allow us to apply Theorem 6, instead of
formulas (2.29), which is enough to go through the sub-
traction algorithm ignoring the parentheses [S,X]. We
have §,S/6K, = 6,T' /6K, = §,S,/5K, for every n. Thus,
we conclude that a classical action S(®,®,K,K) that
satisfies [[S,S] =0 at the regularized level and is
such that §,;S/6K, is ® independent gives a renormalized
action Si(®P, P, K,K) and a I' functional T'x(P, @, K, K)
that satisfy [[Sg,Sg]l = [Tx,Tz]] =0 and §,S;/6K, =

The renormalization algorithm of this section is a
generalization to the background field method of the
procedure first given in Ref. [18]. Since it subtracts
divergences just as they come, as emphasized by formula
3.5)), we use to call it “raw” subtraction [4], to distinguish it
from algorithms where divergences are subtracted away at
each step by means of parameter redefinitions and canoni-
cal transformations. The raw subtraction does not ensure
RG invariance [4], because it subtracts divergent terms even
when there is no (running) parameter associated with them.
For the same reason, it tells us very little about parametric
completeness.

In power-counting renormalizable theories the raw sub-
traction is satisfactory, since we can start from a classical
action S, that already contains all gauge-invariant terms
that are generated back by renormalization. Nevertheless, in
nonrenormalizable theories, such as quantum gravity,
effective field theories and nonrenormalizable extensions
of the Standard Model, in principle renormalization can
modify the symmetry transformations in physically observ-
able ways (see Ref. [4] for a discussion about this
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possibility). In Sec. V we prove that this actually does
not happen under the assumptions we have made in this
paper; namely when gauge anomalies are manifestly
absent, the gauge algebra is irreducible and closes off
shell, and R*(®) are quadratic functions of the fields ®.
Precisely, renormalization affects the symmetry only by
means of canonical transformations and parameter redefi-
nitions. Then, to achieve parametric completeness it is
sufficient to include all gauge-invariant terms in the
classical action S.(¢), as classified by the starting gauge
symmetry. The background field method is crucial to prove
this result without advocating involved cohomological
classifications.

IV. GAUGE DEPENDENCE

In this section we study the dependence on the gauge
fixing and the renormalization of canonical transforma-
tions. We first derive the differential equations that govern
gauge dependence; then we integrate them and finally use
the outcome to describe the renormalized canonical trans-
formation that switches between the background field
approach and the conventional approach. These results
will be useful in the next section to prove parametric
completeness.

The parameters of a canonical transformation are asso-
ciated with changes of field variables and changes of gauge
fixing. For brevity we call all of them ‘“gauge-fixing
parameters” and denote them with & Let (2.37) be a
tree-level canonical transformation satisfying (2.38). We
write Q(®, ¢, K', &) to emphasize the & dependence of Q.
We prove that for every gauge-fixing parameter ¢ there
exists a local K- and C-independent functional Qg such
that

Ore = Qg + O(h)-poles, (Qre) < o, 4.1)
oS _
8—; = HSR’ QR@?]] ’ HS’ QR,&]] =0,
or
3—; = [T (Qre)l. 4.2)

where Q; = 00/0¢, Q§ is defined as shown in (2.40) and
the average is calculated with the action Sp. We call the first
and last equations of the list (4.2) differential equations of
gauge dependence. They ensure that the renormalized
functionals depend on gauge-fixing parameters in a coho-
mologically exact way. Later we integrate Eqs. (4.2) and
move every gauge dependence inside a (renormalized)
canonical transformation. A consequence is that physical
quantities are gauge independent.

We derive (4.2) proceeding inductively in the number
of loops, as usual. The inductive assumption is that
there exists a K-and C-independent local functional
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One = Qg + O(h)-poles such that (Q,, ;) is convergent up
to the nth loop included (the average being calculated with
the action §,) and

a5,
o0&

=[S0 Quel + O™ ). [8.0,6) =0. (43)
Applying the identity (A19), which here holds with the
parentheses [X, Y[, we easily see that Q. = Q; satisfies
(4.3) for n =0. Indeed, taking y =S and noting that
08'/9¢|g x» = 0, since the parameter & is absent before
the transformation (a situation that we describe using
primed variables), we get the first relation of (4.3), without
O(h) corrections. Applying (A19) to y = S and recalling
that S is invariant, we get the second relation of (4.3).

Let Qi’?dlii denote the O(7""') divergent part of (Q,, ).
The inductive assumption ensures that all subdivergences
are subtracted away, so Qf:’;dli)v is local. Define

Clearly, Q,.,; is K and C independent and equal to
Qg + O(h)-poles. Moreover, by construction (Q,,¢) is
convergent up to the (n + 1)-th loop included, where the
average is calculated with the action S, ;.

Now, Corollary 8 tells us that [S,Q,¢] =0 and
[S.S,] =0 imply [S,(Q, )]l =0. Taking the O(A" ")
divergent part of this formula we obtain [, Q;(:,l;dlilﬂ =0,
therefore the second formula of (4.3) is promoted to
n + 1 loops.

Applying Corollary 7 to I',, and S,,, with X = Q,, ., we
have the identity

ar, 85,
ag - [[Fm <Qn§>]] + < aé - [[Sn’ an]]>
1
+§<[[Sn’sn]] Qn,§>1"’ (45)
where (AB); denotes the one-particle irreducible

diagrams with one A insertion and one B insertion. Now,
observe that if A= O(h") and B = O(A") then
(AB) = O(h"*m+1) since the A, B insertions can be
connected only by loops. Let us take the O(A"+!) divergent
part of (4.5). By the inductive assumption (3.2), the last
term of (4.5) can be neglected. By the inductive assumption
(4.3) we can drop the average in the second-to-last term. We
thus get

arin-i-vl) n+1 n+1 8Sn
Tg = Hrl(ldiv)’ Qocll + [IS, Q§1,§di2/]] + ¢

- [[Sm Qn‘f]] + O(hn+2)’

Using this fact, (3.5) and (4.4) we obtain
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aSn+l
o€

= [Sy11. Onriell + O(R"2), (4.6)

which promotes the first inductive hypothesis of (4.3) to
order 72"*!. When n is taken to infinity, the first two formulas
of (4.2) follow, with Qg » = QO ¢. The third identity of (4.2)
follows from the first one, using (4.5) with n = oo and
[S&. Sg]] = 0. This concludes the derivation of (4.2).

A. Integrating the differential equations
of gauge dependence

Now we integrate the first two equations of (4.2) and find
the renormalized canonical transformation that corresponds
to a tree-level transformation (2.37) satisfying (2.38).
Specifically, we prove that

Theorem 1.— There exists a background-preserving
canonical transformation

FR(¢7 ga Kla K’v 5)

—/@M+/@M+&@@K@, @7
where Og(®, ¢, K',&) = Q(®, ¢, K', &) + O(h) is a K- and
C-independent local functional, such that the transformed
action S;(®', @', K", K') = Sg(®, @, K, K, §) is £ indepen-
dent and invariant under background transformations:

08y _

5 O [S.5,] = 0. (4.8)

Proof. To prove this statement we introduce a new
parameter ¢ multiplying the whole functional Q of
(2.37), as in (2.39). We know that [S. Q] =0 implies
[S, Q] = 0. If we prove that the { dependence can be
reabsorbed into a background-preserving canonical trans-
formation we also prove the same result for every gauge-
fixing parameter £ and also for all of them together. The
differential equations of gauge dependence found above
obviously apply with & — £.

Specifically, we show that the { dependence can be
reabsorbed in a sequence of background-preserving canoni-
cal transformations S, = Sg,1 (wWith Spy = Sg), gener-
ated by

&@@ﬁﬁ%/wm+/@m+m@@KQ

4.9)
where H, = O(A"), and such that
s
o= el =0 @10)

The functionals 7', and H,, are determined by the recursive
relations
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OH,
ac”

Ty1 (.. K, () =T, (0,9, K.{) — “.11)

¢
Hy(®, ¢, K',0) = / AT, (8.0, K.C),  (4.12)
4 A 4
with the initial conditions
Ty = Ory» Hy={0.

In formula (4.11) the tilde operation (2.40) on 0H,,/0¢ and
the canonical transformation ®, K — ®’, K’ are the ones
defined by F,. In formula (4.12) T, ,(®, ¢, K’) denotes the
contributions of order A" to T,(®, ¢, K(®,$,K')), the
function K(®, ¢, K’) also being determined by F,. Note
that for n>0 we have T,(®,¢, K(® ¢ K'))=
T,(®,¢,K') + O(h"+"); therefore formula (4.12), which
determines H,, (and so F,), does not really need F, on the
right-hand side. Finally, (4.12) is self-consistent for n = 0.
Formula (A19) of the Appendix describes how the
dependence on parameters is modified by a canonical
transformation. Applying it to 4.10, we get

aSRnJrl _ aSRn _ [| @H _ ”S T _5\/&1”
aé’ - aC Rn> 8(; - Rn> 4t n aC )

whence (4.11) follows. For n =0 the first formula
of (4.1) gives Ty = Q + O(h); therefore T; = O(h).
Then (4.12) gives H, = O(#). For n > 0 the order A"
of T,., vanishes by formula (4.12); therefore 7,,, =
O(A"1) and H, ., = O(A"*1), as desired.

Consequently, S; = Sk, is ¢ independent, since (4.10)
implies S, /I¢ = 0. Observe that K and C independence
is preserved at each step. Finally, all operations defined by
(4.11) and (4.12) are background preserving. We conclude
that the canonical transformation Fy obtained composing
the F,s solves the problem.

Using (4.8) and (2.29) we conclude that in the new
variables

(2

% >:o [3.T,] = o,

9e (4.13)

for all gauge-fixing parameters £.

B. Non-background-preserving canonical
transformations

In the usual approach the results derived so far apply
with straightforward modifications. It is sufficient to ignore
the background fields and sources, as well as the back-
ground transformations, and use the standard parentheses
(X,Y) instead of [[X, Y]]. Thus, given a tree-level canonical
transformation generated by

F(®,K') = / BUK!, + 0D, K', &), 4.14)

there exists a local functional Qp, - satisfying (4.1) such that
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g
0

Sk

—; = (Sg: Ore),

o Tk (Qx)):

(4.15)

and there exists a renormalized canonical transformation

Fp(®,K) :/@AKI’A—}—QR((I),K’,S), (4.16)
where Qx(®, K', &) = Q(®, K', &) + O(h) is a local func-
tional, such that the transformed action S;(®',K') =
Sg(®,K,¢&) is & independent. Said differently, the entire
& dependence of Sy is reabsorbed into the transformation:

SR(CI)’ K, é) = Sf(q)/(q)? K, é)’ K/(CD’ K, é))

In the presence of background fields ® and background
sources K, dropping assumption (2.38) and ignoring
invariance under background transformations, encoded in
the parentheses [S, X[, the results found above can be
easily generalized to any classical action S(®, @, K, K) that
solves [S, S]] = 0 and is such that §,S/6K, is ¢ indepen-
dent, and to any K-independent canonical transformation.
Indeed, these assumptions are enough to apply Theorem 6
and Corollary 7, and go through the derivation ignoring the
parentheses [[S, X]|. The tree-level canonical transformation
is described by a generating functional of the form

F(®,3. K K') = / K/, + / DK, 1 Q3. C.K".E).

(4.17)
We still find the differential equations
OSg 'y
e Sk, Orell. o [Tr. (Qre)l,  (4.18)

where Qg - satisfies (4.1). When we integrate the first of
these equations with the procedure defined above we build
a renormalized canonical transformation

FR((I)’gy K/aK/7£)
_ / SK?, + / BK, 4+ Qp(®.0.C.K'.E). (419

where Qr = Q + O(h) is a local functional, such that the
transformed action S;(®', ', K',K') = Sg(®. 2, K. K. ¢)
is £ independent. The only difference is that now Qg
(Qre)s Ty, H, and Qg can depend on C, which does not
disturb any of the arguments used in the derivation.

C. Canonical transformations in I”

We have integrated the first equation of (4.18), and
shown that the £ dependence can be reabsorbed in the
canonical transformation (4.19) on the renormalized action
Sk, which gives the £-independent action with S ;. We know
that the generating functional I'; of one-particle irreducible
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Green functions determined by S is £ independent. We can
also prove that I'y can be obtained applying a (nonlocal)
canonical transformation directly on I'y.

To achieve this goal we integrate the second equation of
(4.18). The integration algorithm is the same as the one of
subsection IVA, with the difference that Qk . is replaced by
(Ogr.)- The canonical transformation on I'g has a generat-
ing functional of the form

Fl"((D’ i? K/, K/’ 5)

_ / Bk + / KL+ O (@, 9. C.K'.E).  (4.20)

where Qr = Q + O(h) (nonlocal) radiative corrections.

The result just obtained is actually more general, and
proves that if S is any action that solves the master
equation (it can be the classical action, the renormalized
action, or any other action) canonical transformations on
S correspond to canonical transformations on the I’
functional determined by S. See [14] for a different
derivation of this result in Yang-Mills theory. Our line of
reasoning can be recapitulated as follows: in the usual
approach, (i) make a canonical transformation (4.14) on
S; (i) derive the equations of gauge dependence for the
action, which are 0S/0¢ = (S, Q;); (iii) derive the
equations of gauge dependence for the I' functional
determined by S, which are OI'/0¢ = (', (Q¢)), and
integrate them.

The property just mentioned may sound obvious, and
is often taken for granted, but actually needed to be
proved. The reason is that the canonical transformations
we are talking about are not true changes of field
variables inside functional integrals, but mere replace-
ments of integrands [15]. Therefore, we cannot automati-
cally infer how a transformation on the action S affects
the generating functionals Z, W =1n Z and I', and need
to make some additional effort to get where we want. We
recall that to skip this kind of supplementary analysis we
need to use the formalism of the master functional,
explained in Refs. [16,17].

D. Application

An interesting application that illustrates the results of
this section is the comparison between the renormalized
action (3.7), which was obtained with the background field
method and the raw subtraction procedure of Sec. III, and
the renormalized action S} that can be obtained with the
same raw subtraction in the usual non-background field
approach.

The usual approach is retrieved by picking a gauge
fermion ¥’ that depends on ® + ®, such as

V(P +P) = / C'G"(0,0)(¢" + ¢'). 4.21)
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Making the canonical transformation generated by

Fy@eK.K) = [ oK+ [ K+ V@t

(4.22)
on (2.9) we find the classical action
S'(®,2,K.K)=5(®+®,K)+ 5(0,8,K,K), (4.23)
where

S(@+2.K)=S.(p+ ) — / RY(® + ®)K,,.
S(0.2.K.K) = - [ @)K, - K,) @24

and the barred sources K, coincide with K, apart from K,
and KIC’ which are

K, = Ki, — €1G"(0,~D),

KIC = KIC —G"(0,0)(¢" + ¢'). (4.25)
Clearly, §' is the gauge-fixed classical action of the usual
approach, apart from the shift & — & + &.

The radiative corrections are generated only by §' and
do not affect S’. Indeed, S as well as the radiative
corrections are unaffected by setting ® =0 and then
shifting ® back to ® + ®, while §' disappears doing this.
Thus, S is nonrenormalized, and the renormalized action
S% has the form

Sp(®, @, K, K) = Sx(® + ®,K) + §'(®, ®, K, K).
(4.26)

Now we compare the classical action (2.32) of the
background field method with the classical action (4.23)
of the usual approach. We recapitulate how they are
obtained with the help of the following schemes:

(2.15) (2.24)

(2.9)57(2.16) 58 = (2.32) (4.22)

(2.9) 5SS = (4.24).

Above the arrows we have put references to the corre-
sponding canonical transformations, which are (2.15),
(2.24) and (4.22) and commute with one another. We
can interpolate between the classical actions (2.32) and
(4.24) by means of a K-independent non-background-
preserving canonical transformation generated by

Fe(®.2.K'. K. £) =/<I>“K’0,+/@“K;+§A\1;

+ ¢ / RL(C.C)KY, (4.27)
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where £ is a gauge-fixing parameter that varies from O to 1,
and

AT — / TGl (. D) — GI(0.0) (¢ + ).

Precisely, start from the non-background field theory
(4.23), and take its variables to be primed ones. We know
that S’ depends on the combination

K} = Kl — C'G"(0,-0), (4.28)

and we have C’ = C. Expressing the primed fields and
sources in terms of the unprimed ones and &, we find the
interpolating classical action

S:(®. 8. K.K) = S.(h + ) — / Re(® + ®)K, (&)

¢ / RL(T. C)RL(&)
/ RA®) (K, () — Ko().  (4.29)

where KL(£) = KL,

— &) CIGI(0,-0).
(4.30)

Ki (&) = Ki, — eC'Gi (9, —0) — (1

while the other &-dependent tilde sources have expres-
sions that we do not need to report here. It suffices
to say that they are K j/) independent, such that
6,8:/6K, = —R*(®), and linear in the quantum fields
®, apart from Kjs(&), which is quadratic. Thus the action
Se and the transformation F; satisfy the assumptions that
allow us to apply Theorem 6 and Corollary 7. Actually,
(4.27) is of type (4.17); therefore we have the differential
equations (4.18) and the renormalized canonical trans-
formation (4.19).

We want to better characterize the renormalized version
Fg of F:. We know that the derivative of the renormalized
['-functional with respect to £ is governed by the renor-
malized version of the average

It is easy to see that (AW) is independent of K, B, K¢
and Kp, since no one-particle irreducible diagrams with
such external legs can be constructed. In particular,
K% = K% Moreover, using the explicit form (4.29) of
the action S: and arguments similar to the ones that lead
to formulas (2.33), we easily see that (A¥) is equal to
AW plus a functional that does not depend on Kl and
C! separately, but only on the convex combmatlon
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(4.30). Indeed, the C-dependent terms of (4.29) that
do not fit into the combination (4.30) are Kf/) indepen-
dent and at most quadratic in the quantum fields, so
they cannot generate one-particle irreducible diagrams
that have either Kf/) or C on the external legs. Clearly,
the renormalization of (AW) also satisfies the properties
just stated for (AW).

Following the steps of the previous section we can
integrate the ¢ derivative and reconstruct the full canonical
transformation. However, formula (4.12) shows that the
integration over £ must be done by keeping fixed the
unprimed fields ® and the primed sources K’. When we
do this for the zeroth canonical transformation F, of
(4.9), the combination Kf/)(f) is turned into (4.28), which
is ¢ independent. Every other transformation F, of (4.9)
preserves the combination (4.28), so the integrated
canonical transformation does not depend on K, and
C! separately, but only on the combination K? ¢ and the
generating functional of the renormalized version Fjp of
F: has the form

Fo(®, 8, K',K', &) — / $KY, + / DK, 4 EAT

+e / RL(C.C)KY

+ AF($.C.¢.C. K}y . K., &).
4.31)

Using this expression we can verify a posteriori that
indeed Ky () depends just on (4.28), not on K}, and C’
separately. Moreover, (4.31) implies
(I>a/ — (I)a’ B]/
cl — ¢!

=B +{RL(C.O),

K g =K g. (4.32)
In the next section these results are used to achieve
parametric completeness.

V. RENORMALIZATION AND
PARAMETRIC COMPLETENESS

The raw renormalization algorithm of Sec. III subtracts
away divergences just as they come. It does not ensure,
per se, RG invariance, for which it is necessary to prove
parametric completeness, namely that all divergences can
be subtracted by redefining parameters and making
canonical transformations. We must show that we can
include in the classical action all invariants that are
generated back by renormalization, and associate an
independent parameter with each of them. The purpose
of this section is to show that the background field
method allows us to prove parametric completeness in a
rather straightforward way, making cohomological clas-
sifications unnecessary.
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We want to relate the renormalized actions (3.7) and
(4.26). From the arguments of the previous section we
know that these two actions are related by the canonical
transformation generated by (4.31) at £ = 1. We have

- [ Rk,
(5.1)

From (4.31) we find the transformation rules (4.32) at
=1 and |

Sp(0 + 0, K) / RH(@) (K, — K

= Sx( /R“CDC

81u(®) + . K) = $5(0.,.0) — / BI(KY — G"(0.0) (¢ +

- / RA(®) (Koo + K.

To derive this formula we have used

$#({0.0,C. B}, $.K) = Sz(0.¢,0) — / B'KL, (5.4

together with (2.6), (4.32) and (5.2). The reason why (5.4)
holds is that at C = 0 there are no objects with positive ghost
numbers inside the left-hand side of this equation; therefore
we can drop every object that has a negative ghost number,
which means C and all sources K but K L Since (2.34) are the
only B- and K’C dependent terms, and they are not renor-
malized, at ¢ = 0 we find (5.4).

Now, consider the canonical transformation
{p.C.C.B},K - "K', defined by the generating
functional

Sk(®",K') = 8£(0,9.0) —/R;@)k;—/RIC@)K /B’K’ /R’ (C,O)k

Note that (8%,S%) =0 is automatically satisfied by
(5.6). Indeed, we know that Si(®, ¢, K) is invariant under
background transformations, and so is S‘R (0,¢,0), because
® and K transform as matter fields. B

We can classify Sg(0,¢,0) using its gauge invariance.
Let G;(¢) denote a basis of gauge-invariant local func-
tionals constructed with the physical fields ¢. Then

$r(0.4.0) = > 7:Gi(4). (5.7)

i

for suitable constants ;.
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Y
¢ =a+ 5K}y’
KL =Kl + G”(¢ D' — G"(0,0)(¢" + ¢')

where AF is AF; at £ = 1. Here and below we sometimes
understand indices when there is no loss of clarity. We want
to express Eq. (5.1) in terms of unprimed fields and primed
sources, and then set ¢y = C = K’ = 0. We denote this
operation with a subscript 0. Keeping ¢, C, C, B and K’ as
independent variables, we get -

_ ) _
- / Re(C.O) 55 / RL(C.C)KY

(5.3)

F{g.c.C.8).K) = [ oK+ [ cx,
+ Fg({0,0,C,B},®,K',0,1).
(5.5)

It gives the transformation rules

9

" =+ Py, k¢=K' + Ko, Kc =K+ Ko,
f({’j :KI/ Glz(o a ¢W+5C1/RJ g [(J/7
KB = K%,

which turn formula (5.4) into

/ RL(B,C)KL.  (5.6)

Now we manipulate these results in several ways to make
their consequences more explicit. To prepare the next
discussion it is convenient to relabel {¢, C,C, B} as il
and K’ as K”. Then formulas (5.5) and (5.6) tell us that the
canonical transformation

K// /¢K” / K//
+ Fr({0,0,C.B}.{$.C}.K",0,1) (5.8)

is such that
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SR(®",K") = §x(0,4,0) — / R (DK, (5.9)

A. Parametric completeness

Making the further canonical transformation CT), K- @,
K generated by

Fy(®,K) = / UK, + / C'G"(0,0)¢!

1(¢ 7l
—/RC(C,C)K ,
we get

Sk(®", K") = Sx(0,¢,0) — / R*(®)K,, (5.10)

where the barred sources are the ones of (4.25) at ¢ = 0. If

we start from the most general gauge-invariant classical
action,

Sc(.2) = _4Gi(9). (5.11)
where 4; are physical couplings (apart from normalization
constants), identities (5.7) and (5.10) give

Sp(@"K) = S.e(0) — [ KRR, 612

This result proves parametric completeness in the usual
approach, because it tells us that the renormalized action of
the usual approach is equal to the classical action S”((P, K)
[check (4.23)—(4.24) at & = K = 0], apart from parameter
redefinitions 4 — 7 and a canonical transformation. In this
derivation the role of the background field method is just to
provide the key tool to prove the statement.

We can also describe parametric completeness in the
background field approach. Making the canonical trans-
formation ®, K — &, K generated by

Fk) = [ 0K+ [ ok, [ S0

(5.13)

(5.14)

where the relations between tilde and nontilde sources are
the hat versions of (2.33). Next, we make a ® translation on
the left-hand side of (5.14) applying the canonical trans-
formation ®”, K" — ®', K’ generated by
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Fy(®, K") = / (@7 + K" (5.15)

Doing 50, Si(®”, K") is turned into Sk (¥’ + &, K').

At this point, we want to compare the result we have
obtained with (5.1). Recall that formula (5.1) involves
the canonical transformation (4.31) at £ = 1. If we set
K’ =0 we project that canonical transformation onto a
canonical transformation ®, K — &, K’ generated by
Fr(®,®,K',0,1), where ® is regarded as a spectator.
Furthermore, it is convenient to set C = 0, because then
formula (5.1) turns into

Sk(®' + 2. K') = Sp(®, ¢ K).
where now primed fields and sources are related to
the unprimed ones by the canonical transformation gen-
erated by Fg(®,{¢,0},K’,0,1). Finally, recalling that
S(®",K") = Sx(®' + ®,K') and using (5.14) we get
the key formula we wanted, namely

S’R(@,Q,K)—Sc(éﬁ—kg,r(/l))—/R“($+Q,C‘,é‘,ﬁ)lz(a.

Observe that formula (1.1) of the introduction is formula
(5.16) with antighosts and Lagrange multipliers switched
off. Checking (2.32), formula (5.16) tells us that the
renormalized background field action Sy is equal to the
classical background field action S’gf up to parameter
redefinitions 4 — 7 and a canonical transformation. This
proves parametric completeness in the background field
approach.

The canonical transformation ¢, K — <i>, K involved
in formula (5.16) is generated by the functional
Fr(®,¢,K) obtained composing the transformations
generated by Fg(®,{$,0},K',0,1), F|(®,K"), Fy(d,K)
and F5(®',K") of formulas (4.31), (5.8), (5.13) and (5.15)
(at C = 0). Working out the composition it is easy to prove
that

B =B,
IA(’C —G'(p,0)9' = KIC — G (¢, 0)¢",

C=C,
kB:KB7

and therefore F r(D, 9, K ) has the form

Fr(®.¢.K)

— / oK, + AF($. C, ¢, Ky — C'Gl (g, D), K),

(5.17)

where AF = O(h)-poles.
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VI. EXAMPLES

In this section we give two examples, non-Abelian gauge field theories and quantum gravity, which are also useful to
familiarize oneself with the notation and the tools used in the paper. We switch to Minkowski spacetime. The dimensional-
regularization technique is understood.

A. Yang-Mills theory

The first example is non-Abelian Yang-Mills theory with simple gauge group G and structure constants f“*¢, coupled to
fermions ' in some representation described by anti-Hermitian matrices T¢,. The classical action S,.(¢) can be restricted by
power counting, or enlarged to include all invariants of (5.11). The nonminimal non-gauge-fixed action S is the sum S+5S
of (2.18) and (2.19). We find

N

S=Silg+9)+ [ o0+ BITGCK} + 9Ky THC W+ )
— / {(Q”C“ + gf AL Co)KH — % gfeChCeKE + B“K‘é} ,
and
S = g [ CHagkee + e+ CRe +BKY) +g [ WTHCRL + RyThCw)
- / [(Qﬂg“)ﬁ” ‘= %gf abeCOCeKE — g T, C Ky — QK{),T?jQ“yj] : (6.1)
The covariant derivative D, is the background one; for example D, A* = 9,A" + g f“bCAb A€ The first line of (6.1) shows
that all quantum fields transform as matter fields under background transformatlons It is easy to check that § and §

satisfy [|S, 8] = [S.S] = [S.5] = 0.
A common background-preserving gauge fermion is

_ (2
U= / Ce <—§B“ +Q”A,‘j>, (6.2)

and the gauge-fixed action S'gf =S5+ [[3' , V]| reads

N ~ A _
S,r :S—E/(B“)2+/B“Q"Az—/C“Q”(QMC”—kgf“bCA,’jCC).

Since the gauge fixing is linear in the quantum fields, the action S depends on the combination K + D, C“ and not on Ky
and C“ separately. From now on we switch matter fields off, for simplicity, and set 1 = 0.

We describe renormalization using the approach of this paper. First we concentrate on the standard power-counting
renormalizable case, where

1 . .
S:.(A,g) = _Z/ F (A, g)F*™(A, g), Fa,(A, g) = 0,AY — 0,A% + gf e ALAC.
The key formula (5.16) gives
Q z D Aa Da pra a a abc A b ;e
$p(®.A.K) = —Z/ JA+A g PP(A+Ag) + /B“Q”AM—/B Kc+/<K" + DAC)(D,C7 + gfeALC)
1 p A A
+§gfabc/cbcc cé’ (63)

where Z is a renormalization constant. The most general canonical transformation ¢, K — ®, K that is compatible with
power counting, global gauge invariance and ghost number conservation can be easily written down. Introducing unknown
constants where necessary, we find that its generating functional has the form
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Fr(®.Ak) = / (Z)Ag + 2, A K + / zPCoke +

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 89, 045004 (2014)

1/2 74 ta
/ZC ceke

+/(Z£/2BH+GQMAz+ﬂ8”AZ+}’gfabcéﬂbA;+5gfabccbcc)k%

+ / C(EB + ED!AG + ndF Al + Ogf P AP AL + ygf*PeCPCe) + / oKiK% + / tgfeCOKZK.

Inserting it in (6.4) and using the nonrenormalization of the

B- and Kg-dependent terms, wefinda ==y =6={ =

0=y=0=7=0and
e=1-207)

1/251/2
77:_2@/ ZA/ ) Zy =Zp.

(6.4)

It is easy to check that Z¢ disappears from the right-hand
side of (6.4), so we can set Zz = 1. Furthermore, we know
that S’R(<I>,A, K) is invariant under background transfor-
mations ([[Sg, S]] = 0), which requires Z, = 0. Finally, the
canonical transformation just reads

(@ A K) = / Z\2Aufma / ZV2caRe 4 / ke
+/Baf(;§+(1—Z;/2)/Ca(QﬂA;;),

which contains the right number of independent renorm-
alization constants and is of the form (5.17).

Defining Z, = Z7'/? and Z/, = ZZ, we can describe
renormalization in a more standard way. Writing

. 1
Sr(0,A +A,0) = _Z/ Fo(ZW\PA+Z,'A, gZ,)

x F(Zy A+ Z,'A. g2,
|

we see that Z is the usual gauge-coupling renormalization
constant, while Z/, and Zg‘2 are the wave-function renorm-
alization constants of the quantum gauge field A and the
background gauge field A, respectively. We remark that the
local divergent canonical transformation ®, K — b, K
corresponds to a highly nontrivial, convergent but nonlocal
canonical transformation at the level of the I" functional.

If the theory is not power-counting renormalizable, then
we need to consider the most general classical action, equal
to the right-hand side of (5.11). Counterterms include
vertices with arbitrary numbers of external ® and K legs.
Nevertheless, the key formula (5.16) ensures that the
renormalized action S; remains exactly the same, up to
parameter redefinitions and a canonical transformation.
The only difference is that now even the canonical trans-
formation Fg(®, ¢, K) of (5.17) becomes nonpolynomial
and highly nontrivial.

B. Quantum gravity

Having written detailed formulas for Yang-Mills theory,
in the case of quantum gravity we can just outline the key
ingredients. In particular, we stress that the linearity
assumption is satisfied both in the first-order and sec-
ond-order formalisms, both using the metric g,, and the
vielbein ej. For example, using the second-order formalism
and the vielbein, the symmetry transformations are encoded
in the expressions

- [ i@k, = [(@0,00+ Co,ep+ Creuki+ [ 0,0

+ / (ConeqC® + CP9,CP) K, — / B,K% — / B, K¢,

_ / RO(®)K, — — / RY(D)K, — / (€,0,C° — CP0,T, )K" + / (B,,C + C0,B,)K".

in the minimal and nonminimal cases, respectively, where C* are the ghosts of diffeomorphisms, C“ are the Lorentz ghosts
and 7, is the flat-space metric. We see that both R*(®) and R*(P) are at most quadratic in ®. Matter fields are also fine,

since vectors A, fermions y and scalars ¢ contribute with

1
- / (8,C* + gfbeAbce — Cro,AL — A%D,CP )K" + / (Cﬂaﬂca + ng“”fchcc) K¢+ / Cr(9,0)K,

] if i )
—l—/Cp(@pz//)K,,,—Z/l//a bCabK,l,—&-/Ky-,C"(ﬁpy/) —Z/Ky—,a bC v,
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where 6% = i[y?,y?]/2. Expanding around flat space,
common linear gauge-fixing conditions for diffeomor-
phisms and local Lorentz symmetry are »*“0,ej =
End,ebsy, ed = ebn,,n*?, respectively.

In the first-order formalism we just need to add the
transformation of the spin connection w?”, encoded in

/ (CPO, 0 + 9, CP — 9,C% + Chqart®
- chcdcdb)KZb'

Moreover, in this case we can also gauge-fix local Lorentz
symmetry with the linear gauge-fixing condition
0,0 = 0, instead of €4 = eln,n*".

We see that all gauge symmetries that are known to have
physical interest satisfy the linearity assumption, together with
irreducibility and off-shell closure. On the other hand, more
speculative symmetries (such as local supersymmetry) do not
satisfy those assumptions in an obvious way. When auxiliary
fields are introduced to achieve off-shell closure, some
symmetry transformations (typically, those of auxiliary fields)
arenonlinear [19]. The relevance of this issue is already known
in the literature. For example, in Ref. [20] it is explained that in
supersymmetric theories the standard background field
method cannot be applied, precisely because the symmetry
transformations are nonlinear. It is argued that the linearity
assumption is tied to the linear splitting @ — ® + ® between
quantum fields ¢ and background fields ®, and that the
problem of supersymmetric theories can be avoided with a
nonlinear splitting of the form ® — ®+® + nonlinear cor-
rections. Perhaps it is possible to generalize the results of this
paper to supergravity following those guidelines. From our
viewpoint, the crucial property is that the background trans-
formations of the quantum fields are linear in the quantum
fields themselves, because then they do not renormalize.

An alternative strategy, not bound to supersymmetric
theories, is that of introducing (possibly infinitely many)
auxiliary fields, replacing every nonlinear term appearing
in the symmetry transformations with a new field N, and
then proceeding similarly with the N transformations and
the closure relations, till all functions R* are at most
quadratic. The natural framework for this kind of job is
the one of Refs. [15-17], where the fields N are dual to the
sources L coupled to composite fields. Using that approach
the Batalin-Vilkovisky formalism can be extended to the
composite-field sector of the theory and all perturbative
canonical transformations can be studied as true changes of
field variables in the functional integral, instead of mere
replacements of integrands. For reasons of space, though,
we cannot pursue this strategy here.

VII. THE QUEST FOR PARAMETRIC
COMPLETENESS: WHERE WE STAND NOW

In this section we make remarks about the problem of
parametric completeness in general gauge theories and
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recapitulate where we stand now on this issue. To begin
with, consider non-Abelian Yang-Mills theory as a defor-
mation of its Abelian limit. The minimal solution S(g) of
the master equation (S(g). S(g)) = 0 reads

1
S(9) =~ / Fé, Fre / K#9,C
1
+gf / (KﬂaAz +§K%Cb> ce.

Differentiating the master equation with respect to g and
setting g = 0, we find

(5.5)=0. (S.0)=0. $=5(0), w:%;@

9=0

On the other hand, we can easily prove that there exists no
local functional y such that @ = (S, y). Thus, we can say
that @ is a nontrivial solution of the cohomological problem
associated with an Abelian Yang-Mills theory that contains
a suitable number of photons [4]. Nevertheless, renormal-
ization cannot turn @ on as a counterterm, because S(0) is a
free field theory. Even if we couple the theory to gravity
and assume that massive fermions are present (which
allows us to construct dimensionless parameters multiply-
ing masses with the Newton constant), radiative corrections
cannot dynamically “un-Abelian-ize” the theory, namely
convert an Abelian theory into a non-Abelian one. One way
to prove this fact is to note that the dependence on gauge
fields is even at g = 0, but not at g # 0. The point is,
however, that cohomology per se is unable to prove it.
Other properties must be advocated, such as the discrete
symmetry just mentioned. In general, we cannot rely on
cohomology only, and the possibility that gauge sym-
metries may be dynamically deformed in nontrivial and
observable ways remains open.

In Ref. [4] the issue of parametric completeness was
studied in general terms. In that approach, which applies to
all theories that are manifestly free of gauge anomalies,
renormalization triggers an automatic parametric extension
till the classical action becomes parametrically complete.
The results of Ref. [4] leave the door open to dynamically
induced nontrivial deformations of the gauge symmetry.
Instead, the results found here close that door in all cases
where they apply, which means manifestly nonanomalous
irreducible gauge symmetries that close off shell and satisfy
the linearity assumption. The reason is—we stress it
again—that by formulas (5.12) and (5.16) all dynamically
induced deformations can be organized into parameter
redefinitions and canonical transformations. As far as we
know now, gauge symmetries can still be dynamically
deformed in observable ways in theories that do not satisfy
the assumptions of this paper. Supergravities are natural
candidates to provide explicit examples.
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VIII. CONCLUSIONS

The background field method and the Batalin-Vilkovisky
formalism are convenient tools to quantize general gauge field
theories. In this paper we have merged the two to rephrase and
generalize known results about renormalization, and to study
parametric completeness. Our approach applies when gauge
anomalies are manifestly absent, the gauge algebra is irreduc-
ible and closes off shell, the gauge transformations are linear
functions of the fields, and closure is field independent. These
assumptions are sufficient to include the gauge symmetries we
need for physical applications, such as Abelian and non-
Abelian Yang-Mills symmetries, local Lorentz symmetry and
general changes of coordinates, but exclude other potentially
interesting symmetries, such as local supersymmetry. Both
renormalizable and nonrenormalizable theories are covered,
such as QED, non-Abelian Yang-Mills theories, quantum
gravity, and Lorentz-violating gauge theories, as well as
effective and higher-derivative models, in arbitrary dimensions,
and also extensions obtained adding any set of composite fields.
At the same time, chiral theories, and therefore the Standard
Model, possibly coupled with quantum gravity, require the
analysis of anomaly cancellation and the Adler-Bardeen
theorem, which we postpone to a future investigation. The
fact that supergravities are left out from the start, on the other
hand, suggests that there should exist either a no-go theorem or
amore advanced framework. At any rate, we are convinced that
our formalism is helpful to understand several properties better
and address unsolved problems.

We have studied gauge dependence in detail, and renor-
malized the canonical transformation that continuously inter-
polates between the background field approach and the usual
approach. Relating the two approaches, we have proved
parametric completeness without making use of cohomolog-
ical classifications. The outcome is that in all theories that
satisfy our assumptions renormalization cannot hide any
surprises; namely the gauge symmetry remains essentially
the same throughout the quantization process. In the theories
that do not satisfy our assumptions, instead, the gauge
symmetry could be dynamically deformed in physically
observable ways. It would be remarkable if we discovered
explicit examples of theories where this sort of “dynamical
creation” of gauge symmetries actually takes place.
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APPENDIX

In this appendix we prove several theorems and identities
that are used in the paper. We use the Euclidean notation
and the dimensional-regularization technique, which guar-
antees, in particular, that the functional integration measure
is invariant under perturbatively local changes of field
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variables. The generating functionals Z and W are defined
from

Z(J,K,®,K)= [[d®]exp (—S(@, D.K.K)+ [ <I>"J(,>

= exp W(J. K. 3.K). (A1)
and I'(®,®,K,K) =—-W+ [®*J, is the W Legendre
transform. Averages denote the sums of connected diagrams
e (A(X)B(Y) = (A(X)B(¥)), — (A(x))(B(y)), where
(A(x)B(y)), includes disconnected diagrams]. Moreover,
the average (X) of a local functional X can be viewed as a
functional of &, @, K, K (in which case it collects one-particle
irreducible diagrams) or a functional of J, @, K, K. When we
need to distinguish the two options we specify whether ® or J
are kept constant in functional derivatives. First we work in the
usual (non-background field) framework; then we generalize
the results to the background field method.

To begin with, werecall a property thatis true even when the
action S(®, K) does not satisfy the master equation.

Theorem 2.— The identity (I',T") = ((S, S)) holds.

Proof. Applying the change of field variables

D% — B 4+ (S, %) (A2)

to (A1), where 0 is a constant anticommuting parameter, we

obtain
5,8 6,8 5,8 B
o (i) -of (-0
whence
1 58 S\
5<(S’S)> __/<6K{,6<I>"> - <6K(,>
_ [aWEr _ farar 1o
) 6K, 56P% 6K, 60% 2

Now we prove results for an action S that satisfies the
master equation (S, S) = 0.
(($, X))

Theorem 3.— If (S,5) =0 then (I', (X)) =
for every local functional X.
Proof. Applying the change of field variables (A2) to
(X) = / (D] X S+ / ey
== exp| —
Z(J.K) P “)
and using (S, S) = 0 we obtain

5,8 8,X , 5,5\ 8T
r — (-1 ex+1 X r )
/ <6K(, 5q>"> (=1) / < 5K,l> 5D%

where ey denotes the statistics of the functional X (equal to
0 if X is bosonic, 1 if it is fermionic, modulo 2). Moreover,
we also have

(A3)
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0,8 0,X o,I" /6, X
[ Gorsi) = [ 5o G
which can be proved starting from the expression on the
left-hand side and integrating by parts. In the derivation we
use the fact that since X is local, 6,6,X/(6®*6K ) is set to
zero by the dimensional regularization, which kills the

5(0)s and their derivatives.
Next, straightforward differentiations give

(A4)

()| _ [aX\ _/8S A5)
5K, |, \oK, K,
_ 8{X) _/51Jﬁ 81(X) (A6)
6Ky |s ) SKalo 614 |,

At this point, using (A3)—(A6) and (J,,T") = 0 [which can
be proved by differentiating (I', ") = 0 with respect to ®“],
we derive (I, (X)) = ((S.X)).

Corollary 4.— If (S,S) =0 and

% _ (s.x).

9= (AT)

where X is a local functional and £ is a parameter, then

ar

5 = LX), (A8)

Proof. Using Theorem 3 we have

or ow oS
=9t = ge) = (5.0 = C.0x)

Now we derive results that hold even when S does not
satisfy the master equation.
Theorem 5.— The identity

X)) = (S.X) 5 (S.9%)r (A9
holds, where X is a generic local functional and (AB - - - Z) -
denotes the set of connected, one-particle irreducible
diagrams with one insertion of A, B, ..., Z.

This theorem is a generalization of Theorem 3. It is
proved by repeating the derivation without using
(S,S) = 0. First, observe that formula (A3) generalizes to

0,8 0, X 0,5\ oI
r = (—1 ex+1 X r
/ <5KO, 5<I>“> =D / < 5Ka> 50

1
—5<(S, $)X).

(A10)

On the other hand, formula (A4) remains the same, as well
as (A5) and (A6). We have
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(X)) = (8. X)) — 5 ((5.5)%) + / 20y 31X)

5, 5,(X)
5K, 50°

K

R
Differentiating (I',T") with respect to ®* we get

15,(I\T)  18(I.T)

2 60 2 09

= (Voo T) = (=1)('. Jo),

where ¢, is the statistics of ®*. Using (I',T") = ((S, S)) we
finally obtain

(X)) = (5. X)) — 5 ((5.5)%)

I PEIRATEILLS

2 59* 81, |k

(Al1)

The set of irreducible diagrams contained in (AB), where
A and B are local functionals, is given by the formula

(AB)r = (AB) —{(A). (B)}. (A12)
where {X, Y} are the “mixed brackets” [22]
0,X oY 6,X 6,0,W 6,Y
X, Y} = [ 2o (@eppy S = [ 2 T T
X7 / 50 P 54 / 5D 51 451, 6P
5,X| 8Y
_ ot Al3
/ 8T, | ¢ 5D% (A13)

X and Y being functionals of ® and K. Indeed, {(A), (B)}

is precisely the set of diagrams in which the A and B

insertions are connected in a one-particle reducible way.

Thus, formula (A11) coincides with (A9).
Using (A9) we also have the identity
or <8S 1

G- T = (G- 60) 458,919

which generalizes Corollary 4.

Now we switch to the background field method. We
begin by generalizing Theorem 2.

Theorem 6.— If the action S(®, ®, K, K) is such that
6,S/0K, is ® independent, the identity

(.7 = (s, ST

holds.
Proof. Since 6,S/6K, is ® independent we have
6'/6K, = 6,S/6K,. Using Theorem 2 we find
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5, 8T
LI =0 +2 | ———
[[ ’ ]] ( ’ )+ /5@(15Ka

= ((S.9)) +2/<§§x> ;}Sa

= (.50 +2 [ (G ) = (15.51).

Next, we mention the useful identity

0 X 0,8
= Gaar) ~ (),
o \o27/ T \oe" /),
which holds for every local functional X. It can be
proved by taking (A5)—(A6) with K — @ and using
(A12)—(A13).

Mimicking the proof of Theorem 6 and using (A15), it is
easy to prove that Theorem 5 implies the identity

5,(X)
0P

(A15)

[T, O = (0S. XT) (A16)

1
- 5([[57 SIX)r.
for every K-independent local functional X. Thus we have
the following property.

Corollary 7.— The identity

or N 1
- r,<x>]]—<a_§—ﬂs,x]]>+§<ﬂS,S]]X>r (AT7)

holds for every action S such that §,S/6K, is ® indepen-
dent, for every K-independent local functional X and for
every parameter &.

If the action S has the form (2.26) and X is also C
independent, applying (2.17) to (A16) we obtain

I (0 = (13.X1) — 5 (18 31X)s.

IS, (X)1 = (03, X1) — ([S. 81%)r. (IS S1X)r =0,

(A18)

which imply the following statement.

Corollary 8.— If S satisfies the assumptions of (2.26),
[S.X] =0 and [S,S] =0, where X is a C- and K-
independent local functional, then [S, (X)]] = 0.

Finally, we recall a result derived in Ref. [23].

Theorem 9.— If & K — &' K, is a canonical
transformation generated by F(®,K’), and y(®,K) is a
functional behaving as a scalar (that is to say
7 (9, K') = y(®,K)), then

oy Oy -
—==——F Al9
oc  oc (x. F¢) (A19)
for every parameter ¢, where F_(®, K) = F_(®, K'(®,K))
and F(®,K') = OF /Oc.
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Proof. When we do not specify the variables that are kept
constant in partial derivatives, it is understood that they are
the natural variables. Thus F, ®’ and K are functions of @,
K’, while y and F . are functions of @, K and ' is a function
of ®, K'. It is useful to write down the differentials of &’
and K, which are [24]

do'* = / oF 45
5K 5P

dK, = / 4o’

85,6F P

b 4K, +—d

+ / 5K.,5K), pt o %

5,6F / . 86F 0K,
+

5D/ 50 P 6Kj69"  Og

(A20)

Differentiating ' (®', K') = y(®, K) with respect to ¢ at
constant ¢’ and K’, we get

ay 0 S,y OP* S,y 0K,
X:’@/ 2 +/ £ . (a1
Js  0Og 5 O¢ |g ko 0K, 0 |g x
Formulas (A20) allow us to write
o / 5,0F OdF 6, 0F 6Ky
d¢ 5K, 6P Og |g g 5K, 60 6Ky g,
and therefore we have
6F, /5,K’ﬁ oP'P
5K, ) 6K,|g. Oc
_ _/511(;, oK, @
5Ka @,géK}j D ag K
0P
=- . (A22)
¢ | i
Following analogous steps, we also find
oF. 0K, /&K;; PP
8P*  O¢ 59 | Jg
0K, 0K, / 5,0F OdF
o 0c |gx 5076 O¢ |y g
whence
0K, _5Fg+ / 5,K7+51K}, 51K, 007
¢ |g g 607 5% 6 g 6K}y ) ¢ |y
= 51~7g (A23)
i

This formula, together with (A22), allows us to rewrite
(A21) in the form (A19).
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