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Abstract. For supersymmetric gauge theories a consistent regularization scheme that preserves supersym-
metry and gauge invariance is not known. In this article we tackle this problem for supersymmetric QED
within the framework of algebraic renormalization. For practical calculations, a non-invariant regulariza-
tion scheme may be used together with counterterms from all power-counting renormalizable interactions.
From the Slavnov—Taylor identity, expressing gauge invariance, supersymmetry and translational invari-
ance, simple symmetry conditions are derived that are important in a twofold respect: they establish exact
relations between physical quantities that are valid to all orders, and they provide a powerful tool for the
practical determination of the counterterms. We perform concrete one-loop calculations in dimensional
regularization, where supersymmetry is spoiled at the regularized level, and show how the counterterms
necessary to restore supersymmetry can be read off easily. In addition, a specific example is given how the
supersymmetry transformations in one-loop order are modified by non-local terms.

1 Introduction

In phenomenological studies of the electroweak standard
model (SM) and its extensions it is crucial to take into
account radiative corrections. Comparing theoretical pre-
dictions with experimental precision data provides tests
and comparisons of the models at the level of their quan-
tum structure. In particular, as far as collider energies
are too low to produce Higgs or e.g. supersymmetric par-
ticles, this is the only way to obtain information about
such heavy sectors.

The calculation of these radiative corrections involves
a technical problem. The loop integrals are in general di-
vergent and need regularization. But this procedure can
break essential symmetries of the underlying theory, such
as gauge invariance or supersymmetry. The two most im-
portant regularization schemes for the SM and its su-
persymmetric extensions are dimensional regularization
(DReg) [1,2] and dimensional reduction (DRed) [3], the
difference being that in the latter case only the momenta
are treated D-dimensional whereas the vector fields and
~v* matrices are not.

As already noted by the inventor, DRed is inconsis-
tent [4]: it is possible to derive the equation 0 = D(D —
1)(D —2)(D —3)(D —4) in contradiction to regularization
at D # 4. On the other hand, DReg breaks supersymme-
try whereas DRed was designed to preserve supersymme-
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try[3,5]. There are many modifications of both schemes;
for example, in [6] a version of DRed was suggested which
is mathematically consistent but not supersymmetric. In
fact, no consistent regularization scheme is known that si-
multaneously preserves supersymmetry and gauge invari-
ance for supersymmetric gauge theories. A similar prob-
lem arises in chiral gauge theories like the standard model.

For practical calculations an invariant scheme is desir-
able. So in most phenomenological applications requiring
supersymmetric calculations schemes such as DRed are
used together with arguments that the inconsistencies do
not show up in the actual cases [7]. But these arguments
have a restricted range of validity, and it is not yet clear if
and how they may be applied to calculations beyond one
loop in the SM and its supersymmetric extensions [8].

In this article we pursue the opposite way: Instead of
searching for an invariant regularization we advocate the
use of arbitrary regularization schemes and define the fi-
nite (renormalized) Green functions by the basic symme-
tries, as it is proposed by the abstract approach of alge-
braic renormalization. (For an introduction to algebraic
renormalization see [9].)

From an abstract point of view, the question of the ex-
istence of a symmetry-preserving scheme is irrelevant. The
theory is defined by symmetry requirements that should
be satisfied after renormalization. There are two equiva-
lent ways to achieve that. The first way is to use an in-
variant scheme keeping the symmetries manifest. In this
case, only those counterterms are necessary for renormal-
ization that themselves preserve the symmetries. These



366

are usually just the ones obtained by multiplicative renor-
malization of the parameters and fields in the Lagrangian
of the theory. The second way is to use a non-invariant
scheme and to compensate the corresponding symmetry
breaking by appropriate non-invariant counterterms. Al-
though less obvious, this possibility was noted in many
milestones of renormalization theory, e.g. in [10-12]. Gen-
erally, by using a non-invariant scheme a precise definition
of the symmetries one requires from the renormalized the-
ory is mandatory. In order to establish these symmetries
one has to allow for all possible counterterms, restricted
only by hermiticity, Lorentz invariance and power count-
ing renormalizability, but not by further symmetries.

Of course, if there exists no scheme that keeps the sym-
metries manifest there could be anomalies making it im-
possible to restore the symmetries by adjusting the coun-
terterms. But the absence of anomalies, too, may be proven
without any recurrence to a particular regularization, only
using algebraic properties of the symmetry requirements
[12].

The first algebraic analysis of renormalizability of su-
persymmetric gauge theories was performed in the su-
perspace formalism [13]. For phenomenological applica-
tions it is preferable to use the component formulation
of supersymmetric gauge theories in the Wess—Zumino
gauge, where the unphysical fields are eliminated by the
supersymmetric gauge transformation. Finding a well de-
fined identity expressing the symmetry content of super-
symmetric gauge theories in the Wess-Zumino gauge is
not easy since there the supersymmetry algebra does not
close but also includes gauge transformations (see (5)).
In particular, a separate treatment of gauge invariance
and supersymmetry seems impossible — one would need
infinitely many sources and renormalizability could not
be proven [14]. The solution of this problem was found
in [15,16] combining ideas of Becchi, Rouet and Stora
[12] and Batalin and Vilkovisky [17]. Its essential fea-
tures are the combination of all symmetries into the BRS
transformations, where the algebraic structure is encoded
in the nilpotency of the BRS operator. The correspond-
ing Slavnov-Taylor identity includes all symmetries and
can be used to prove renormalizability of supersymmetric
gauge theories independent of the existence of an invari-
ant regularization scheme [16,18]. The possible anomalies
turn out to be just the supersymmetric extensions of the
usual gauge anomalies and are therefore completely char-
acterized by the gauge structure. Furthermore, in [18] it
was shown that this setup leads to a theory with the ex-
pected physical properties. One can define a set of physical
observables, i.e. gauge invariant operators, and generators
for supersymmetry transformations and translations, and
can prove that the unmodified supersymmetry algebra is
realized on the physical observables.

In this article we consider the supersymmetric exten-
sion of QED (SQED) as a toy model for general super-
symmetric gauge theories and in particular for the super-
symmetric extensions of the standard model. From the
Slavnov—Taylor identity we derive symmetry conditions,
simple identities between renormalized vertex functions.
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On the one hand, these conditions are exact physical state-
ments expressing symmetry relations, like mass equali-
ties and charge universality, more immediately. On the
other hand, they are used to simplify and to streamline
the practical determination of counterterms significantly.
As examples we apply these identities to various self en-
ergies and vertex corrections calculated with DReg. We
also examine the effect of “forgetting” a non-invariant but
necessary counterterm. It turns out that in this case the
numerical error can significantly change the result of the
calculation.

The plan of the article is as follows: In Sect. 2 we de-
scribe the classical action of SQED and give its symmetries
in the form of functional identities, which are the Slavnov—
Taylor identity and the gauge Ward identity. In addition,
we derive the invariant counterterms and the correspond-
ing normalization conditions. In Sect. 3 the symmetry
conditions are derived. In Sect. 4 we demonstrate in sev-
eral examples, how non-invariant counterterms appearing
in DReg are identified and removed by the use of sym-
metry identities. The Appendix contains the list of the
conventions used in this article.

2 Definition of the model
2.1 Classical theory

Supersymmetric QED (SQED) [19] is an abelian gauge
theory with the following field content:

1. One vector multiplet (A*, A%, X") consisting of the pho-
ton and the photino, described by a vector and a Ma-
jorana spinor field.

2. Two chiral multiplets (¢¢,¢r) and (¢¥%,¢r) with
charges Qr = —1, Qr = +1, each consisting of one
Weyl spinor and one scalar field, constituting the left-
and right-handed electron and selectron, the matter
fields.

The electron Dirac spinor and the photino Majorana spinor

are given by
b= (), 5= ()
s i

The SQED Lagrangian contains kinetic, minimal coupling
and mass terms and in addition, due to the supersymme-
try, coupling terms to the photino and quartic terms in
the selectron fields:

(1)

Lsqnp = 1 Fuu P + 27070,
+ [Durl? + Dok + Wi D0
~V2eQu, (PPrioL — FPLAG}
+6LTPLY — 6T PR )
— 5 (eQul6LP + cQrlonl)”

—mPW —m*(|pL|* + |pr|?) (2)
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with the gauge covariant derivative and field strength

D[L = a/L + iSQA# ) (3)
F,, =0,A, —0,A, . 4)

The use of this set of physical fields corresponds to
the choice of the Wess—Zumino gauge, where unphysical
fields of the vector supermultiplet are eliminated by gauge
transformations, and the elimination of further auxiliary
fields in the superfield version of SQED. While the former
modifies the supersymmetry algebra by gauge transfor-
mations, the latter contributes terms that vanish only if
the equations of motion hold. In fact, the supersymmetry

generators Qq, ¢, satisfy

{Qu,Q4} = 2P0 + 64 + egs. of motion, (5)
where J, is an abelian gauge transformation with the
gauge function A = —2iA, 0" .. The equations-of-motion
terms appear only when the anticommutator acts on spinor
fields.

2.2 Quantization

For quantizing the supersymmetric extension of QED in
the Wess—Zumino gauge one has to find symmetries which
characterize the classical action and furthermore the one-
particle irreducible (1PI) Green functions summarized in
their generating functional I

I'=T4+0(). (6)
The defining symmetries of the gauge invariant action are
the abelian gauge invariance and N = 1 supersymmetry.
As usual, one has to add to the gauge invariant action
(2) a gauge fixing term which allows to determine a well-
defined photon propagator. The QED gauge fixing, how-
ever, breaks the supersymmetry non-linearly in the prop-
agating fields and cannot be used without modifications
for a higher order construction. To overcome this difficulty
gauge and supersymmetry transformations are included
into one BRS transformation with the respective ghosts
[15,16]. It is then possible to extend the gauge fixing by
a ghost part in such a way that the complete action is
invariant under BRS transformations (cf. (40) and (41)).
Moreover, by transforming also the ghosts appropriately
the algebra of supersymmetry and gauge transformations
is summarized in the nilpotency of the BRS transforma-
tions.

For proving renormalizability it has to be shown that
the Green functions of SQED satisfy the Slavnov—Taylor
identity, which is the functional form of the BRS transfor-
mations, to all orders:

S(I) =0. (7
Renormalizability of N=1 supersymmetric gauge theories
in the Wess—Zumino gauge has been proven in [18]. There
and in [16] it has been shown in the framework of algebraic
renormalization that the only possible anomaly appearing

367

in supersymmetric gauge theories is the supersymmetric
extension of the Adler—Bardeen anomaly. If no anomalies
are present, as it is in QED and SQED, all breakings are
scheme dependent breakings and are removed by adding
appropriate counterterms.

It is a basic fact of renormalized perturbation theory
[10] that by the requirement of unitarity, causality and
Lorentz invariance — leading to the usual Feynman dia-
gram expansion — the higher order contributions to I" are
not uniquely defined: Given I" renormalized up to the or-
der A", the local contributions in the next order A" are
ambiguous. Accordingly, different regularization schemes
used to calculate the Feynman diagrams can differ in the
results for the local contributions, which in general are di-
vergent; the non-local contributions, however, are unique
and finite. That is why the ambiguity inherent in the
renormalization procedure is equivalent to the possibility
to add local counterterms of order A" to I':

rm=r et I8

regularize

(8)
The divergent parts of the counterterms must cancel the
divergencies of the regularized loop diagrams whereas the
finite parts are generally only restricted by hermiticity,
Lorentz invariance and power counting renormalizability
but otherwise free. All these counterterms may be col-
lected and added to the classical action:

s =ra+ > . 9)
m=1

I'eg is the action to be used to derive the Feynman rules
of the next order A" "', thus providing an inductive pro-
cedure.

All conceivable finite counterterms have to be fixed
by the symmetries and by normalization conditions. Pro-
ceeding from the lowest order by induction, all scheme-
dependent breakings of the Slavnov-Taylor identity A(")
appearing in order n have to be absorbed by adjusting the
respective non-invariant counterterms:

1) = A 4 g )

17 ct
=0+ O™, (10)

(Here sp, is the linearized Slavnov—Taylor operator de-
fined in (37).) At the same time this equation fixes unique-
ly all non-invariant counterterms of a specific scheme with-
out referring to invariance properties of the scheme.

Since the construction of supersymmetric gauge theo-
ries in the Wess—Zumino gauge by means of the Slavnov—
Taylor identity has not been applied yet in phenomenolog-
ical calculations, we present the construction of the sym-
metry operators and the ghost action in some detail in the
following part of the paper.

S(rEn=b ¢ i

regularized

2.3 Symmetry requirements

The BRS formalism encodes the complicated structure of
(5) in the simple equation

(11)

52 = 0+ egs. of motion (e.o.m.).
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Here s is the generator of BRS transformations given be-
low. In the BRS transformations the Faddeev-Popov ghost
c(x) is used together with space-time independent super-
symmetry and translation ghosts €*, €% and w” as param-
eters. The transformation rules for the ghosts themselves
are given by the structure constants of the symmetry al-
gebra [12]. That yields the following explicit form of the
operator s:

sA, = Ouc+ iteo A — iAo €

—iw’ 8, A, (12)
i Ca
sAY = 5 (e0”) Fpo — i eQr|oLl® — |or[*)
—iW N (13)
- —i _
sAa = 7(5’”)@&0 —ies eQL(|oL* — |or|?)
—iw”@,}d 5 (14)
s¢r = —ieQreor + V2ey —iw’0,¢L (15)
sqSTL = +ieQc ¢E + V21, € — iw”&,qbz , (16)
sYY = —ieQre)y — V2 e mqﬁ}% —V2i(e")* Do,
—iw" O % (17)
s = +ieQret, + V2eamor + V2i(eo")a(Dyudr)!
—iw”&,@Ld y (18)
sc = 2iec”€A, —iw"0,c , (19)
se* =0, (20)
s€% =0, (21)
sw” = 2e0VE (22)
s¢ =B —iw"d,c, (23)
sB = 2iec"€0,¢ — iw” 9, B (24)

and corresponding transformations for the right-handed
fields. Here we have introduced also the antighost ¢ and
the auxiliary field B appearing in the gauge fixing in later
course (see (40)).

The symmetries of the classical Lagrangian are sum-
marized in the equation

SFSQED =0 (25)
for FSQED = fd493£SQED-

The remaining obstructions are the non-linear BRS
transformations and the egs.-of-motion terms in the nilpo-
tency of s. Both are overcome by using external fields.
Each non-linear BRS transformation s¢p; is coupled to an
external field Y;:

Text = /d4x (Y/\as)\a + desxd
+ Yo, 500 + Y0 s + Y, svLa
Y5, 450 + (1m)) - (26)
The statistics, dimension and ghost number of the Y; is

such that Ity has the same quantum numbers as I'sqrp.
In this way we can use the Y; as sources for the non-linear
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BRS transformations and write sp; = §lext/dY;, where
the r.h.s. possesses a well-defined extension to higher or-
ders. Moreover, as was realized in [17], it is possible to
extend the classical action by terms bilinear in the sources
that absorb the eqgs.-of-motion terms. Hence, the sum

I'u = I'sqep + Lext + Loil (27)
T = [ dta(~(e)(ers) - 2(%, 0@,
~2(Yy,0)(6¥5,) (28)
satisfies the Slavnov—Taylor identity
S(Ia) =0 (29)

The Slavnov—Taylor operator acting on a general func-
tional F is defined as

0F OF 0F 0F

S(F) /d x(sA SAV + sc 5 + s¢ 5 +SB(SB
OF OF  0F oF
0Ya OAT | YD 5N,

OF 0F | OF oF 0F OF

- 4 4+
oY, 0¢L 5Y¢TL (SQZSTL oYy, OUT

OF OF y ))
(SYf 5@110-( L—R
+ seaa—f + s€g4 a—}— + sw” oF
Oe s owv
OF OF O0F
= [
= / (s 50, oY 5%-) ' (30)

In the last line a symbolic abbreviation has been intro-
duced in which ¢} runs over all linearly transforming fields
and the global ghosts. The electron contributions to et
and S(F) can be written in terms of 4-spinors as

Toxtlo = / d'z (Yus¥ + Ygs?) |

OF 0F  OF OF
= | da( - 2L 2
SF)le / x(am 5u7+5yaw> (32)
with the 4-spinors from (1) and
a _Yw «a
Yg/ = (YdJL ,YERQ> ) YE = (—YwRa> ’ (33)
L
N C v W S (R S S B
Yo \ 9 )" &Y% \Yyna 5YELO'“ '

The Slavnov—Taylor identity is the key for solving the
above mentioned problems since it may be extended to
higher orders and it contains both the invariance (25) and
the nilpotency (11): The invariance of I'sqgp is expressed
in the terms without Y;, and the terms linear in the Y}
express the symmetry algebra acting on the corresponding
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fields ¢;:
0Isqep | 0lcxt 0I3QED
Y:)0: 4
— SFSQED =0 s (35)
6Fex (;Fex 6Fex 5Fbil (;FS ED
(V) : /(ssoé - = 295D )
— s%p; = e.o.m. (36)
The linearized Slavnov-Taylor operator, defined for
bosonic functionals F, is given by
) 0F 6 OF 6
= f— + — . 37
5 /<S*"16¢; t Vg e 6D

The full Slavnov—Taylor operator and its linearized version
have the nilpotency property

sFS(F) =0 (38)
if the functional F satisfies the linear identity
IF OF -
W OF OF oy oy e
ieo 5, ldYAU €+ iw” 0, (teat X — i\ot€)
—2ieo eFP =0, (39)

which is equivalent to nilpotency on A*: s%A* = 0. (39)
is satisfied in particular by I7;.

The gauge fixing term has to be chosen in such a way
that renormalizability by power-counting is ensured. We
define

Is = /d41‘ S, [E(B“AH + gB)]

= /d%(B@“A,, + gBQ — a0c

— cO" (ieo A — iXo,€) + fiEUVE(aué)E) (40)

with a real gauge parameter . This gauge fixing term is
added to the classical action:

I — I+ Ty . (41)

Introducing the gauge fixing in this way the Slavnov—
Taylor identity remains valid. Indeed we see that in addi-
tion to the usual QED gauge fixing and ghost terms, which
break supersymmetry, there arise compensating terms de-
pendent on the constant ghost fields ¢, €.

Symmetry requirements on I': The symmetry properties
of I';; are now imposed as constraints on I". In addition to
the Slavnov—Taylor identity several linear equations and
manifest symmetries are imposed. To summarize:

— Slavnov—Taylor identity and nilpotency of sp:
S(rH=0,
SLAM =0 .

The latter condition is equivalent to (39) for F = I,

and according to (38) it is already sufficient for the
nilpotency relation spS(I") = 0.
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Table 2. Quantum numbers. @, Q., GP, dim denote electrical
and ghost charge, Grassmann parity and the mass dimension,
respectively. The quantum numbers of the sources Y; can be
obtained from the requirement that [ext is neutral, bosonic
and has dim = 4. The commutation rule for two general fields
is x1x2 = (=1) 972 xax

x at A* —idXY ¢ or YT YE ¢ €€ W’ ¢ B
Q 0 O 0 —-141-1+1 0 0 0 0 O
Q. 0 O 0 o 0 0 0 41 41 4+1-10
GP 0 0 1 o 0 1 1 1 0 1 10
dim—-11 3/2 1 13/23/2 0 —1/2-1 2 2
— Gauge fixing condition, ghost equations:
or  0ly or Iy
8B 6B’ bc  dc’
or 0l o oIy
= - = . 44
Swh  dwH’ e de (44)

It is possible to require that these derivatives do not
receive quantum corrections since they are linear in
the dynamical fields at the classical level. These equa-
tions serve as normalization conditions; their physical
consequences are explained in the next subsection.

— Manifest symmetries: We require " to be invariant un-
der the discrete symmetries R, C, C'P and to be electri-
cally and ghost charge neutral, Lorentz invariant and
bosonic. The quantum numbers of the fields are de-
termined by the corresponding symmetries of I} and
are listed in tab. 1, 2. Note that the usual R-parity is
the same as our R? and thus less restrictive than our
R. Contrary to the preceding symmetries, we assume
these ones to be manifestly preserved, which is true for
all common regularization schemes.

2.4 Immediate consequences

The conditions for ¢ and B in (44) forbid any quantum
corrections to Igx and thus play the role of gauge fix-
ing conditions. The ghost equations in (44) for ¢,w* have
a direct physical consequence: They imply, in connection
with the Slavnov—Taylor identity, Ward identities for elec-
trical current conservation and translational invariance.
This can be seen from the following consistency equations
for general bosonic functionals F:

%S(]—‘) + sf%—f _ —aﬂé% _ iw”ay% L (45)
7S +argr = =i [@ul)sT (46)
%S(]—') + sf% - *Qieoygayg - z'w”al,% (47)
6%5(}')—3;% = %%—iw”@% . (48)
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Table 1. Discrete symmetries. The transformation rules for the sources Y;
can be deduced from the requirement that [cx is invariant and the trans-
formation rules for the complex conjugate fields are obvious except for the
CP conjugation of the spinors. We define for x € {}, wL,wR, e}

o CP _ _ CP 4 & cp
X 7 0Xsg = Xa 7~ X 5 Xa 7

—ax X —> CL Xoa -
X zt AP —\Y oL dr UT YR ¢ €& W ¢ B
Ry zV AH -\ —i¢r —idr VT Y ¢ —ie® WY ¢ B
Cx " —A" XY ¢r o Yr Yr —c €& WY —¢-—B
OPx (P2)* —(PA)" —Xa @}, ¢ #Wpa i¥pe —¢ —ica (Pw)” —¢ —B
For F = I' and S(I") = 0 the first two equations lead to T léZ _ ﬁ 19 ﬁ
the announced Ward identities: 7< eae 535
§F . 4 ai _ «@ 5
3”m = —ieWey I — OB+ O(w) , (49) /d 5A“ +A e Y SY )\
b 5 s ) g
m = ~Y, R D
em = Q1 (¢L Sor ey, TV s0 T Ysy,, 6>\d A 554
1) 1) — ) o ) )
SRR R S R el el gt
5¢2 or, 6Y¢2 6'(/]L Yy, 5Y¥L ) 56 oc 53)) 5
ﬂSZ - Yy, —
+ (L-r) (50) t5 ¢/ <¢L Sor Y5,
and ) )
TR~ — Yop o
6r 6r or opr Yy
0 /d‘*x(amo;—, T+ Ouprs —+0Yis ) - (1) s 5 5 5
o) 0p; 0Y; T
H + d) Y¢T + (bR Y¢T
. . . ¢ 6Y S’ R 5Y¢+
The w-dependent terms in the electromagnetic Ward iden- R R
tity (49) arise because translations do not commute with i 6 7 d4 J
local gauge transformations. v 5@ 5Yw
Conversely, if the Ward identities and the linear 5
egs. (43), (44) hold, the consistency equations yield + W(s@ Yz 5Y7)} Iy (54)
17

5 5
= S(I) = =) =0

In this case, therefore, the Slavnov—Taylor identity can not
be broken by terms depending on ¢,w”, ¢, B.

5 )
%S(F) = %S(F) = -(52)

2.5 Most general symmetric counterterms

The symmetry requirements fix I" up to additive sym-
metric counterterms in each order. To find the symmetric
counterterms we take two solutions I" and I" = I" + (I sym
of the symmetry requirements at first order in the in-
finitesimal parameter ( and calculate the most general
counterterms [yym. The requirements that the Slavnov—
Taylor identity (42) is satisfied at first order in ¢ can be
cast into the form

:0’

) 0L sym

051 01 sym
0Y; Oy

(SFsym 5Fcl)
0Y; dep;
(53)

and (44) prevents a dependence of Iy, on B, ¢, w”, €. The
solution reads

0

Fsym = m

with four free constants 0Z,,, 0Z,, 0Z4, 0Zy. The con-
dition for % in (44) and the Ward identity (49) result
in e being the effective charge in the Thomson limit (see
Sect. 3.3) and thus prevent an independent charge renor-
malization. The action of this differential operator on the
classical action just corresponds to a multiplicative renor-
malization of the parameters and fields appearing therein.
That means that after restoring the symmetries all diver-
gencies from the loop diagrams may be absorbed by re-
definitions of the parameters and fields appearing in I,
which is the usual understanding of multiplicative renor-
malizability.

2.6 Normalization conditions

To fix the remaining ambiguity of the symmetric counter-
terms we impose the usual normalization conditions® for
QED. These are on-shell normalization conditions for the
mass parameter and the photon self energy, and condi-
tions at an arbitrary scale k for the normalization of the

! In the literature also labeled as “renormalization condi-

tions”.
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matter self energies:?
F¢L¢2(—p,p) =0 for p> =m?, (55)

. 1
121210 ZﬁfAuAu(—p,p)|gw_part = —Guv »

0
aipgrd)LwL(*pap) =1 for p2 =K’ , (57)

Iy (p?) +2m* (I, (p?) — T4(p?)) = 1 for p* = k* . (58)
Here we have used a covariant decomposition for the elec-
tron self energy:

Lyz(p.—p) = pIv(p?) — mIs(p®)

with scalar functions I'y, g. Since these normalization con-
ditions have a unique classical (i.e. tree level) solution,
they fix I" uniquely to all orders.

We did not require the residua of the matter propaga-
tors to be unity on-shell. It is useful to define the functions

(59)

2o0?) = (92, (-00)) .
Zo(p?) = (Lv (%) + 2m3 (I (0?) — T4(0%))) " .(61)

They approach the usual (infrared divergent) Z factors
in the limit p?> — m? and appear in the LSZ reduction
formula as wave function renormalization factors:

(60)

Sp; = (iZs 2 (p*) (—p* +m?) ...

lim
0[T¢...[0)(p,...)

For the present paper they play a role in the symmetry
conditions derived in the next section.

(62)

3 Symmetry conditions

The Slavnov—Taylor identity (42) is a complicated non-
linear equation for the effective action with an enormous
information content. In this section we will show that it
is possible to obtain much simpler symmetry conditions
as a consequence of the Slavnov—Taylor identity and the
normalization conditions. One virtue of these symmetry
conditions is that they are well suited for practical applica-
tions. Together with the normalization conditions and the
conditions in (43), (44) they form a complete set of simple
identities that determine the counterterms of all power-
counting renormalizable interactions. A similar strategy
was applied by [20] in the context of the abelian Higgs-
Kibble model.

We begin this section with a particularly simple sym-
metry condition, to illustrate our general method. This
example also shows that is useful to divide the symmetry
conditions into two parts: the ones for vertex functions
containing external sources, expressing the higher order

2 k? = m® would lead to infrared divergences in the normal-

ization conditions.
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modifications to the symmetry transformations, and the
ones for the vertex functions for physical fields.

Let us make some remarks on our notation and con-
ventions. The manifest symmetries are always implicitly
used, in particular R-parity violating vertex functions are
not mentioned and the conditions involving one selectron
field are only given for one of the fields ¢, ¢g, d)TL, d)k.
Since it is easier to work with fields of a definite R-parity
the 2-spinors A, ), €, € and the 4-spinors ¥, ¥ are used dur-
ing the derivations and only for the final results either a
pure 2-spinor or a pure 4-spinor notation is chosen. Most
of the following identities stem from some derivative of the
Slavnov—Taylor identity 6.5(I")/dx1 . .. dxn = 0, leading to
products of the form

Fxl...Xin(pla <y Pm, _p)
XFXerl---Xn%' (pm+17 s apn’p) (63)
withp=p1+...4+Pm = —Pm+1—- .. — pn due to momen-

tum conservation. The definition of the vertex functions
is given in app. A.2. Because this structure is general, the
momenta in the arguments are not always written down
explicitly.

3.1 Electron—selectron mass identity

The normalization condition
F{i}mi(fp,p) =0 for p* = m? (64)

defines m to be the physical selectron mass. Using the
Slavnov—Taylor identity we will now prove the following
symmetry condition:

Lyz(p, —p)ulp) = 0 for p* = m* (65)
where u(p) is a spinor satisfying the Dirac equation (p —
m)u(p) = 0. Physically this means that m is equal to the
physical electron mass, and thus the electron and selectron
masses are equal.

The strategy for the proofs of the symmetry conditions
is first to obtain identities between vertex functions in
the usual way taking suitable derivatives of the Slavnov—
Taylor identity and setting all fields to zero afterwards.
These non-linear identities can then be solved for particu-
lar vertex functions and further simplified if one evaluates
them at the special momenta of the normalization condi-
tions.

Since the condition we want to prove is due to super-
symmetry, we use one derivative with respect to e:

o 2
9e 5 (—p)ow(p)

After setting all fields to zero most of the terms vanish
due to charge non-conservation, and only two terms con-
tribute:

S(I)

pi=Y;=0 = 0. (66)

Tyevy, (=p) Lyt 4, (=P:p)

Ly oy (=0 P) g (0, —p) = 0. (67)
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For p? = m? the normalization condition (64) and I of eve

g
# 0 show that the spinor matrix Iy (p, —p) has the eigen-
value zero and thus cannot be invertible. Since it must be
built out of the covariants 1 and p it can only be pro-
portional to (f —m) or (p + m). Taking into account the
lowest order result the second possibility is excluded and
the announced result (65) follows.

3.2 Higher order supersymmetry

Eq. (67) exhibits a general feature of the equations derived
below, namely the appearance of prefactors that are them-
selves vertex functions with external sources and ghost
fields, reflecting the non-linearity of the Slavnov—Taylor
identity. Their physical meaning is to represent renormal-
ized higher order corrections to the symmetry transfor-
mations coupled to the sources in Iy, which will be ex-
plained in more detail in Sect. 4.5. It is necessary to derive
symmetry conditions for such vertex functions before we
are able to derive further identities for vertex functions
involving only physical fields.

In fact, all vertex functions involving external ¢ or w*
ghosts — expressing the exact gauge transformations and
translations — are already fixed to all orders by the re-
quirements in (44). The vertex functions involving exter-
nal € ghosts and Y fields express the supersymmetry trans-
formations. They may acquire higher order corrections,
but it is still possible to derive symmetry conditions con-
straining these modifications because the symmetry alge-
bra is fixed to all orders.

First we derive the supersymmetry transformations of
the photino, i.e. the vertex functions with external ¢ and
Y. There are only three terms of dimension < 4 possible:
YaeA", Yae|op, r|?, YaeYse and their CP-conjugates. To
constrain the first one we use the nilpotency on A*, which
expresses the supersymmetry algebra:

8 5
= — s+ A¥ 68
9ede 5Ar T (68)
=0 =ilgpery, 005+ iangAPEBYK@

+ 2P539," — 2010055 - (69)

The first line contains products of the transformation of
the photon into a photino and vice versa, the second line
a sum of a translation and a gauge transformation. The
explicit o matrices originate from %SA“ and h.c., and
the terms in the second line from the BRS transformations
of the w and ¢ ghosts in sA#. All terms are fixed except
for the ones containing Y),Yy. Taking into account the
Ward identity (49), leading to p?I4ecy, = 0, implies in
connection with C'P invariance:

FAueﬂYM (ps —p) = pp(apu)ﬁa (70)

Next we use the supersymmetry algebra acting on A\, which
is expressed in the Slavnov—Taylor identity by the terms
proportional to €eYy:
0% s
= ——S(I
OJ€de ONOY), (F)

(71)
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2 (sAM
:>O = B(ABE)FGYAA“ +FEGYAY;FAX
8% (swh)

Oede

Dy, wn - (72)
The only unknown here is the vertex function with two
external sources corresponding to an egs.-of-motion term
in the algebra (5). Solving (72) yields

FEQCBYX-YYX;Y (pa _p)F)\uXﬁ(_pvp) = 6ﬁ’y¢6a . (73)

For the supersymmetry transformation of the photino into
|¢1.r|? we derive the equation

0 53
0=—>——=5() (74)
€5t 510N
_ 9%(sAM) .
= 0= ONOe F¢TL¢LA“ + F¢TL¢L5YAF)\)\
+F¢2€Y3F¢LW ’ (75)

For py = 0 this equation may be used to determine I, 57
(see (102)), for px # 0 it may be used as a symmetry

condition for I’ o preva-

Now we proceed with symmetry conditions for the su-
persymmetry transformations of the matter fields. While
the mass identity (67) fixes the ratio of the supersymmetry
transformations ¢ <+ ¥, the supersymmetry algebra

02 62
0= ——-—7"-8 76
0ede 6¢L6Y¢L ( ) ( )
=0= FY¢LE6Y¢L F¢L¢TL + F¢LEYWFEY¢,LlI/
82 (swh
B(Eae )F¢LY¢LW“ (77)

fixes the product. For on-shell momentum the egs.-of-
motion term vanishes and (77) reduces to

a5 =T, oy, (0, —D) Loy, w(—p,p) for p* = m?(78)

Solving for the individual vertex functions is best done
using the covariant decompositions

F¢LEBYE a(p7 _p) = _\/iel(p2)m6d[3 ) (79)
R

F¢Lgﬁy¢La<p’ _p> = _\/592(p2)¢a3 (80)

with ©1(m?) = ©2(m?) due to (67), (65). The results are
the following symmetry conditions:

for p? =m? :

Tyt ) = V3,5 6. &

F¢LE[3Y5R&(p’ 7p) = 7\/§m§dﬁ' ©) ) (82)
Poplvraery,, (0:=p) = =mIy sy, (D:=D)
1

O = lim

p2 —m?2

Zy(0?)/ 26 (p?). (84)
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Using these results together with the gauge covariance of
the supersymmetry transformation of ¢,

0= iLS(F) (85)
JeP 0cdproY,y
then yields
L pgyzoys (@PP) = V2eQrd, 5 ©
v,
for p* = p'? =m? . (86)

Finally we determine the coefficient of the egs.-of-motion
term in the supersymmetry algebra acting on v, given

by I'ev,, v;
62 52
0=———-—-85(I 87
Oele (SwL(SYwL ( ) ( )
= 0 = FeBEBYJL YESL FwLaaL,i + FeﬁEBYJLYwR(;FwLaw%
FwLﬂeﬂKbL FYIZLEB¢L + FTZJLaEBY(ﬁI%FYLZL €ﬁ¢’TR
2,67 . (88)

Since all other vertex functions of dimension < 4 have
already been fixed, this identity can be viewed as a sym-

metry condition for I'zy, y- .
L%,

3.3 Physical conditions

In addition to the mass equality from Sect. 3.1 here we de-
rive further symmetry conditions for physical vertex func-
tions. Thereby we make use of the conditions derived in
Sect. 3.2, expressing the higher order modifications to the
supersymmetry transformations, and of the requirements
(44), (49) that there are no higher order corrections to
gauge transformations.

Due to supersymmetry, the photon and photino self
energies are related:

0 2
= — —S(I" 89
Oe §APS () (89)
:>O=82(EA“)FA ar + Daoevy I (90)
axoe ~ATAN PEAT N

The prefactor I'srey,, expressing the supersymmetry
transformation of the photino, is determined to all orders
by (70) and thus

oGl aran(ps —p) = —ip”(00p) " I5a o (=p,p) - (91)

We can use this identity together with the normalization
condition (56) and the symmetry condition (73) to get
simpler conditions:

(92)
(93)

. _ — 2 _
I, (=p.p) = Pog for p” =0,

FE[-‘}EBY/\’YYX’(/ (p, —p) = 5’8“%7 for p2 =0.
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Using suitable derivatives of the Ward identity (49) we
find that gauge invariance restricts the remaining power-
counting renormalizable photon and photino interactions:
0 = p"Tavan(=p,p) ,
0=p"Taracan(p’,—p—»'p),
0= p"Lapacavan(p’,p”,—p—p' = p",p) ,
0=p"I\50.(00,—p=9'p) .

Similarly, gauge invariance (49) yields symmetry con-
ditions for the photon—matter interactions, in particular
" Tygan (0,0 0) = —eQr (Iyz(—p',p)

~Lyz(p.—p)) - (98)
Taking the derivative with respect to ¢* at ¢ = 0 and the
limit p?> — m? and multiplying with spinors satisfying the
Dirac equation (p —m)u(p) = 0, yields the Thomson-limit
condition
u(p)Zu Ly 40 (P, —p, 0)u(p) = u(p) (—eQr) u(p)
for p2 =m? .  (99)
Thomson-limit conditions for the photon—selectron inter-
actions may be obtained in the same way:
Z¢F¢L¢’£Au (p, 2 0) = _QBQLPH
for p> =m? ,  (100)
Z¢F¢L¢TLAL/AM (p» 2 Oa 0) = 2(6QL)29MV
for p> =m? . (101)
The functions Zy (p?), Zs(p*) have been defined in (60),
(61). For brevity the momentum arguments have been
suppressed. Instead of gauge invariance, supersymmetry is
responsible for a Thomson-limit condition for the photino—
matter interaction. Using (75) for py = 0 together with

(100) and (81), (82) it can be derived either in terms of
2-spinors:

V ZyZw <F¢L¢L0)\G(7pap7 O)ﬁa[}
+ Fd%@?xﬂ(_p’p’ O)md%) = —iﬁeQL;yﬁw-
for p* = m? | (102)

or of 4-spinors:

VZyZuT 4 4= (—p,p,0)u(p) = —v2eQr Pru(p)
for p? = m? . (103)

The remaining power-counting renormalizable interactions
are the four-scalar interactions. Supersymmetry relates
them to the photino—matter interaction and thus to the
gauge coupling in the following way:

0 o4
0==——————S(I
9e 59! 50T oy,

= 0= 2F¢TL¢LEY)\F¢TL'¢'L>\+2F¢

(104)

r

rotyreyy, Lol or

+ F¢L¢1mey¢z Lyoot T lvrevy, Tyt g, 1 0,

Iy g+20 T (105)

+ F¢L¢L¢16Y; YL ¥ LeYo" ¢l pru ¥
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0 54

0 -
9€ 50,0 rdG! S,

= 0=Lytgevilgign T
+1 Iyt n

S(I)

F¢R¢TR'¢’L €Yy,

—|—F¢5

(106)
F¢TL¢>L
ROLULEY LORVLEY i Tonol,
R

tLyrevo, Lot gnotor T Lot onelevoly,@
Tt v Lot grun @

+1, r

ol $rYLw (107)

};EYW

d o
0 = 7—5
0€ SPpL.OPROGRIYL
= 0=20% ¢pevi Ly y, 5 T 2F¢R¢L¢LEY¢TR Lonat,

(1) (108)

+ F¢R¢RwLeY¢TL Lypot Hlurevy, Toronsnes

+ F¢L¢R¢R€Y;FwL§ : (109)
The momentum arguments in these terms are dropped
(see explanation at the beginning of this section). The
factors 2 in front of several terms imply symmetrization
with respect to the momenta of the two quL and ¢p fields,
respectively. These equations constitute symmetry con-

ditions for F¢TL¢L¢TL¢L, F¢}¢R¢TL¢L and Iy ,4r6. 6., SiDCE

these are the only power-counting renormalizable vertex
functions not yet determined.

3.4 Collection of all symmetry
and normalization conditions

We now list all symmetry and normalization conditions
for an easy reference and to make transparent the sim-
ilarity in their mathematical structure. Taking into ac-
count also (43), (44) and the manifest symmetries there
is a condition for each vertex function corresponding to a
power-counting renormalizable interaction.

Photon and photino only:

.1
pl'zlglo ijA“AV (*pvp)‘gw—part = —Guv » (110)
de)\a(—p7p) zﬁad
for p> =0, (111)
P Lavan(=p,p) =0, (112)
P Laraaan(p's—p —p',p) =0, (113)
P Tavaoavan(p',p”,—p—p' —p",p)=0, (114)
P Dy e @, =2 =9 p) =0, (115)
Interactions involving matter fields:
F¢L¢TL(_p7p) =0
for p? = m? , (116)
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Iz (p, —p)u(p) =0
for p? = m? | (117)
0
TpQF(j)Ld)TL(_p?p) =1
for p? = k%, (118)
Iy (p*) +2m® (I (%) + (%) =1
for p? = K%, (119)
ZLy, 4t an(P,=P,0) = —2eQLpy
for p2 =m?,  (120)
Z¢F¢L¢TLAVAu(pa 7p70v0) = Q(eQL)Qg/U/

for p? =m?,  (121)
u(p) Zu Ty e (P =P, 0)u(p) = u(p) (—eQryu) ulp)

for p? =m?,  (122)
V' ZoZul 41 y5(=p:p, 0)u(p) = —V2eQrPru(p)

for p*> =m? | (123)

0= 2F¢E¢L€YA F¢>TL¢L>\ + 2F¢L¢'1'¢)L5Y¢L F¢TL¢'L
+ F¢}¢}¢L5Y¢T Tonoy T Tvreva, Tyt o001 00
L
+1 *qumzeY;FwJ +2I ;eY;Fqb}awL@ , (124)
0="Tyt srevaloiver T Lonstyrev,, Loton
tLgnstvnevy, Loton ¥ Lot stwrey,, Tonol,
R
T lyrevs, Lot grot o T Lot gnot et 4@
Tyt v Lyt gpur® T Lt v Lol gpupw » (125)
0= 20psonevslypp,x + 2 onorvney s Dynal,
+ F¢R¢R'¢L6Y¢2 Lyt +Tyrevy, Toronones
+ F¢L¢R¢>R6Y;F¢L§ ) (126)
Interactions involving ghost fields:
FA#eBYM (pa —p) = pp(apu)ﬁa s (127)
FEBEBYA,YYXW (P’ —P> = 55*75,67
for p> =0, (128)
Lot e I3n = IRevan Lot g
g oy Ly xp o (129)
Fd)LEBYl/)La (pa _p) = _\/iﬁaﬁ e
for p* = m? | (130)
F¢L€5Y;Rd (p,—p) = —\/§m§a3 S
for p? = m? , (131)

ﬁaﬁ.FwL(xeﬁYd)L (p7 _p) = _mFJRBCBYd)L (p7 _p)
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1

2. =

\fﬁﬁﬁ o)
for p? = m? | (132)

qHFAuquEBYu?L (q’p’p/) = \/§€QL¢(X5 e
for p* = p'? =m? , (133)
0 = Fe@EﬁYJL YgL F"L’L(VELS

+ FeﬁgByJLYd,RJFwLawg
F'/}Laeﬁy‘iw FYJLE[;d’L
+ FibLaEﬁY(ﬁL FYJ,/LeB‘i)L
— 25500 - (134)

4 Applications

The general prescription for higher order calculations not
relying on an invariant regularization is:

— Calculate the necessary loop diagrams using some ar-
bitrary (preferably consistent) regularization.

— To every power-counting renormalizable interaction
there is an independent counterterm.

— For each counterterm the proper coefficient can be read
off from one of the conditions collected in Sect. 3.4.

— From the considerations in Sect. 2 we know that this
leads uniquely to a renormalized theory respecting all
defining symmetries.

In this section we show some sample calculations of renor-
malized higher order corrections using dimensional regu-
larization as defined in [2]. In particular we use {y*,75} =
20" 7,7° with 9%, = D — 4 and set g = 0 only in
the final results. This regularization scheme is known to
break supersymmetry. In establishing the symmetries of
the renormalized theory, the symmetry conditions we have
derived will prove to be an efficient tool, due to the com-
mon structure of most of them:

FABC|0n shell = F,geglga“ZEd + F,?BC

= definite value. (135)
Non-supersymmetric counterterms in dimensional regu-
larization have already been calculated in the literature
[21]. The equality of the effective couplings to gauge bo-
sons and gauginos we have proven in Sect. 3 as a conse-
quence of the defining symmetry requirements was antic-
ipated there as a symmetry condition and used for the
determination of the counterterms.

4.1 Elimination of B

Although for theoretical purposes the auxiliary B field is
useful, it complicates practical calculations whenever we
are not interested in Green functions involving external
B fields. Therefore it is convenient to eliminate B by its
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equation of motion. Due to the gauge condition in (44) we
can write
I'(B,A,,..

) =TI B(A#,. . ) + I'with B(B7A;¢)7 (136)

where the first term does not depend on B and

§

Iyion B(B, Ay) = /d4x(BB“AH + 532) . (137)

The solution of the equation of motion is B = —%(814) to
all orders, and one can show that the effective action

(A = oo B(Au, ) + Dwien (B = —§(04),A,)

= noB(AM,...)_?Z/d%(aﬂAM)?, (138)

where I" does not depend on B, generates the same con-
nected Green functions as I'(B, A,,...). In the passage
from I' to I, the only vertex function that changes is
I'an 40, which receives a longitudinal part. In the rest of
this section we always work with I, so we drop the ™ and
denote by I" the effective action without B. This yields

1
=21’y (139)

§

instead of (112), while all other conditions in Sect. 3.4 are
unchanged.

P Iap an(=p, )

4.2 Photon and photino self energies

The one-loop diagrams contributing to the photon and
photino self energies are depicted in Fig. 1. In terms of
the one-loop integrals defined in app. A.3, the results are

(a=5)

larized
TE " (=p,p) = (—gupp” + Dubp)

Ak Ap

x(1+II"(p?)) — %pupp , (140)

Ry p) = (1 TGP, (141)
where the one-loop corrections

(%) = (%) = {-2Bo(m* m p?)  (142)

turn out to be equal, so the identity (91) is already sat-
isfied at the regularized level (up to the new longitudinal
part of I'ax 40 ). To renormalize we have to define counter-
terms such that the conditions (110), (111) are satisfied.
The correct choice is

1 17. ~
Lo =02,(~{FuF™ + J5in"0,7)  (143)

with

57, = —I1"(0) , (144)
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Fig. 2. One-loop diagrams contributing to the electron and selectron self energies

yielding to O(«)

Lawae(—=p,p) = (—gupp® + Pup)
1
x(1+ I (p?) +62,) — Ep“pm (145)

Iioyoa(=p.p) = Pog (L+ 17 + 62, (p%)) - (146)

Note that mass and gauge fixing counterterms are not
ruled out a priori but they turn out to vanish because of
the concrete form of the regularized self energies.

4.3 Electron and selectron self energies

The one-loop contributions to the matter self energies can
be written as follows:

;iggﬁarized (p7 _p) — p2 _ m2 + Z¢(p2) 5 (147)
Fygereed(p, —p) = g —m+ pSv (b°)

For later purposes we also introduce the abbreviation
e (?) = Zv(@®) +2m* (23 (0%) — Zs (%)) . (149)

The contributing Feynman diagrams are shown in Fig. 2
and yield?

Do(p?) = - [=4m>Bo(0.m?,p?)

+4(D — 4) B2 (0,m? p*)],  (150)
Dy (%) = (D = 2)Bo(0,m? p?)

+(D — 4)B1(0,m*,p?)] (151)
s (v?) = 1= [DBo(0,m* p?)] . (152)

3 For the rest of this section we use the gauge parameter

£=1.

The most general counterterms contributing to these self
energies are

Loy = 6Z4(10u0L> —m*|oL* + (L—r))
—2mdémy(|oL|® + |6r[%)

+8Zg ¥ (i 0y, — m)W — SmgPW . (153)

For each counterterm one of the conditions (116-119) ap-
plies. Expressed in terms of the quantities in L they
read:

Ys(m?) —2mdmy =0,
2

154
155
156

157

mXy (m?) — mXgs(m?) —émg =0,
Zi(k*) +62Z4 =0,

(
(
(
(k) +6Zy =0, (

)
)
)
)

from which the coefficients of the counterterms follow im-
mediately:

_a T 2 2y 2
dmy = 4ﬂ_m{ 2By(0,m*, m*) 3} , (158)
Smy = %m[f2Bo(0,m2,m2) +1], (159)
_« 2/ 2 2, 2
625 = £ [4m BL(0,m2, K?) 3} , (160)
§Zy = %[fQBO(O,mQ, K2)
+4m?B(0,m?, k%) + 1] , (161)

where in the finite terms the limit D — 4 has been taken.

This non-vanishing difference émy — dm,, is our first
encounter of a supersymmetry-violating counterterm, nec-
essary because dimensional regularization itself breaks su-
persymmetry. It is precisely this choice for the counter-
terms that restores (116-117) and thus the equality of the
renormalized masses, a necessary consequence of super-
Syminetry.

The different 6Z counterterms do not correspond to a
symmetry breaking, as shown in Sect. 2.5.
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Fig. 3. One-loop vertex corrections

4.4 Photon and photino interactions with electron
and selectron

We define scalar functions containing the regularized one-
loop contributions to the photon—/photino—matter inter-
actions in the following way:

regularized (p, —p,0) = Aggpa (pQ)

prol Ar
x(—2eQrpy) , (162)
(p) Lyt 2 (p, —p, 0)u(p) = Awwa(p®) a(p)
x(—eQryuulp) , (163)

;ig;? " (—p,p, 0)u(p) = Agws(p?)
x (—V2eQrPp)u(p).(164)

For each of these vertex functions there is one independent
counterterm. To make the comparison with the case of
symmetric counterterms transparent we denote them by

1
Lot = ((5Z¢ + §5Z,y + 5Z¢¢A)i6QLA”
X (¢ 0uér, — dr0ud)) + (LR)

1 _
(5Z¢ + §5Z,y —+ 5ZW¢A)LD(7€QLAM’)/H)W

624+ 02y + 62,
( 2
X (—=v2eQL) (¢} FPLY — ¢pr7PRY + h.c.)
(165)

+0Z4w5)

According to Sect. 2.5 these counterterms are symmetric if
0Zppa = 0Zwwa = 6 Zgws - Their values are determined by
the conditions (120-123). The functions Zy, Zy are given
in one-loop order by
Zy(p*) = 1= Zy(p°) — 02, ,
Zy(p*) = 1= Sy (p*) — 0Zv ;

(166)
(167)

therefore in (120-123) the matter field renormalization
factors 6Z4,5Zy drop out and the remaining conditions
are

1
Agoa(p®) — X (p°) + §5Z7 +0Zppa =0

for p> = m?,  (168)
1
AWWA(pZ) - Elw(pz) + 5527 +6Zgpga =0
for p> =m?,  (169)
1 1
Agws(p®) — 5(225(172) + X5 (p%) + 5527 +6Zppy =0
for p> =m?.  (170)

Again, the counterterms can be read off easily from the
corresponding conditions once the loop diagrams shown
in Fig. 3 have been calculated. Inspection of the Feynman
integrands shows that both conditions for the photon in-
teractions already hold at the regularized level, so we have
to choose

1
Physically these conditions express the gauge invari-
ance of the renormalized theory, and the structure of these
counterterms shows that gauge invariance is preserved by
dimensional regularization.
The one-loop correction to the photino interaction is
given by

6Z¢>¢>A = 5Zgup,4 = (171)

o
gy (p®) = E[BO(O,WQ,pQ)
—|—4m2(C’0 + 011) + (’)(p2 — m2)] (172)
with C;; = Cy;(0,m?,m?,p?,0,p?), and the derivatives of

the matter self energies are

o2y X oy 2,2 2
Zy0%) = = [—Am*By(0,m?pY) + 2] (173)
«
E(p(p2) = E[2B0(07m27p2)
—4m?B)(0,m?,p*) — 1] . (174)

Using B}, = —Cy — C11 shows that the correct choice for
the counterterm is

1 1 «
0L, — = — .
277 64rn
This result exhibits three important aspects. First, in

(170) the non-local terms cancel. This is a regularization-
independent fact due to the supersymmetry. Second, on

0wy = — (175)
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the dimensionally regularized level there is a local vio-
lation of (170). This supersymmetry breaking has to be
cancelled choosing the charge counterterm 0Z4y5 differ-
ent from the charge counterterms for the photon interac-
tions. Physically these non-supersymmetric counterterms
lead uniquely to charge universality in the renormalized
theory as required by (120-123). Third, obviously the de-
termination of this counterterm 0 Z4w5 is just as straight-
forward as the determination of the charge counterterms
for the photon interactions before, in spite of the super-
symmetry breaking. The reason is that the main work has
already been done in the derivation of the corresponding
symmetry condition.

The photino—matter interaction also constitutes an ex-
ample where a naive one-loop calculation can lead to a
large numerical error. Naively one might think that the
required symmetries restrict the counterterms to those of
Sect. 2.5 corresponding to field and parameter renormal-
ization. According to this line of reasoning one would ig-
nore the effects of the regularization and choose § Z4p5 =
0Z¢pa = 0Zgwa. In this section we have shown that for
dimensional regularization this amounts to forgetting the
necessary term (—%ﬁ) and spoiling charge universality
and thus supersymmetry of the renormalized theory. Since
all contributions to Agws(p?) are basically of the order
1~ the numerical error in the renormalized one-loop cor-
rection to the photino—electron—selectron interaction is in
general quite sizeable.

4.5 Supersymmetry transformations at one loop

The Slavnov—Taylor identity may be rewritten in the form
of an invariance relation (] runs over the linearly trans-
forming fields including the global ghosts, ¢;,Y; over the
non-linearly transforming fields and the corresponding ex-
ternal fields):

F(Qoi + HSF(,DQ,QDZ' + GSFQDMY;) = F(@;a@ivyri) 7(176)

where 6 is an infinitesimal fermionic parameter and s is
the quantum analogue to the classical BRS operator:

Sre; = s, (177)
or
Sre; = 3Y; = (sr.%i)J (178)
01
Srapi = 5pi + 5},; (179)
spe; is equal to the expectation value of the composite
operator sr,,; in the presence of sources J = —%. Thus
sry; — and equivalently the vertex functions involving

an external Y; — contain quantum corrections to the BRS
transformations. These quantum corrections can be non-
trivial but are constrained by (43), (44).

We focus now on the transformation of the electron
and selectron fields as particular examples:

srér(r) = —ieQre(z) ¢r(r) — iw”0,¢L(x)
- /d4y 66 wLa(y) FwLQEBY(,)L (y,x)
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- [ d TR I ey, 02)
o, (180)
s (@) = —ieQro(a) v (x) — iw” 0,05 (x)

+/d4y EB (bL(y) F¢LEBY¢LQ(y7x)

+ /d4y & Op) Tyt oy, (4:2)

o, (181)

where the dots denote terms involving higher powers of
the fields. So the renormalized supersymmetry transfor-
mations ¢ <> 1 are governed by vertex functions of the
type F¢Ey¢ and Fqﬁer-

At one-loop order these vertex functions are given by
the Feynman diagrams displayed in Fig. 4 and by the
counterterms determined through (130-134) with © =
1+ (Bo(0,m?, k*)— By (0,m?,m?)). In momentum space
the results are (By = By(0,m?, p?))

(0%
Lyyoevv,, = —V205° [1+ =By

1 5 «
PRrEeBY,y, 0, (183)
_ 3 o
Tovyv,n =~V 1= =B
1 5 «
—— |02y — 624 — = — 184
2<5w 07 34W)], (184)
F¢;eﬂy¢w = _\@m(sﬂa
« 1 5 «
my 2 «
—_— 4+ = — . 1
m * 3 477} (185)

Again, non-invariant counterterms are necessary.

These results show that in one-loop order the super-
symmetry transformations are modified by non-local terms.
One reason for this modification is the non-linearity of the
BRS transformations permitting all the vertices involving
Y fields in Fig. 4. Another reason can be traced back to the
gauge fixing fermion F' = ¢(0*A,, + gB) Since F' breaks
supersymmetry, there are terms in s, F' involving the €
ghosts, in particular the ce\ vertices appearing in three
of the graphs in Fig. 4. These supersymmetry transforma-
tions are related to physical vertex functions by identities
such as (67), (75) expressing non-trivial relations among
self energies and vertex corrections.

4.6 Summary of counterterms

We had to use non-invariant counterterms in many of the
vertex functions we calculated. However, one should note
that the separation It = Iyym + Lhon—inv is DOt unique.
The simplest expression for I,on_inyv 1S Obtained using spe-
cial renormalization constants in Iy, as given by (54). If
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Fig. 4. One-loop contributions to the supersymmetry transformations of ¢ and ¥y,

one uses (0Zy + 2-2), (62w — £) as field renormaliza-
tion constants instead of dZ4, §Zy, and the mass coun-
terterm mdZ,, = (6my + 24), then the non-invariant
counterterms are confined to the matter self energies and

the photon interactions:
i = /d4l‘ % (LP(MD —2m)¥

~21Du0nl? 2o+ (1)) (150)

5 Conclusions

In this article we have constructed the Green functions
of SQED in the Wess—Zumino gauge from the Slavnov—
Taylor identity without referring to the existence of an
invariant scheme. The Slavnov—Taylor identity expresses
gauge invariance, supersymmetry and translational invari-
ance in a single symmetry identity. For its formulation
one has to introduce several unphysical fields, namely the
Faddeev—Popov ghost ¢, global ghosts €, €, w* and sources
Y; for all non-linear BRS transformations. The Slavnov—
Taylor identity is a complicated non-linear equation in-
volving Green functions with physical and unphysical
fields.

We have evaluated this identity and have derived sim-
ple symmetry conditions that resemble the normalization
conditions in their mathematical structure. These symme-
try conditions constitute exact physical statements that
are valid to all orders and express lucidly the various
aspects of the symmetries. Two important examples are
the equality of the electron and selectron masses and the
charge universality in the photon and photino interactions
with electron and selectron. These are thus proven ex-
clusively in the Wess—Zumino gauge without using super-
space methods or referring to the realization of the super-
symmetry algebra in the Hilbert space of physical states.

We have seen that in the renormalization of the one-
loop self energies and vertex corrections using DReg sev-
eral non-invariant counterterms are necessary. Still the
calculation has been just as straightforward as if we would
have relied on an invariant regularization and used only
invariant counterterms. The reason is that the symmetry
conditions may be used as an efficient tool for the prac-
tical determination of counterterms. This is particularly
important for calculations beyond one-loop order since
there the behaviour of invariant but inconsistent schemes
such as DRed is not really under control. One should note,
however, that using DRed in the 1-loop examples of this

article invariant counterterms are sufficient to renormal-
ize correctly not only the self energies and vertex correc-
tions, as is well known [5], but also the vertex functions
expressing the higher order corrections to supersymmetry
transformations.

Higher order corrections to the non-linear supersym-
metry transformations are determined in terms of vertex
functions involving external Y fields and € ghosts and are
in general non-local. The corresponding counterterms may
be read off from appropriate symmetry conditions. As an
example we have calculated the one-loop corrections to
the supersymmetry transformations of the electron and
selectron. Via the Slavnov—Taylor identity they appear in
the relations between physical vertex functions and may
thus have also phenomenological implications.

The whole study can be generalized to supersymmet-
ric models with soft breakings and eventually to the su-
persymmetric extensions of the standard model. For the
standard model the algebraic renormalization has been
worked out in [22], soft breakings have been introduced in
[23]. Although the corresponding Slavnov—Taylor identi-
ties are more involved since they have to express not only
the symmetries but also the spontaneous or soft breaking,
their structure is the same as in SQED. So it is possible
also for these models to derive symmetry conditions which
may be exploited in practical calculations if the existence
of consistent invariant regularization schemes is question-
able.
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encouraging discussions.

A Conventions
A.1 Spinors
2-Spinor indices and scalar products:

ﬁeﬁ'y =0% 5,

eaﬁ — §¢ 45

— — (0%
€ap = —€Bay €12 = 1, e

€4 = “€3ar  €iz = 1, €44
VX =1V"%a , V" =Py,

VX = 0aX s Ba=eapl

o matrices:

01 0—: 10
1: 2: 3: 191
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ohy=1,0"0a, " =(1,—0")*", (192)
(0" P = %(U”E” — ") P,
@) = 5@ =) ;. (193)
Complex conjugation:
(¥0)" =0y, (194)
(pat0) = 0oty (195)
(Yot )t = 65"V . (196)
Derivatives:
) )
%eﬁ =6a", 0. —— 05 = €Vepsd,0 = —05 , (197)
%96 =545, ie = €ay€57 s = 694 (198)
& 00"

4-Spinors: The general relations between a 4-spinor and
derivatives with respect to it are defined in such a way

6 _ ) —
that W 1, M,W 1:

Y matrices:

. {0on s [-10
T a0 ) T TV o)

1F9°
R

PrLr= (201)

A.2 Vertex functions

Vertex functions with external x1, xo, ... are defined as

0 (p; = i = Yi =0)

- 5X1(.’E1)5X2("E2) e

X1X2---

(1‘171}2,...) = (202)

The x; may be any of the physical fields, ghosts, or Y
fields. For x; being one of the global ghosts it is understood
that there is no corresponding x; argument, and that the
functional derivative reduces to a partial derivative.

The sign of the momenta in Fourier transforms is de-
fined in such a way that momenta are always diagrammat-
ically incoming. The Fourier transform of vertex functions

Renormalization and symmetry conditions in supersymmetric QED

thus involves the opposite sign for the momenta, as com-
pared to the fields:

d4p —ipx
x@) = [ e ). (203)
@2m0) (p1 + .- )y, (p1, - )
/d4x1 izt (2,...) . (204)

A.3 One-loop integrals

We use the following one-loop two- and three-point func-
tions [24]:

Bio, vy :/[kQ
C{OM} =

{1, by, ke, }
—mg[(k +p1)? —mi] ’

(205)

(206)

/ {1,k
k2 = mg][(k + p1)? = m][(k + p1 + p2)? — m3]

with
1672 [ dPk
-D

S 207
/ = | @ 200

and the tensor decomposition
B, =p,B . (208)
By = p1,p1,B21 + guwBaz (209)
Cup=p1,Cn1 +p2,C12 , (210)
Bij = Bij(m3,mi,p}) , (211)
Cij = Cij(mg, mi,m3, p7,p5, (01 +p2)?)  (212)

in the conventions of [25].
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