hep-th/9909115 16 Sep 1999

On the BFFT quantization of first order systems

Ricardo Amorim Instituto de Física Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro RJ 21945-970 - Caixa Postal 68528 - Brasil Ronaldo Thibes Instituto de Física Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro RJ 21945-970 - Caixa Postal 68528 - Brasil and Instituto de Ciências Exatas e da Natureza Universidade do Grande Rio Professor José de Souza Herdy Rua Prof. José de Souza Herdy, 1160 25 de Agosto - Duque de Caxias - RJ 25073-200 - Brasil

Abstract

By using the field-antifield formalism, we show that the method of Batalin, Fradkin, Fradkina and Tyutin to convert Hamiltonian systems submitted to second class constraints introduces compensating fields which do not belong to the BRST cohomology at ghost number one. This assures that the gauge symmetries which arise from the BFFT procedure are not obstructed at quantum level. An example where massive electrodynamics is coupled to chiral fermions is considered. We solve the quantum master equation for the model and show that the respective counterterm has a decisive role in extracting anomalous expectation values associated with the divergence of the Noether chiral current.

PACS: 03.70.+k, 11.10.Ef, 11.15.-q amorim@if.ufrj.br, thibes@if.ufrj.br

1 Introduction

The seminal works of Dirac [1] on constraint Hamiltonian systems have been developed in several important research lines. One of these developments is due to Fradkin, Fradkina, Batalin and Tyutin (BFFT) [2], where Hamiltonian systems submitted to second class constraints are conveniently considered. The method of BFFT consists in enlarging the original phase-space of the theory by adding compensating fields which permit to convert the second class constraints into first class ones. In doing so, it is possible to avoid Dirac brackets which can present severe problems when one follows the canonical approach to quantization [3]. As first class constraints are also necessarily associated with local gauge symmetries, a system converted by the BFFT procedure can be treated by using all the machinery associated with the BRST formalism [4].

The BRST approach for quantization of gauge theories appears with all its power in the field-antifield formalism [5, 3, 6]. This formalism gives an elegant and systematic way for constructing the functional generator of any general gauge theory, with possible reducible or open gauge algebras. At the same time, eventual obstructions to the gauge symmetries due to quantum effects are naturally taken in account inside the field-antifield formalism.

In this work we consider, by using some tools of the field-antifield formalism, the quantization of first order gauge theories which have been obtained from second class constrained systems by the process of conversion developed by BFFT. We show that the compensating fields introduced by the conversion procedure do not belong to the BRST cohomology [3] at ghost number one. So there is no possible term in the space of fields and antifields with ghost number one and BRST closed not being BRST exact. This means that the Wess-Zumino consistence condition [6] is solved in a trivial way: there is no gauge anomaly for such class of systems and the quantum master equation can always be solved with the inclusion of a proper counterterm in the quantum action. It is useful to observe that this counterterm, if it exists, can play a non-trivial role. We give an example where massive electrodynamics couples to chiral fermions. There we show that it is necessary to introduce a non-trivial counterterm in order to solve the quantum master equation. This counterterm permit us to extract an anomalous expectation value related to the divergence of the fermion Noether chiral current.

We would like to note that compensating fields have been largely employed directly inside Lagrangian descriptions [7, 8]. There the purpose is not converting second class constraints, but to enlarge the symmetry content of a theory in such a way that the original description is recovered within some gauge choice. Under this last point of view, BFFT and Lagrangian compensating fields play similar roles. In several examples of Lagrangian descriptions it is proved that compensating fields also do not belong to the cohomology at ghost number one and can be used as well to extract anomalous expectation values of physically relevant quantities [9].

We organized this work as follows: In section 2 we present a brief review of the BFFT conversion of first order systems submitted to pure second class constraints. We display the local gauge invariance of the first order action which is introduced by the BFFT compensating fields. The functional quantization of such a system is described in section 3, by using the tools of the field-antifield formalism. We derive the BRST differential and explicitly show that the BFFT variables do not belong to the BRST cohomology at ghost number one. This assures that the quantum master equation can be solved for any system of this class. In section 4 the ideas presented in the first sections are applied to a model which describes massive electrodynamics coupled to chiral fermions in four space-time dimensions. By using a regularization that keeps the vector symmetry as a preferential one, the quantum master equation is solved with the introduction of an specific counterterm in the quantum action. A few different gauge fixing choices are explored and covariant actions are obtained. When the gauge freedom is fixed by identifying the compensating fields with external functions, we show that the independence of the path integral with respect to those external functions permit us to derive expectation values which are related to the anomalous divergence of the Noether chiral current. We reserve section 5 to some general comments and concluding remarks.

2 First order systems submitted to second class constraints

In this section we will review a few topics on constrained Hamiltonian systems [3] and on the BFFT conversion procedure [2] in order to fix notations and to introduce some results that will be useful for further developments. Let us start by considering a generic first order system living in a (phase) space with discrete bosonic coordinates y^μ, μ = 1, 2, ..., 2N. The extension to more general situations can be trivially done. Its action is written as

S_0 = ∫ dt (B_μẏ^μ − λ^αχ_α − H) (2.1)

where B_μ, H and χ_α are in principle arbitrary functions of the coordinates but do not depend on the velocities. The Lagrange multipliers λ^α are to be regarded as independent quantities. From the above expression one can read the symplectic form f_{μν} = ∂B_ν ∂y^μ − ∂B_μ ∂y^ν (2.2)

which has an inverse f^{μν} if the system is well defined. With its aid, we can define the brackets between any two functions A(y) and B(y) as {A, B} = ∂A ∂y^μ f^{μν} ∂B ∂y^ν (2.3)

It follows that

{y^μ, y^ν } = f^{μν} (2.4) The brackets appearing in the above expressions can be interpreted as Poisson brackets only in a broad sense, since they take in account the primary second class constraints of the Dirac’s scheme [10]. In this sense they are primary Dirac brackets. Let now H and χ_α, α = 1, 2, ..., 2n, represent respectively a first class Hamiltonian and a set of second class constraints. The Hamiltonian and the constraints then satisfy the structure {χ_α, χ_β} = Δ_{αβ} {H, χ_α} = V^β_α χ_β (2.5)

As the χ’s are second class, the constraint matrix Δ_{αβ} is regular.

It may be convenient to extend the phase-space by adding compensating variables ϕ^α, α = 1, 2, . . . , 2n, but at the same time converting the set of second class constraints into a first-class one. This assures that the number of degrees of freedom is not changed by the process, which also introduces local symmetries that permit one to quantize the theory by using the powerful tools of local gauge theories.

To perform this conversion through the BFFT procedure, it is assumed that the BFFT compensating variables ϕ^α satisfy fundamental brackets given by {ϕ^α, ϕ^β} = ω^{αβ} (2.6)

where ω is some constant, antissymmetric and invertible matrix. In order to avoid the introduction of further second class constraints, it may be convenient to choose ω in such a way that the compensating variables form a set of canonical conjugated quantities. In any case, it follows that in the BFFT extended space, the brackets between any two quantities A(y, ϕ) and B(y, ϕ) are written as {A, B} = ∂A ∂y^μ f^{μν} ∂B ∂y^ν + ∂A ∂ϕ^α ω^{αβ} ∂B ∂ϕ^β (2.7)

as both sectors are independent.

The general idea of the BFFT algorithm is to replace the old set of second class constraints and the old Hamiltonian by a new set of first class constraints χ̃_α = χ̃_α(y, ϕ) and Hamiltonian H̃ = H̃(y, ϕ) in such a way that they become involutive:

{χ̃_α, χ̃_β} = 0 {H̃, χ̃_α} = 0 (2.8)

By requiring that Ã(y, 0) = A(y) for any quantity A defined in the extended space, it is assured that the original formulation of the theory is recovered when the unitary gauge ϕ^α = 0 is implemented. In Refs. [2] it is proved that Eqs. (2.8), submitted to the above condition, always have a power series solution in the compensating variables, with coefficients with only y^μ dependence. The second class constraints, for instance, can be extended to

χ̃_α(y, ϕ) = χ_α(y) + X_{αβ}(y)ϕ^β + X_{αβγ}(y)ϕ^βϕ^γ + . . . (2.9)

Conditions (2.8) impose restrictions on the expansion coefficients. As an example, the regular matrices X_{αβ} must satisfy the identity

X_{αβ}ω^{βγ}X_{δγ} = −Δ_{αδ} (2.10)

Even if some quantity A(y) is not a second class constraint, it can also be extended to Ã(y, ϕ) in order to be involutive with the converted constraints χ̃_α. Following the BFFT procedure we can show that in this situation Ã(y, ϕ) = A(y) − ϕ^αω_{αβ}X^{βγ}{χ_γ, A} + ... (2.11) where the dots represent al least second order corrections in ϕ to A(y). In (2.11), the matrix X with contravariant indices is to be considered as the inverse of the corresponding covariant one. Now it is possible to prove that the first order action

S_0 = ∫ dt [B_μẏ^μ + B_αϕ̇^α − λ^αχ̃_α − H̃] (2.12)

is invariant under the gauge transformations

δy^μ = {y^μ, χ̃_α}ϵ^α δϕ^α = {ϕ^α, χ̃_β}ϵ^β δλ^α = ϵ̇^α (2.13)

By using the Jacobi Identity and Eqs. (2.8) we see that (2.13) close in an Abelian algebra. As in (2.2), in (2.12) B_α is related to the inverse of ω^{αβ} through ω_{αβ} = ∂B_β ∂ϕ^α − ∂B_α ∂ϕ^β (2.14)

One can always choose B_α =^1_2 ω_{αβ}ϕ^β without loss of generality. By using some of the above equations, it is not difficult to show that

δ[B_μẏ^μ + B_αϕ̇^α − λ^αχ̃_α − H̃] = d dt {[B_μf^{μν} ∂χ̃_α ∂y^ν + B_βω^{βρ} ∂χ̃_α ∂ϕ^ρ − χ̃_α]ϵ^α} (2.15)

and consequently (2.12) is indeed invariant under the local gauge transformations (2.13), provided boundary terms can be discarded.

3 Quantization

Let us perform the quantization of the system described above along the field-antifield formalism [5, 3, 6]. To do so it is first necessary to introduce antifields Φ^∗_A = (y^∗_μ, ϕ^∗_α, λ^∗_α, c^∗_α) corresponding to the fields Φ^A = (y^μ, ϕ^α, λ^α, c^α). In our case, y^μ, ϕ^α and λ^α are bosonic and have ghost number zero. The ghosts c^α are fermionic and have ghost number one. The corresponding antifields have opposite grassmanian parity and ghost number given by minus the ghost number of the corresponding field minus one. One can verify that the field-antifield action

S = S_0 + ∫ dt [y^∗_μ{y^μ, χ̃_α}c^α + ϕ^∗_β{ϕ^β, χ̃_α}c^α + λ^∗_αċ^α] (3.1)

satisfies then the classical master equation 1 2 (S, S) = 0 (3.2)

where the antibracket between any two quantities X[Φ, Φ^∗] and Y [Φ, Φ^∗] is defined as (X, Y ) =^{δrX}_{δΦA}^{δlY}_{δΦ�A} −^{δrX}_{δΦ�A}^{δlY}_{δΦA} . When pertinent, we are assuming the de Witt’s notation of sum and integration over intermediary variables.

In the BV formalism, the BRST differential is introduced through

s X = (X, S) (3.3)

for any local functional X = X[Φ, Φ^∗]. As a consequence of the master equation (3.2) and Jacobi identity, s is nilpotent. So, saying that the BV action satisfies the master equation is equivalent to say that it is BRST invariant.

To fix a gauge we need to introduce trivial pairs c̄_α , π̄_α as new fields, and the corresponding antifields c̄^{∗α}, π̄^{∗α}, as well as a gauge-fixing fermion Ψ. The antifields are eliminated by choosing Φ^∗_A =^{∂Ψ}_{∂ΦA} . It is always possible to choose

Ψ = c̄_αϕ^α (3.4)

associated with the unitary gauge, but different choices can be done. It is also necessary to extend the field-antifield action to a non-minimal one S → S_{nm} = S + ∫ dt π̄_αc̄^{∗α} (3.5)

in order to implement the gauge fixing introduced by Ψ. The gauge-fixed vacuum functional is then defined as

Z = ∫ [dΦ^A][det ω]^{− 12} [det f]^{− 12} exp{ i h̄ S_{nm}[Φ^A, Φ^∗_A − ∂Ψ ∂Φ^A ]} (3.6)

In the unitary gauge, we observe that besides the identification c̄^{∗α} = ϕ^α, ϕ^∗_α = c̄_α, all the other antifields vanish. With this and the use of Eqs. (2.9-2.10), we see that formally (3.6) reduces to the Senjanovic [11] path integral

Z = ∫ [dy^μ]| det f|^{− 12} δ[χ_α]| det Δ|^{12} exp { i h̄ ∫ dt[B_μẏ^μ − H] } (3.7)

Actually this reduction can only be done if quantum effects do not obstruct the gauge symmetries. Possible obstructions are related to the dependence of the path integral with respect to redefinitions of the gauge-fixing fermion Ψ. In general, if the classical field-antifield action S can be replaced by some quantum action W expressed as a local functional of fields and antifields and satisfying the so-called quantum master equation 1 2 (W, W ) − ih̄ΔW = 0 (3.8)

then the gauge symmetries are not obstructed at quantum level. In expression (3.8) we have introduced the potentially singular operator Δ ≡^{δr}_{δΦA}^{δl}_{δΦ}�_A and it was assumed that W can be expanded in powers of h̄ as

W [Φ^A, Φ^∗_A] = S[Φ^A, Φ^∗_A] + ∞∑ p=1 h̄^pM_p[Φ^A, Φ^∗_A] (3.9)

The two first terms of the quantum master equation (3.8) are

(S, S) = 0 (3.10) (M_1, S) = i ΔS (3.11)

As expected, the tree approximation gives (3.2). Eq. (3.11) is only formal, since the action of the operator Δ must be regularized. If it vanishes when applied on S, the quantum action W can be identified with S. If ΔS gives a non-trivial result but there exists some M_1 expressed in terms of local fields such that (3.11) is satisfied, gauge symmetries are not obstructed at one loop order. Otherwise, the theory presents an anomaly

A[ ϕ, ϕ^∗ ] = ΔS + i(S, M_1) = a_α c^α + . . . . (3.12)

The nilpotency of the BRST operator implies that sA = 0, which is the Wess-Zumino consistence condition. So, looking for possible anomalies in any theory is the same as looking for local functionals with ghost number one that are BRST closed (sA = 0) but not BRST exact (A ≠ sB).

By using cohomological arguments, we can show that the quantum master equation, for first order systems with pure second class constraints converted with the use of the BFFT procedure, can always be solved. To prove this, let us first derive the BRST transformations of the fields and antifields for the converted system:

s y^μ = {y^μ, χ̃_α}c^α s ϕ^β = {ϕ^β, χ̃_α}c^α s λ^α = ċ^α s c^α = 0 s c̄_α = π̄_α sπ̄_α = 0 s y^∗_μ = − ∂S ∂y^μ s ϕ^∗_α = − ∂S ∂ϕ^α s λ^∗_α = χ̃_α s c^∗_α = −y^∗_μ{y^μ, χ̃_α} − ϕ^∗_β{ϕ^β, χ̃_α} − λ̇^∗ s c̄^∗_α = 0 s π̄^{∗α} = c̄^{∗α} (3.13)

where S is given by (3.1). We see that c̄_α and π̄_α form BRST doublets (s B = C , s C = 0) and do not belong to the BRST cohomology [3]. The same is true for their antifields. To show that the other fields and antifields do not contribute to the cohomology at ghost number one, it is enough to study the cohomology of the linearized piece of s, which will be denoted by s^{(1)}[12]. If we assume that in the process of conversion of the constraints (see Eq. (2.9)), the invertible matrix X(y) can be written as a power series in y (which will be the case for the example we are going to consider),

X(y)_{αβ} = X^{(0)}_{αβ} + X^{(1)}_{αβμ}y^μ + X^{(2)}_{αβμν} y^μy^ν + . . . (3.14) we see that

s^{(1)} ϕ^α = ω^{αγ}X^{(0)}_{βγ} c^β s^{(1)} c^α = 0 (3.15)

The equations above imply that ϕ^α and C^α = ω^{αγ}X^{(0)}_{βγ} c^β form doublets under the action of s^{(1)} and as a consequence they also do not belong to the cohomology . As c^α is trivially obtained from C^α, and since it is the only fundamental field (or antifield) with positive ghost number, it is not possible to construct a local functional with ghost number one that is BRST closed not being BRST exact. This means that any candidate to an anomaly can always be canceled by some counterterm M. So the situations found in [8] and later explored in [9] appear also here: enlarged symmetries due to compensating fields ( here the BFFT variables ) are not anomalous . This does not mean that they have a trivial role at the quantum level since the existence of a counterterm modify expectation values of relevant physical quantities [9]. In the next section we are going to show an example where all of these features are carefully taken in account in order to derive consistent quantum actions.

4 Massive vector fields coupled to chiral fermions

We shall now apply the ideas discussed above to massive chiral electrodynamics. Although the fermions couple only one chirality to the connection A_μ, the second class system presents no gauge anomaly since it exhibits no gauge symmetry. When it is converted to a first class one, however, the fermions pass to transform in a chiral way and such a gauge transformation is known to lead to possible anomalies [13]. Accordingly to the ideas discussed in the last section, however, the BFFT variables play the role of Wess-Zumino fields and permit us to write the anomaly candidates as BRST exact functionals, solving in this way the quantum master equation at one loop order.

We start by considering the first order action

S_0 = ∫ d^4x { Ȧ_μπ^μ + iψ̄γ^0ψ̇ − H − λ^αχ_α } (4.1)

where the second class constraints χ_1 = π^0 χ_2 = ∂_iπ^i − m^2A^0 + J^0 (4.2)

and the first class Hamiltonian

H = ∫ d^3x { 1 2 π^2_i + 1 4 F^2_{ij} + 1 2 m^2 ( A^2_0 + A^2_i ) −iψ̄γ^iD^+_i ψ + ∂_iA^iχ_1 − A_0χ_2 } (4.3)

have been introduced. In the above expressions we have defined the covariant derivatives D^+_μ acting on the fermion ψ and the chiral projectors P^± respectively as

D^+_μ = ∂_μ − ieP^+A_μ

P^± = 1 2 ( 1 ± γ^5 ) (4.4)

We have also adopted the metric convention η^{μν} = diag(−1, +1, +1, +1). Dirac matrices satisfy the usual anticommutation relation {γ^μ, γ^ν } = 2η^{μν} . As one can verify, action (4.1) is the first order version of S_{cov} = ∫ d^4x [ − 1 4 F_{μν}F^{μν} − 1 2 m^2A_μA^μ + iψ̄γ^μD^+_μ ψ ] (4.5)

From (4.1) we extract the fundamental (equal time) brackets { ψ(x), ψ̄(y) } = iγ^0δ^3(x − y) (4.6) for the fermionic sector and

{A_μ(x), π^ν(y)} = δ^ν_μδ^3(x − y) (4.7) for the bosonic one. By using the above expressions, one can show, for instance, that the fermionic chiral current

J^μ ≡ ψ̄γ^μP^+ψ (4.8) has brackets between its components given by {J^μ(x), J^ν(y)} = ie^2ψ̄M^{μν} P^+ψ δ^3(x − y) M^{μν} = γ^μγ^0γ^ν − γ^νγ^0γ^μ (4.9) It is now easy to verify that the constraints and the Hamiltonian satisfy the bracket structure

{χ_1(x), χ_2(y)} = −m^2δ^3(x − y) {χ_1(x), H} = χ_2(x) {χ_2(x), H} = ∂_i∂^iχ_1(x) (4.10) Let us now use the BFFT algorithm for implementing the Abelian conversion of the above bracket structure. As we have two second class constraints, we introduce two BFFT variables ϕ^α, α = 1, 2, and for simplicity demand that they satisfy {ϕ^α(x), ϕ^β(y)} = ϵ^{αβ}δ^3(x − y) (4.11) which gives the matrix ω^{αβ} as in Eq. (2.6). In (4.11) ϵ^{12} = −ϵ^{21} = 1, ϵ^{11} = ϵ^{22} = 0. A possible solution to Eqs. (2.8) via (2.9-2.11) is achieved with [2]

χ̃_1 = χ_1 − m^2ϕ^2 χ̃_2 = χ_2 + ϕ^1 H̃ = H + ∫ d^3x [ 1 2m^2

(ϕ^1)^2 + 1 2 m^2(∂_iϕ^2)^2 − ϕ^1 m^2 χ̃_2 − ϕ^2∇^2χ̃_1 ]

= ∫ d^3x [ 1 2 π^2_i + 1 4 F^2_{ij} + 1 2 m^2 ( Ã^2_0 + Ã^2_i ) − iψ̄γ^iD^+_i ψ −Ã_0χ̃_2 + (∂_iÃ^i)χ̃_1 ] (4.12) where we have defined the quantities Ã_i = A_i − ∂_iϕ^2

Ã_0 = A_0 + ϕ^1 m^2

(4.13)

Correspondingly we have a first order action

S_0 = ∫ d^4x { Ȧ_μπ^μ + ϕ̇^1ϕ^2 + iψ̄γ^0ψ̇ − H̃ − λ^αχ̃_α } (4.14) which is invariant under the gauge transformations generated by χ̃_1 and χ̃_2 (see Eq. (2.13)) δψ = −ieϵ^2P^+ψ δψ̄ = ieϵ^2ψ̄P^− δA_0 = ϵ^1 δπ^0 = −m^2ϵ^2 δA_i = −∂_iϵ^2 δπ^i = 0 δϕ^1 = −m^2ϵ^1 δϕ^2 = −ϵ^2 δλ^1 = ϵ̇^1 δλ^2 = ϵ̇^2

(4.15)

In the expressions above ϵ^α are arbitrary space-time dependent parameters. We note that the variables Ã_μ are invariant under (4.15).

In order to quantize this system along the lines of the field-antifield formalism, associated with the parameters ϵ^α we introduce the ghosts c^α. We introduce also the trivial pairs π̄_α, c̄_α and write down a gauge-fixed vacuum functional as in (3.6) with

S_{nm} = S_0 + ∫ dx^D [ A^{0∗}c^1 − m^2π^∗_0c^2 − A^{i∗}∂_ic^2

−m^2ϕ^∗_1c^1 − ϕ^∗_2c^2 + λ^∗_1ċ^1 + λ^∗_2ċ^2 −ieψ^∗P^+ψc^2 + ieψ̄P^−ψ̄^∗c^2 + π̄_αc̄^{α∗} ] (4.16)

where some proper gauge-fixing fermion Ψ is assumed. Now observe that the terms in S_{nm} which involve the matter fields are iψ̄ [ γ^0 ( ∂_0 − ieP^+(Ã_0 − λ^2) ) + γ^iD^+_i ] ψ (4.17)

The quantities Ā_0 = Ã_0 − λ^2 and Ā_i = A_i transform as sĀ_μ = −∂_μc^2. As the fermions also transform consistently, as can be seen from (4.15), we obtain the action of the operator Δ over S_Ψ adopting canonical procedures. For instance, in a Pauli-Villars regularization scheme with a fermionic mass term with usual form, which means that the vector symmetry is taken as a preferential one, we see that

ΔS_Ψ = − 1 96π ∫ d^4xc^2ϵ^{μνρσ}F̄_{μν}F̄_{ρσ} (4.18) where F̄_{μν} = ∂_μĀ_ν − ∂_νĀ_μ and possible normal parity terms in the original space of fields have been discarded. Eq. (4.18) represents the essential candidate to the anomaly. It is easy to see, however, that

M_1 = i 96π ∫ d^4xϕ^2ϵ^{μνρσ}F̄_{μν}F̄_{ρσ} (4.19)

solves the one loop master equation, which means that we have achieved a consistent route for the quantization of the theory. The gauge fixed vacuum functional reads Z = ∫ [dΦ^A] exp { i h̄ W [Φ^A, Φ^∗_A = ∂Ψ ∂Φ^A ] } (4.20)

with [dΦ^A] = (A_μ, π^μ, ϕ^α, ψ, ψ̄, λ^α, c^α, c̄_α, π̄_α), and all possible information about the system can be obtained from it. If we wish to write an effective quantum action in an explicitly covariant way we may eliminate the momenta through functional integrations in (4.20). Let us assume that the gauge fixing fermion Ψ does not depend on λ^1 or π^μ, consequently λ^∗_1 = π^∗_μ = 0. Suppose also that Ψ possibly depends on λ^2 only through an Ā_0 dependence. Integration in λ^1 and π^0 results in the substitution π^0 → m^2ϕ^2 in W . Under the redefinition A_0 −→ A_0 + λ^2 − ϕ^1 m^2

(4.21)

we obtain the intermediate auxiliary quantum action W_{aux} = ∫ d^4x [ (A_0 + λ^2)ϕ̇ + Ȧ_iπ^i + iψ̄γ^0ψ̇ − 1 4 F^2_{ij} − 1 2 π^{i2} − 1 2 m^2(A_0 + λ_2)^2 − 1 2 m^2 (A_i − ∂_iϕ)^2 + iψ̄γ^iD_iψ

+A_0 ( ∂_iπ^i + J^0 + m^2(A_0 + λ^2) )] + M_1 + Sgf (4.22)

where

Sgf = ∫ d^4x [ − δΨ δA_μ ∂_μc^2 − m^2 δΨ δϕ^1 c^1 − δΨ δϕ^2 c^2 −ie δΨ δψ P^+ψc^2 + ieψ̄P^− δΨ δψ c^2 + π̄_α δΨ c̄_α ] (4.23) and M_1 is given by (4.19) without the bars in F_{μν} because of (4.21). Further integration in λ_2 and π^i results in the effective quantum action

Weff = ∫ d^4x [ − 1 4 F^2_{μν} − 1 2 m^2 ( A_μ − ∂_μϕ^2

)_2

+ iψ̄γ^μD^+_μ ψ ] + M_1 + Sgf (4.24)

As we have already mentioned, a convenient choice of Ψ fixes all the gauge symmetry of the theory. We cite some possible choices for Ψ. The unitary gauge is achieved with Ψ = ∫ d^4xc̄_αϕ^α followed by functional integration on π̄_α and ϕ^α. With this choice the quantum action reduces to the simple form (4.5) and the path integral presents the usual Lioville’s measure for the pertinent fields. The choice Ψ = ∫ d^4x [ c̄_2(^{απ̄2}_2 + ∂_μA^μ) + c̄_1ϕ^1 ] leads to the usual covariant Gaussian gauge fixing depending on the arbitrary parameter α. In this situation

Sgf = ∫ d^4x [ −∂^μc̄_2∂_μc^2 + π̄_2( απ̄^2 2 + ∂_μA^μ) + π̄^1ϕ^1 − m^2c̄_1c^1 ] (4.25)

and the integration over c^1, c̄_1, π̄_1, ϕ^1 is trivial.

An interesting situation comes if we fix the compensating field ϕ^2 to some external value, say, ϕ^2 = β. By choosing Ψ = c̄_1ϕ^1 + c̄_2(ϕ^2 − β), we obtain, after a few trivial integrations and the absorption of some trivial normalization factors by the measure, that Z[β] = ∫ [dψ][dψ̄][dA^μ] exp { i h̄ W_{ext}[ψ, ψ̄, A, β] } (4.26)

where W_{ext}[ψ, ψ̄, A, β] = ∫ d^4x[− 1 4 F^{μν}F_{μν} − 1 2 m^2 (A_μ − ∂_μβ)^2

+ iψ̄γ^μD^+_μ ψ + ih̄ 96π βϵ^{μνρσ}F_{μν} F_{ρσ}] (4.27) The condition that the path integral cannot depend on β, which comes from the Fradkin-Vilkoviski theorem, gives, for instance, that ih̄ δZ[β] δβ |_{β=0} =< m^2∂_μA^μ + ih̄ 96π ϵ^{μνρσ}F_{μν}F_{ρσ} >_{|β=0} = 0 (4.28)

which is a surprising result. If we observe, however, that ∂_μJ^μ = −m^2∂_μA^μ as a consequence of the equations of motion for the field A_μ in the unitary gauge, we can interpret Eq. (4.28) as the anomalous divergence of the Noether current (4.8) associated to the rigid chiral symmetry present in the original theory given by actions (4.1-4.5). This is an unexpected result derived from the quantum BFFT formalism. Similar results have recently been derived by using compensating fields at Lagrangian level [9]. In these last approaches, the compensating fields coupled directly to the chiral current in an extended QCD which presents not only vector but also chiral gauge symmetry.

5 Conclusions

In this work we have considered the BFFT quantization of first order systems submitted to pure second class constraints. We have shown that the gauge symmetries introduced by the BFFT procedure are not obstructed at quantum level, since the compensating fields do not belong to the BRST cohomology at ghost number one. An specific example has been given, where massive electrodynamics couples to chiral fermions. The quantum master equation has been solved and the corresponding counterterm has played an essential role in extracting anomalous expectation values of physically relevant quantities. We would like to finish by commenting that a few generalizations could have been considered. We could have started from an already gauge invariant first order system with both first and second class constraints. Then it would be necessary to take care of both symmetry sectors, the original one and that introduced by the BFFT conversion procedure. Another possibility could be considering examples with more involving algebraic structure, as it occurs with some of the models cited in Ref. [2]. We are now studying aspects of these subjects and results will be reported elsewhere [14].

Acknowledgment: We are in debt to N. R. F. Braga for an useful discussion. This work is supported in part by Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico - CNPq (Brazilian Research Agency).

References

[1] P.A.M. Dirac, Can. J. Math. 2 (1950) 129; Lectures on quantum mechanics (Yeshiva University, New York, 1964).

[2] I. A. Batalin and E. S. Fradkin, Nucl. Phys. B279 (1987) 514; I. A.

Batalin and L. V. Tyutin, Int. Jour. Mod. Phys. A6 (1991) 3255; I. A. Batalin, E. S. Fradkin and T. E. Fradkina, Nucl. Phys. B314 (1989) 158 and references cited therein. See also some applications of the BFFT procedure in: T. Fujiwara, Y. Igarashi and J. Kubo, Nucl. Phys. B341 (1990) 695; Y.Kim, S.Kim, W. Kim, Y. Park, K. Kim and Y.Kim, Phys. Rev. D46 (1992) 4574; R. Banerjee, Phys. Rev. D48 (1993) R54467; N. Banerjee, S. Ghosh and R. Banerjee, Nucl. Phys. B417 (1994) 257; R. Banerjee, H. J. Rothe and K. D. Rothe, Phys. Rev. D49 (1994) 5438; N. Banerjee, R. Banerjee and S. Ghosh, Ann. Phys. (NY) 241 (1995) 237; R. Amorim and J. Barcelos-Neto, Phys.Lett. B333 (1994) 413, Phys. Rev. D 53 (1996) 7129; R. Amorim and A. Das, Mod. Phys. Lett. A9 (1994) 3543; R. Amorim, Z. Phys. C67 (1995) 695; J. Barcelos-Neto, Phys. Rev D 55 (1997) 2265; R. Banerjee and J. Barcelos-Neto, Nucl. Phys. B 499 (1997) 453.

[3] M. Henneaux and C. Teitelboim, Quantization of gauge systems (Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1992).

[4] C. Becchi, A. Rouet and R. Stora, Comm. Math. Phys. 42 (1975) 127;

I. V. Tyutin, Preprint Lebedev Inst. No. 39 (1975); C.Becchi, A. Rouet and S. Stora, Ann. Phys. (NY) 98 (1976) 287.

[5] I.A. Batalin and G. A. Vilkovisky, Phys.Lett. 120B (1981) 27; I.A.

Batalin and G. A. Vilkovisky, Phys.Rev. D28 (1983) 2567 [E:D30(1984) 508]; J. Zinn-Justin, Quantum Field Theory and Critical Phenomena, Oxford Science Publications, Oxford, Third Edition, 1996.

[6] J. Gomis, J. París and S. Samuel, Phys. Rep. 259 (1995) 1.

[7] E.C.G. Stuckelberg, Helv. Phys. Acta 30 (1957) 209; J. Alfaro and P.

H. Damgaard, Nucl. Phys. B404 (1993) 751.

[8] B. de Wit and M. T. Grisaru, ”Compensating Fields and Anomalies” in Quantum Field Theory and Quantum Statistics, Vol.2, eds. I.A.Batalin, C.J.Isham and G.A. Vilkovisky, Adam Hilger, 1987.

[9] R. Amorim and N. R. F. Braga, Phys. Rev. D57 (1998) 1225; R. Amorim, N. R. F. Braga and M. Henneaux, Phys. Lett. B436 (1998) 125; R. Amorim and N. F. R. Braga, Compensating fields, bosonization and soldering in QCD_2, hep-th 9812058.

[10] L. Faddeev and R. Jackiw, Phys. Rev. Lett. 60 (1988) 1692.

[11] P. Senjanovic, Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 100 (1976) 227.

[12] F. Brandt, N. Dragon and M. Kreuzer, Phys. Lett. B231 (1989) 263;

Nucl. Phys. B332 (1990) 224; O.Piguet and S.P. Sorella, ”Algebraic Renormalization”, Lecture Notes in Physics, Vol. m28, Springer Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1995.

[13] S. Adler , Phys. Rev. 177 (1969) 2426; J. Bell and R. Jackiw, Nuovo Cim. 60A (1969) 47.

[14] R. Amorim and R. Thibes, work in progress.