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Abstract

There exist several good reasons why one may wish to add a total derivative to an interaction

in quantum field theory, e.g., in order to improve the perturbative construction. Unlike in classical

field theory, adding derivatives in general changes the theory. The analysis whether and how this

can be prevented, is presently limited to perturbative orders gn, n ≤ 3. We drastically simplify

it by an all-orders formula, which also allows to answer some salient structural questions. The

method is part of a larger program to (re)derive interactions of particles by quantum consistency

conditions, rather than a classical principle of gauge invariance.

1 Introduction

Total derivatives: motivations. Adding a total four-derivative ∂µV
µ (of sufficently rapid decay) to

the Lagrangian density L(x) of a classical field theory does not affect the Euler-Lagrange equations

of motion. The reason is basically that the equations of motion are equivalent to Hamilton’s principle

extremalizing the action
∫
d4xL(x). The total derivative contributes a boundary term to the action,

that vanishes if V µ has sufficiently fast decay.

The same is not true in quantum field theory. Most notably, the S-matrix

SLint
= Tei

∫
d4xLint(x) (1.1)

is sensitive to derivative terms because the time-ordering does not commute with the time-derivative.

The problem has been previously studied in the context of BRST theory by the Scharf group, under

the label “perturbative gauge invariance (PGI)” [17]: The cubic interaction density LBRST
int (including

gauge-fixing and ghost terms) in the Standard Model (SM) is BRST invariant only up to a total

derivative. Therefore, the integral
∫
d4xLBRST

int is BRST invariant, but it is not obvious that the same

is true for its time-ordered exponential (1.1). It was discovered that BRST invariance of the S-matrix

requires higher-order interactions (like the quartic self-coupling of gluons or the self-coupling of the
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Higgs) that can be recursively determined from the cubic interaction. In this way, parts of the SM

were re-derived without assuming gauge invariance.

The present work uses techniques from the PGI analysis. It also addresses its recursive structure,

but our main motivation comes from a conceptually complementary direction [16] which we call

“autonomous” because it is intrinsically quantum, referring neither to canonical quantization nor

gauge or BRST invariance.

We considerably extend the scope. There are two variants (called “LQ” and “LV”, see below.) The

first is similar to PGI: the algebra of free fields admits a derivation, that we denote by δ. It may be the

BRST variation δBRST(X) = [QBRST, X ]± as in PGI. Or it may be the ordinary variation δc(X(c))
with respect to some auxiliary parameter or function c on which the interaction density may depend,

while the S-matrix must not depend on c. In either case one wants to have

δSLint

!
= 0, with Lint = gL1 +

g2

2 L2 + . . . . (1.2)

At first order in the coupling constant g, this requires g
∫
d4x δL1(x) = 0, hence δL1 must be the

derivative of some quantity Q1 of sufficiently rapid decay:

δL1 = ∂µQ
µ
1 . (1.3)

We call such a structure an “L-Q pair”. The prototype of an L-Q pair is that of string-localized QED:

δc(Aµ(c)j
µ) = ∂µ(wj

µ) (1.4)

whereAµ(c) is a string-localized vector potential andw another string-localized field, both constructed

on the Fock space of the photon, with the property δcAµ(c) = ∂µw.

Given such a pair as a necessary condition to begin with, the aim is then to develop the recursive

scheme to determine Ln (n = 2, 3, . . . ) so that (1.2) is fulfilled.

The second variant is more ambitious, by relating an interaction Lint to another interaction Kint, of

which one enjoys one desirable feature which the other one doesn’t, and vice versa. These features

can be “Hilbert space” (unitarity), “renormalizability”, or “locality”, see [14] for several examples.

Then we are asking for conditions that

SLint

!
= SKint

, with Lint = gL1 +
g2

2 L2 + . . . , Kint = gK1 +
g2

2 K2 + . . . (1.5)

so that the same S-matrix enjoys both desirable features.

Because the first perturbative orders ig
∫
d4xK1(x) resp. ig

∫
d4xL1(x) of the S-matrices in (1.5) do

not involve time-ordering, K1 and L1 can only differ by a total derivative:

L1(x) = K1(x) + ∂µV
µ
1 (x). (1.6)

We call such a structure an “L-V pair”. Like (1.4) for LQ, the prototype of an L-V pair is that of

string-localized QED:

Aµ(c)j
µ = AK

µ j
µ + ∂µ(φj

µ) (1.7)

where Aµ(c) is as in (1.4), embedded into the Fock space with indefinite metric (a Krein space)

generated from the vacuum by the gauge potential AK
µ , where also the string-localized field φ can be

constructed.

Given such a pair, the aim is to develop the recursive scheme to determine Ln and Kn (n = 2, 3, . . . )
so that (a strengthened version of) (1.5) is fulfilled.
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The remarkable fact is that all interactions of the SM admit L-V pairs. What is more: all L-V pairs

with a given field content from the SM involve the familiar cubic interactions of the SM, e.g., the

cubic non-abelian YM interactions or minimal interactions of fermions with vector bosons. Recall

that local and covariant massless vector gauge potentials are only defined on a Krein space, while

local interactions involving massive vector bosons are non-renormalizable. This already names the

main instances of the above indicated “desirable features” that may fail with either Lint orKint. There

are two ways of dealing with massive vector fields: one usually replaces them by massless gauge

fields and invokes the “Higgs mechanism to make them massive”; alternatively, one may replace them

by massive gauge fields plus a scalar Stückelberg field of the same mass. In both cases one buys

renormalizability by indefinite metric and extra degrees of freedom, which then have to be eliminated

by BRST.

Our main motivation, however, comes from “string-localized quantum field theory (sQFT)” which

allows to describe both photons and massive vector bosons by covariant vector potentials on a Hilbert

space, of the same UV dimension as gauge fields, which makes the said interactions renormalizable.

These desirable features are bought by a weakening of the localization of the vector potentials: they are

localized (in the sense of commutation relations) along a “string” or spacelike cone extending from x to

infinity, labelled by a parameter function c. The point is that such potentials can be constructed without

unphysical degrees of freedom on the Fock space over the respective unitary Wigner representation of

the Poincaré group, and that they naturally give rise to L-Q and L-V pairs.

sQFT is reviewed in more detail in [16]. All that needs to interest us here is that one has a parameter

c to vary with so as to get L-Q-pairs with respect to the derivation δ = δc, and one has L-V pairs

connecting a renormalizable string-localized interaction on the Hilbert space either with a local gauge

interaction on Krein space, or with a local but non-renormalizable interaction (or the latter two with

each other) [14, 16].

Obstructions and induced interactions. The common theme of both variants, LQ or LV, is that by

imposing the condition (1.2) resp. (1.5), higher-order interactions are recursively determined, starting

from an initial L-Q pair or L-V pair. Because Hilbert space, covariance and locality are fundamental

principles of QFT, and renormalizability is an essential feature to make reliable predictions, these

conditions are indispensible for a reasonable perturbative construction. sQFT can therefore be under-

stood as a scheme to ensure fundamental principles, that predicts interactions without recourse to a

gauge principle that violates the said principles. This point is elaborated in [16].

The cubic parts (1.3) or (1.6) are the only input of a model, from which higher-order interactions are

“induced” by asking the validity of (1.2) or (1.5). A “free Lagrangian” plays no role, when the free

fields are constructed by second quantization of the Wigner representations of the Poincaré group.

Where propagators of derivative fields are not unique, the freedom can be helpful to enforce the

validity of (1.2) or (1.5).

The method is recursive in the perturbative order; for a first glimpse see the next section. However, as

one proceeds to higher orders, the recursion becomes more and more intricate. In the first attempt [14]

we were able to go until third order “by hand”, but there was no emergent pattern to proceed to higher

orders.

It is the purpose of the present paper to formulate the conditions (1.2) resp. (1.5) at all orders at one

stroke. The result is given, for each perturbative order n, as a formula for an “obstruction” (against

the validity at order n when only interactions up to order k < n are taken into account), that must be

cancelled by interactions of order n.
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This requires the obstruction computed by the formula to have a very special form. If this is not the

case in a model, then (1.2) resp. (1.5) is impossible to satisfy. On the other hand, if the cancellation

is possible, then we call the obstruction “resolvable”, and Ln (and Kn) the “induced” higher-order

interactions.

It is, however, not the purpose of this paper to decide whether the obstructions are resolvable at each

order. As of now, the only available method is a case-by-case investigation, see [15]. Remarkably, it

is successful in sQFT for most subtheories of the SM. A few notable exceptions with non-resolvable

obstructions follow a “lock-key scenario”: when a suitable other L-Q or L-V pair is added, the

non-resolvable obstructions in all cross channels cancel each other. In other words: some inconsistent

subtheories become consistent upon inclusion of further interactions. The latter may even require

further particles.

E.g., the minimal interactions of QCD are inconsistent without the gluon self-interactions, and self-

interactions of massive vector bosons are inconsistent without Higgs couplings. At second order, the

known quartic interactions of the SM are induced, and the induction intrinsically terminates at third

order, i.e., at the power counting bound for renormalizability.

Moreover, consistency at third order determines some numerical parameters, including chirality of the

weak interaction and the precise shape of the Higgs potential, see [9, 15, 16] for more details.

Thus, the whole business in sQFT is about identifying admissible first-order interactions, and about

determining higher-order from initial first-order interactions. The underlying mechanism is consis-

tency with fundamental principles. Substantial parts of the SM of particle physics can be built up in

this way, and the expectation is that this is true for the entire SM.

Out of the scope of the present paper are subtleties of analytic nature, that may arise especially

in the actual computation of obstructions in sQFT, based on propagators (time-ordered two-point

functions) of linear string-localized fields. Yet in all case studies based on subtheories of the Standard

Model, these subtleties can be dealt with at least pragmatically. For a discussion, see [15]. A deeper

functional-analytic investigation is certainly needed.

We do also not address loop corrections and UV renormalization, because the method to determine

induced interactions proceeds already at tree-level (although we have reason to believe that Prop. 2.4

and Prop. 3.3, relying on the Master Ward Identity (MWI) in Lemma 2.1, also hold at unrenormalized

loop level). The higher-order interactions thus found are then the starting point for a full loop

analysis, as in all other approaches. The distinction is that sQFT allows to work with power-counting

renormalizable Hilbert space interactions, even for couplings of massive vector bosons where local

QFT is either non-renormalizable, or has to evade into Krein space.

1.1 A first glimpse at the recursive structure of the problem

LQ setting. Let an L-Q pair (1.3) be given. The perturbative expansion of the S-matrix up to second

order is

S = 1 + ig ·

∫
dxL1(x) +

(ig)2

2 ·
(∫∫

dx dx′ T [L1(x)L1(x
′)]− i

∫
dxL2(x)

)
+O(g3).

When the derivation δ is applied, the first-order integral vanishes by the L-Q pair condition (1.3),

while the second-order term becomes∫∫
dx dx′

(
T [∂µQ

µ
1 (x)L1(x

′)] + (x↔ x′)
)
− i

∫
dx δL2(x). (1.8)
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The double integral does not vanish in general because time-ordering does not commute with deriva-

tives. In this case, a suitable interaction L2 is needed to cancel the double integral.

It is convenient to subtract from the integrand of the double integral in (1.8) the derivative term

∂xµT [Q
µ
1 (x)L1(x

′)]. The resulting integrand is called the “second-order obstruction of the S-matrix”

O
(2)
LQ(x, x

′). The subtracted term is itself a derivative and does not contribute. Yet, the subtraction is

convenient because combinations of the form

OY (x)(X(x′)) := T [∂xµY
µ(x)X(x′)]− ∂xµT [Y

µ(x)X(x′)] (1.9)

are, for local fields Y µ and X , supported at x = x′, i.e., they exhibit factors δxx′ or derivatives

thereof. (For string-localized fields, x′ may lie on the string or cone emanating from x, or vice versa,

see [15, 16].) Expressions of the form (1.9) frequently appear in QFT. E.g., when Y µ = jµ is the

conserved Dirac current, the vanishing of Oj(X
′) for neutral fields X is well-known as a “Ward

identity”, while Oj(x)(ψ(x
′)) = ψ(x)δxx′ .

For Y fixed, we callX(x′) 7→ OY (x)(X(x′)) an “obstruction map” on the algebra of Wick polynomials.

We shall often write (1.9) in short-hand notation as

OY (X
′) ≡ [T, ∂]Y X ′ ≡ [T, ∂µ]Y

µ(x)X(x′).

As mentioned earlier, we shall henceforth ony consider the tree-level contribution, which we shall

denote by the same symbol. By Wick’s theorem, the tree-level contributions have exactly one

contraction. This entails that obstruction maps are derivations w.r.t. the Wick product, and that they

lower the degree of homogeneity in the free fields by 2. In particular, if Q1 and L1 are both cubic,

then OQ1(L
′
1)|

tree is quartic.

Specifically, one finds (see Sect. 3)

O
(2)
LQ(x, x

′) = OQ1(x)(L1(x
′)) +OQ1(x′)(L1(x)). (1.10)

In order for (1.8) to vanish, one must have

−iO
(2)
LQ(x, x

′)
!
= δL2(x) · δxx′ −S2∂

x
µQ

µ
2 (x; x

′), (1.11)

where S2f(x, x
′) = 1

2(f(x, x
′) + f(x′, x)) is the symmetrization in two variables. L2 and Q2, if they

exist, are determined by this cancellation condition (“resolution of the obstruction”).

It is important to keep track of the derivative term ∂Q2 because (1.11) will be used “under the

T -product” at higher orders of the recursion, where the derivative term cannot be ignored:

The expansion of (1.2) to third order will contain T [δL1(x)L1(x
′)L1(x

′′)] and T [δL1(x)L2(x
′)], as

well as T [L1(x)δL2(x
′)]. One uses (1.3) and (1.11) to write δL1(x

′) as ∂µQ
µ(x), and δL2(x

′) as

an integral over O(2)(x′, x′′) and ∂′µQ2(x
′; x′′). As at second order, one replaces T∂ . . . by [T, ∂] . . .

wherever it occurs. The resulting term T [∂Q1L1(x)L1(x
′)L1(x

′′)] − ∂xT [Q1L1(x)L1(x
′)L1(x

′′)] is

evaluated with the help of the MWI, Lemma 2.1. It turns out that the term T [L1(x)O
(2)(x′, x′′)] drops

out, and one is left with the third-order obstruction expressed entirely in terms of obstruction maps:

(ig)3

6 O
(3)
LQ(x, x

′, x′′) = −
g3

2 S3

(
OQ1(x)(L2(x

′)) · δx′x′′ +OQ2(x,x′)(L1(x
′′))

)
, (1.12)

where OQ2(x,x′) is defined as in (1.9) with the derivative ∂x acting only on x. This must be cancelled

by

−i2O
(3)
LQ(x, x

′, x′′)
!
= δL3(x) · δxx′x′′ −S3∂

x
µQ

µ
3 (x; x

′, x′′). (1.13)
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LV setting. The combinatorics in the LV setting is much more involved. In fact, we shall require

a strengthened version of (1.5) including an arbitrary cutoff function, replacing g by gχ(x) in every

integral. This is necessary because we consider the “local S-matrices” S[χ] at each order as operator-

valued distributions, to be used for the process of causal renormalization as in the Epstein-Glaser

framework. The obstructions of the S-matrix at each order are understood as symmetric kernels of

operator-valued distributions with argument χ⊗n, i.e., as the integrands multiplying
∏n

i=1 χ(xi).

This prescription requires to include terms of the form “V ◦∂” (see (1.20) in Sect. 1.3 and [14]) in one

of the two sides in the desired identity (1.5), where the derivative acts on the cutoff function. Such

terms obviously vanish in the adiabatic limit χ(x) → 1. Nevertheless, we must keep track of them

and integrate by parts all derivatives onto the fields, where they act outside the time-ordering.

Like the “subtraction by hand” of derivatives made in the LQ setting, this step ensures that all

obstructions of the S-matrix arrange into combinations of obstruction maps. At first order,

SLint+V ◦∂[χ]− SKint
[χ] = ig

∫
dx

(
χ(x) (L1(x)−K1(x)) + ∂µχ(x) V

µ
1 (x)

)

which equals ig
∫
dx ∂µ(χ(x) V

µ
1 (x)) = 0 by theL-V pair condition. The expansion of (1.5) at second

order gives

(ig)2

2

∫∫
dx dx′

(
T [(L1 + V1∂

x)(L′
1 + V ′

1∂
x′

)]− T [K1K
′
1]− i

(
(L2 −K2)δxx′ + V2∂

x
))
χ(x)χ(x′).

The derivatives are understood to act on the test functions. Integrating them by parts (so that they act

outside the T -product) and using L1 = K1 + ∂V1, one gets

SLint+V ◦∂ [χ]− SKint
[χ] (1.14)

=
(ig)2

2 ·

∫∫
dx dx′χ(x)χ(x′)

(
O(2)(x, x′)− i

(
(L2(x)−K2(x))δxx′ − ∂xµV

µ
2 (x; x

′)
))

+O(g3),

where

O(2)(x, x′) = S2

(
OV1(L

′
1 +K ′

1)− ∂xµOV ′

1
(V µ

1 )
)
. (1.15)

This second-order obstruction must be cancelled by

−iO(2)(x, x′)
!
= (L2(x)−K2(x)) · δxx′ −S2∂

x
µV

µ
2 (x; x

′). (1.16)

L2, K2 and V2, if they exist with the specified respective features as explained in the motivations, are

determined by this resolution of the obstruction.1

The expression for O(3)(x, x′, x′′) in terms of obstruction maps is an intricate expression. It was

computed in [14] (again with the use of the MWI) under model-specific assumptions on the form of

V µ
2 , and found to involve iterated obstruction maps OV1 ◦OV ′

1
as well as the “nested” obstruction map

OOV1
(V ′

1)
.

1.2 Main results

All-order obstruction formulas. It is the main aim of this paper to give expressions for the obstruc-

tions of the S-matrix at all orders in terms of obstruction maps, generalizing (1.10), (1.12), (1.15).

1In concrete cases, the resolutio may admit free parameters which are fixed at the next order.
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This task is very easy in the L-Q setting, and is drastically simplified in the L-V setting (as compared

to the first attempt in [14]) with an advantageous “reparametrization”. To illustrate the gist at second

order: the manifest derivative term in the obstruction (1.15) is part of the derivative term in (1.16)

that must resolve the obstruction. Equivalently, the obstruction is resolved by finding L2, K2 and U2

that solve the simpler equation

−iS2OV1(L
′
1 +K ′

1)
!
= (L2 −K2) · δxx′ −S2∂

x
µU

µ
2 (x; x

′).

Consequently, V µ
2 (x; x

′) = Uµ
2 (x; x

′) − iOV ′

1
(V µ

1 ), and the “nested” obstruction appearing at third

order will be absorbed in OU2 . The same will happen recursively at all higher orders.

Apart from this simplification that will make the recursive structure far more transparent in terms

of Un rather than Vn, see Sect. 1.3, the present setup admits derivative terms with fields of the form

Qµ
n(x1; x2, . . . , xn) andV µ

n (x1; x2, . . . , xn) (orUn) that are supported atxi = x or (in the sQFT context)

at xi on the string emanating from x. It was observed in models with non-abelian self-interactions of

vector bosons that such fields naturally appear. This generalization does not harm because Qn do not

appear in the S-matrix, and the contributions from Vn will disappear in the adiabatic limit.

The dressed field. A main advantage of the LV setting is that it allows to define a “dressed field”,

whose role we now explain.

Recall that in the BRST approach, interacting charged fields like the Dirac field are not defined on the

BRST Hilbert space. If we consider an L-V pair with the BRST interactionKint on a Krein space and

a string-localized interaction Lint on the BRST Hilbert space H (which can be thought of as embedded

into K, see [13]), then the dressed field Φ[g] associated with a free field Φ is a power series of free

fields on K such that

Φ|Lint
(x) = Φ[g]|Kint

(x) (1.17)

holds, where ·|Lint
stands for the perturbative interacting field obtained by Bogoliubov’s formula

Φ|Lint
(x) =

(
Tei

∫
Lint

)∗
T [Φ(x)ei

∫
Lint]. (1.18)

The latter is expanded as a power series in retarded integrals over Wick products of fields. (Of course,

(1.18) requires renormalization. As we shall not address renormalization in this paper, we claim and

prove (1.17) only at tree level.)

The formula (1.17) addresses a critical issue of sQFT: if the interaction Lint is not local, standard

arguments with Bogoliubov’s formula fail to show that the interacting field is a local field; in fact,

all control of commutation relations is lost because of the support of retarded integrals over Wick

products of string-localized fields.

On the other hand, because Kint is local, the dressed field with interaction Kint enjoys the same

localization as the dressed field. The point is that the dressed field is a power series in the fields

appearing in Lint, and therefore inherits its string-localization (commutativity for space-like separated

strings). Thus, by virtue of (1.17), also the field with interaction Lint is in the worst case string-

localized. If it happens to be local, then it qualifies as an observable of the theory. In either case,

it is defined on H. String-localized charged fields were anticipated by inspection of Gauß’ Law

in QED [5], and more abstractly by the localization structure of charged superselection sectors in

Algebraic QFT [1]. sQFT provides a handle to actually construct them (perturbatively).
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The assignmentΦ 7→ Φ[g] is in principle recursively determined by theL-V pair. In [14] we had found

the first few orders, without a compelling pattern emerging. In Sect. 4, we shall give an all-orders

formula for Φ[g] which is surprisingly simple thanks to the above-mentioned “reparametrization” from

V to U .

1.3 Outline

We write L for Lint and K for Kint from now on.

The time-ordered exponential in (1.1) is a formal expression that needs UV renormalizations and

IR regularizations. The Glaser-Epstein method rather starts from “local” S-matrices with smooth

space-time cutoffs χ(x) of the coupling constant. They are regarded as symmetric distributions with

tensor products of χ as test functions. Each χ is an IR regularization. On the other hand, the UV-

renormalization can be reformulated as a problem of extension of distributions in position space to

coinciding points where products of propagators in loop contributions are a-priori non-defined, rather

than a subtraction scheme in momentum space.

Because the recursive determination of higher-order interactions is a condition for consistency with

fundamental principles, we shall impose the validity of (1.2) and (1.5) only at tree level, as a necessary

condition. In particular, we do not address UV renormalization in this paper. At tree level, the

adiabatic limit χ(x) → 1 is unproblematic, and we shall suppress the cutoff function χ in the LQ

setting altogether. Also, all obstruction maps are understood at tree level.

With these simplifications,we develop a method to determineO
(n)
LQ at all orders (Prop. 2.4) by exploiting

the property that δ is a derivation, as well as the MWI, Lemma 2.1.

In the LV setting we are more ambitious by imposing the validity of (1.5) with a cutoff function, as

a prerequisite for the UV renormalization at loop level. This makes the task much more difficult.

Moreover, there is no derivation δ at our disposal. As for the former complication, we shall demand

the equality

TeiK[χ] = Tei(L+V ◦∂)[χ], (1.19)

where (in distributional notation)

K[χ] =
∑

n≥1

gn

n!Kn(χ
n), L[χ] =

∑

n≥1

gn

n!Ln(χ
n), V µ ◦ ∂[χ] =

∑

n≥1

gn

n! V
µ
n (∂µχ⊗ χ⊗n−1). (1.20)

The more general form of Vn(x1; x2, . . . , xn) as compared to the ansatz in [14] means a gain in

flexibility to satisfy (1.19), that is unavoidable in non-abelian models, and at the same time harmless

because V becomes irrelevant in the adiabatic limit.

In sQFT, Kn(x) and Ln(x, c) are Wick polynomials in local resp. string-localized fields.

As for the absence in LV of a derivation δ, that was instrumental in LQ, we find a “substitute” in the

form of an interpolation between Kint and Lint with a parameter t, such that the derivation property

of d/dt can be exploited.

We shall then prove (Prop. 3.1) that along with (1.19) there also holds an interpolation

TeiK[χ] = Tei(ℓ(t)+vµ(t)◦∂µ)[χ], (1.21)

with fields ℓ(t) and vµ(t) interpolating ℓ(0) = K with ℓ(1) = L, and vµ(0) = 0 with vµ(1) = V µ.
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The proof introduces a field Uµ (another power series of Wick polynomials like V µ in (1.20)). The

point is that v(t) = tU+ . . . and V = v(1) = U+ . . . can be expressed as power series inU (involving

iterated obstruction maps OU as in (1.9)). The latter power series can be inverted for U as a power

series in V (involving also “nested” obstruction maps such as OOV (V )). Because V is itself a power

series in g, so is U , with U1 = V1.

The passage from V to U is the “change of variables” mentioned in Sect. 1.2. In particular, it will

absorb all “nested” obstruction maps.

Prop. 3.3 then provides a formula (3.9) for L as a power series in the obstruction map OU , acting on

K and on ∂µU
µ. This formula is the main result. In fact, the field V is not needed for this formula.

For the validity of (1.19), it suffices to know that V exists as a power series in U . Its precise form is

uninteresting because it disappears in the adiabatic limit anyway.

The main formula (3.9) can be rewritten in several ways. Particularly useful is a rewriting in such a

way (Cor. 3.4) that the obstructions of the S-matrix at each perturbative order gn can be directly read

off as iterated obstructionsOUki
acting on Lk and Kk (with k +

∑
i ki = n). This surprisingly simple

formula at all orders is the main technical improvement over the “mess” in [14] already at n = 3.

Finally, in Sect. 4, we establish a formula for the “dressed field” at all orders.

2 The all-orders L-Q formula

Working in perturbation theory means working with formal power series in the coupling constant g.

The interactions in (1.2) and (1.20) are themselves power series (and in fact in most cases polynomials)

in g with leading order g. Since power series in power series in g are again power series in g, it is

legitimate, and will turn out to be most advantageous, to work and display the results in terms of

power series in Lint(g) =
∑∞

n=1
gn

n!
Ln and Qµ =

∑∞

n=1
gn

n!
Qn, resp. Lint, Kint and V in Sect. 3. The

order-by-order decomposition into orders gn is then a trivial step.

Moreover, we may formally include total delta functions δx1,··· ,xn
into Ln and Kn, and suppress all

arguments, integrals and (in LV) cutoff functions. This is just a device to keep the notation simple,

enabling us to concentrate on the recursive structure. The arguments etc. can unequivocally re-installed

at the end, with (1.12) and (1.13) as a “blueprint”: Each Lk on the right-hand side comes with an

argument x and a total delta function in k arguments, and each Qk has one distinguished argument

(on which the derivative acts) and is symmetric in its remaining k − 1 arguments.

Let us assume that (1.2) holds. By the derivation property of δ it follows

iT [δL · ei
∫
L] = 0. (2.1)

At each order, this amounts to the resolution of an obstruction

inO
(n)
LQ + i(δLn − ∂µQ

µ
n)

!
= 0, (2.2)

where O
(n)
LQ is the contribution of all Lk and Qk with k < n to the integrand of an n-fold integral, and

at each order a new derivative termQn may be admitted, that vanishes when integrated over. The task

is to compute O
(n)
LQ in terms of Lk and Qk (k < n), in order to determine Ln and Qn.

Defining also

OLQ =
∞∑

n=2

in−1gn

n!
O

(n)
LQ,
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we write the resolution of obstructions (2.2) at all orders as

OLQ + δL− ∂µQ
µ = 0. (2.3)

We insert (2.3) into (2.1), and subtract a derivative term as in Sect. 1.1:

T [−OLQe
iL] + T [∂µQ

µeiL]− ∂µT [Q
µeiL] = 0. (2.4)

At this point, we need the MWI, which holds identically at tree level by virtue of Wick’s theorem. In

fact, it also holds at unrenormalized loop level and is often imposed as a renormalization condition [3]:

Lemma 2.1. (Master Ward Identity, see [3]). For Wick polynomials Y and Xi, it holds

OY (X1, . . . , Xn) ≡ T [∂µY
µ(x) ·X1(x1) . . .Xn(xn)]− ∂xµT [Y

µ(x) ·X1(x1) . . .Xn(xn)]

=

n∑

i=1

T [X1(x1) . . . · OY (x)(Xi(xi)) · . . .Xn(xn)]. (2.5)

In sQFT, the MWI must be extended mutatis mutandis to string-localized fields ϕ, ϕ′, and to multi-

local fields Y µ
m(y1, . . . , ym), such that the derivative is on the first argument y1. The former extension

is unproblematic when the time-ordering is w.r.t. the “apex” x of the string-localized fields ϕ(x, c).
There are some subtle issues with the latter extension. For the time being, we assume the MWI to

hold, i.e., all subtleties have been properly settled. (In all SM applications of sQFT this is the case,

see the discussion in [15], and also [12].)

The “derivation-like” structure of (2.5) implies

Corollary 2.2. It holds

T [∂µY
µ(x)eiL]− ∂xµT [Y

µ(x)eiL] = iT [OY (L)e
iL]. (2.6)

Proof: Expand the exponential as a power series and apply Lemma 2.1 to each term.

Cor. 2.2 turns (2.4) into

T [−OLQe
iL] + iT [OQ(L)e

iL] = 0. (2.7)

Now we invoke an elementary Lemma:

Lemma 2.3. LetP (g) =
∑

n≥0 g
npn andE(g) = 1+

∑
n≥1 g

nen be power series in g with coefficients

in some algebra with 1. If PE = 0, then P = 0.

Proof by induction: Obviously, PE = 0 implies p0 = 0. Assume pk = 0 for all k < n. Then the term

of PE at order n is pn. Hence pn = 0.

Lemma 2.3 applies to (2.7) with E = eiL and P = OLQ − iOQ(L). Thus, we have already derived

the desired all-orders result:

Proposition 2.4. (All-orders LQ obstruction). If (2.1) and (2.3) hold, then

OLQ = iOQ(L). (2.8)

Expanded in g, this is

in−2O
(n)
LQ =

∑

k1+k2=n

n!
k1!k2!

OQk1
(Lk2), (2.9)

where obviously all k1, k2 < n. Conversely, if (2.2) holds for each n with O
(n)
LQ computed by (2.9), i.e.,

if all obstructions are resolved at every order, then (2.1) follows.



KH Rehren Derivative interactions 11

Proof: The first statement was just proven. The converse statement follows by doing the same steps

backwards.

(1.12) and (1.13) and their analogues at all orders are obtained by re-installing the arguments and delta

functions in (2.9) and (2.2).

3 The all-orders L-V formula

3.1 The main result

We adopt a similar efficient short-hand notation as in Sect. 2, keeping however track of the cutoff

function. We think of Kn(χ
n) as (Knδtot)(χ

⊗n) (and similarly with L), where δtot is the total delta

function in n arguments x1, . . . , xn. We suppress writing δtot, however. We write K[χ] and L[χ] for

the power series of distributions evaluated on χ⊗n.

When Vn appears inside a time-ordered product with test function ∂χ ⊗ χ⊗(n−1), one can integrate

the derivative by parts so that it acts on the time-ordered product of fields. Then, all test functions

are just tensor powers of χ, which means that the corresponding distributional kernels are completely

symmetric. In this sense, we also write V ◦ ∂[χ].

Proposition 3.1. (Interpolation). Suppose that (1.19) holds:

TeiK[χ] = Tei(L+V µ◦∂µ)[χ] (3.1)

with power series (in g) of Wick polynomials L, K, V µ as in (1.20). Then there exist power series of

Wick polynomials ℓ(t) and vµ(t), such that also (1.21) holds:

TeiK[χ] = Tei(ℓ(t)+vµ(t)◦∂µ)[χ], (3.2)

and ℓ(t) and vµ(t) interpolate ℓ(0) = K with ℓ(1) = L, and vµ(0) = 0 with vµ(1) = V µ.

For the proof, we shall need another Lemma, which states the solution of a simple inhomogeneous

linear differential equation. It is elementary to prove:

Lemma 3.2. Let M be a linear map on some vector space S. Then the inhomogeneous initial value

problem for a function s(t) ∈ S

ṡ(t)−M(s(t)) = a with s(0) = s0 (3.3)

is solved (as a power series in t) by

s(t) = exp(tM)(s0) + F (tM)(ta), where F (u) := eu−1
u

=
∞∑

r=0

ur

(r+1)! . (3.4)

Proof of Prop. 3.1: Tei(ℓ(t)+v(t)∂)[χ] (with ℓ(t) and v(t) still to be determined) is independent of t if

T [ℓ̇(t)ei(ℓ(t)+v(t)∂)[χ] ] = ∂µT [v̇
µ(t)ei(ℓ(t)+v(t)∂)[χ] ]. (3.5)

On the other hand, Cor. 2.2 with L replaced by (ℓ(t) + v(t)∂)[χ] yields (for any U)

[T, ∂µ]U
µei(ℓ(t)+v(t)∂)[χ] = iT [OU(ℓ(t))e

i(ℓ(t)+v(t)∂)[χ] ]− ∂µT [OU(v
µ(t))ei(ℓ(t)+v(t)∂)[χ]],
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equivalently

T
[(
∂µU

µ − iOU(ℓ(t))
)
ei(ℓ(t)+v(t)∂)[χ]

]
= ∂µT

[(
Uµ − iOU(v

µ(t))
)
ei(ℓ(t)+v(t)∂)[χ]

]
.

By comparison with (3.5), we therefore need to specify U such that

ℓ̇(t) = ∂µU
µ − iOU(ℓ(t)) and v̇µ(t) = Uµ − iOU(v

µ(t)), (3.6)

ensuring that the right-hand side of (3.2) is independent of t. Its value at t = 0 is the left-hand side

provided ℓ(0) = K and vµ(0) = 0.

Lemma 3.2 gives the solutions ℓ(t) and v(t) of the initial value problems (3.6) in terms of the (yet

unknown) Uµ:

ℓ(t) = exp(−itOU )(K) + F (−itOU)(t∂µU
µ), vµ(t) = F (−itOU)(tU

µ). (3.7)

F (u) = eu−1
u

is the function given in Lemma 3.2, understood as a power series.

Now, (3.7) determines vµ(1) as a power series in obstruction maps OU acting on Uµ. The desired

value vµ(1) = V µ is obtained if

V µ = F (−iOU)(U
µ) = Uµ − i

2OU(U
µ)− 1

6O
2
U(U

µ) + . . . . (3.8)

This power series can be inverted:

Uµ = V µ + i
2OV (V

µ)− 1
4OOV (V )(V

µ)− 1
12O

2
V (V

µ) + . . . ,

and therefore determines U in terms of V . Since V is itself a power series in the coupling constant g,

so is U . Thus, we have established (3.2), but we still have to show that ℓ(1) = L.

For this purpose, it suffices to notice that whenK and V in (3.1) are given, then L is unique if it exists.

Namely, at each perturbative order the right-hand side of (3.1) is a sum of Ln and terms involving only

Vk, and Lk with k < n, which fixes Ln recursively. Therefore, since (3.7) at t = 1 is (3.1) with ℓ(1)
in the place of L, it follows that ℓ(1) = L.

Proposition 3.3. (“LV identity”). (i) The identity (3.1) holds if and only if

L = exp(−iOU)(K) + F (−iOU)(∂U), (3.9)

with U = U(V ) given by the inverse of the power series V (U) = F (−iOU)(U) as in (3.8), where

F (u) = eu−1
u

as in Lemma 3.2.

(ii) It also holds

K = exp(iOU)(L)− F (iOU)(∂U), (3.10)

exhibiting a perfect symmetry under L↔ K and U ↔ −U . In particular, (3.1) is also equivalent to

TeiL[χ] = Tei(K−Ṽ ◦∂)[χ]

with Ṽ = F (+iOU)(U).

Proof: The first formula (3.9) is just the evaluation of the solution ℓ(t) in (3.7) at t = 1. Therefore,

(3.1) implies (3.9) by Prop. 3.1. Conversely, the proof of Prop. 3.1 shows that (3.2) with ℓ(t) and v(t)
given by (3.7) is independent of t. Putting t = 1, one gets (3.1).

For the second formula (3.10), we write F (u) =
∫ 1

0
dt etu in (3.9), apply eiOU on both sides, and

substitute 1− t→ t in the integral.
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One can solve (3.9) for ∂U and then rewrite it in a way such that the obstruction maps act only on the

interactions L and K:

Corollary 3.4. (All-orders LV obstruction). WithG(u) the even power seriesG(u) = 1− 1
2
cot(1

2
u) =

1
12
u2 + 1

360
u4 + . . . , it holds

L−K − ∂µU
µ = G(OU)(L−K)− i

2
OU(L+K). (3.11)

Proof: Apply exp( i2OU) to (3.9), and solve the resulting

exp( i2OU)(L)− exp(− i
2OU)(K) = iH(12OU)(∂U), where H(u) :=

sin(u)

u

for ∂U by using that the inverse of a power series 1 + . . . is the reciprocal power series. The reason

why L−K is added on both sides will be clear from Rem. 3.5.(ii) and (iii).

Remarks 3.5. (i) Cor. 3.4 manifestly exhibits the symmetry mentioned in Prop. 3.3.

(ii) Cor. 3.4 is used to recursively determine the higher-order interactions Ln and Kn along with Uµ
n .

By expanding the right-hand side to order gn, one obtains the distributional kernel of the n-th order

obstruction of the S-matrix, to be evaluated on χ⊗n. It arises in terms of OUki
acting on Lk ± Kk,

with k +
∑r

i=1 ki = n (in particular only k < n and ki < n appear). Remarkably, the odd part in

OUki
is in fact linear (r = 1). At lowest orders:

L2 −K2 − ∂U2 = −i OU1(L1 +K1), (3.12)

L3 −K3 − ∂U3 = 1
2 O

2
U1
(L1 −K1)−

3i
2

(
OU1(L2 +K2) +OU2(L1 +K1)

)
,

L4 −K4 − ∂U4 = O2
U1
(L2 −K2) + (OU1OU2 +OU2OU1)(L1 −K1)

−2i OU1(L3 +K3)− 3i OU2(L2 +K2)− 2i OU3(L1 +K1).

The symmetric re-installment of arguments x1, . . . , xn and implicit delta functions that are suppressed

in the present simplified notation, is unequivocal.

(iii) The right-hand sides of (3.12) are the n-th order obstructions of the S-matrix remaining after the

passage from V to U . As explained in Sect. 1.2, one must compute the obstructions, and resolve them

by the quantities on the left-hand sides, in order to determine the induced higher-order interactions

Ln and Kn.

(iv) When comparing (3.12) with the second and third-order formulas given in [14], one should observe,

apart from the reparametrization from V to U , that in [14] the present V (x; x′) was expanded into

delta functions and their derivatives (where special feature of the model were exploited). Moreover, a

major distinction is that in (3.12), the obstruction maps act only on the interactionsLk andKk, thanks

to the elimination of ∂U in Cor. 3.4. This further simplifies actual computations.

(v) As emphasized in Sect. 1.2: We did not prove that the obstructions on the right-hand sides of

(3.12) are of the form that can be resolved at all orders. (3.11) only provides a simple formula for

the combinatorics on the right-hand side, needed to compute the obstructions at order gn, once the

obstruction of orders k < n have been resolved. Prop. 3.3 is also true without special features

of Kn and Ln (like factoring a total delta function or being local or string-localized), that were

only subsidiary conditions (“resolvability”) necessary to interpret Kn(x) and Ln(x) as interaction

densities.
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4 Interacting quantum fields

Interacting fields as operator-valued distributions are defined perturbatively by Bogoliubov’s formula

Φ
∣∣
L
(f) =

∫
dx f(x)Φ

∣∣
L
(x) := −i

(
Tei

∫
dx χ(x)L(x)

)∗
∂s
(
Tei

∫
dx (χ(x)L(x)+f(x)Φ(x)

)∣∣
s=0

(4.1)

in the adiabatic limit χ(x) → 1.

The same formula is employed in sQFT, but if L is string-localized, it does not allow to assess the

localization properties (in the sense of commutation relations) of the interacting fields Φ|L relative to

each other. We have discussed in Sect. 1.2 how this can be achieved with the help of the dressed field.

4.1 The dressed field

For a free Wick polynomial Φ(x), we define the dressed field Φ[gχ](x) such that the “magic formula”

holds for the interacting fields with a cutoff function:

Φ
∣∣
L[χ]

(f) = Φ[gχ]

∣∣
K[χ]

(f). (4.2)

The task is to give a formula for Φ[gχ] such that (4.2) holds. Setting χ = 1, gives (1.17).

Proposition 4.1. (Dressed field). With a cutoff function χ, the dressed field is a power series in gχ,

given by

Φ[gχ](f) = exp(iOU [χ])(Φ(f)), (4.3)

with the obstruction mapOU as in Sect. 3 understood, at each order n, as a distribution in x1, . . . , xn.

Proof: Assume that (3.1) holds without the insertion. Then, by (4.1), we have to determine the dressed

field such that

∂sTe
i(K[χ]+sΦ[gχ](f))

∣∣
s=0

= ∂sTe
i(L+V µ◦∂µ)[χ]+sΦ(f))

∣∣
s=0

(4.4)

holds. LetKs = K + sΦ[gχ](f). Then, by Prop. 3.3, (3.1) holds withK and L replaced by Ks and Ls

where Ls is computed with (3.9):

Ls = exp(−iOU)(Ks) + F (−iOU)(∂U) = L+ s exp(−iOU [χ])(Φ[gχ](f)).

This argument is legitimate because no specific properties of the power series K and L were assumed

in the proof of the proposition, see Rem. 3.5.(v). Thus, Prop. 3.3 gives (4.4) (without the derivative

w.r.t. s), provided exp(−iOU [χ])(Φ[gχ](f)) = Φ(f). Applying exp(iOU [χ]), we get (4.3).

In sQFT, due to the obstruction maps involving string-localized fields U , the dressed field Φ[gχ](x)
will be a perturbative series in Wick products of gnΦ[n](x; x1, . . . , xn) evaluated on χ⊗n, where

Φ[n](x; x1, . . . , xn) are supported at xi lying on the string or cone emanating from x or from xj . In

particular, if the cone is convex, then Φ[n] are string-localized.

In the adiabatic limit χ→ 1, one has to integrate over all xi. The dressed field then becomes a power

series in g whose coefficients may be string-integrals over Wick products of (string-integrals over

Wick products of . . . ) string-localized free fields.
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We illustrate this by the example of dressed Dirac fields. In QED one finds [13]

ψ[g](x) = :eigφ(x,c): · ψ(x), (4.5)

where φ(x, c) is a smeared integral over the gauge potential along a string from x to infinity (i.e., a

smeared abelian Wilson operator). In this case, the exponential is just a Wick power series in string-

localized free fields2, which is itself a string-localized field. (In fact, due to the infrared divergence

of the field φ, only its exponential can be defined and turns ψ[g] into an “infrafield”, creating states on

which the mass operator has no point spectrum. This feature reflects the “photon cloud” accompanying

a charged particle.)

The dressed quark triplet field in QCD is more complicated [15]. We have computed it until third

order, finding that the exponential in (4.5) is replaced by a power series in string-integrals over Wick

products of (string-integrals over Wick products of . . . ) string-localized Lie-algebra valued free fields.

The nested structure of these integrals precisely amounts to path-ordering in the case when the string

is just a line from x to ∞. In the smeared case, the exponential still enjoys properties of a “smeared

Wilson operator”3; in particular, the dressed field is invariant when classical gauge transformations

that are trivial at infinity act on the free quantum gauge potential and Dirac field it is made of.

4.2 The algebra property

Of prominent interest is the case when Φ[g](x) is a power series of Wick products of local fields ϕ(x),
i.e., Φ[g] is local relative to other free fields. This will not be the case in general.

Free fields Φ for which Φ[g] is a local free field (order by order), are called “seeds” for local interacting

fields, see [14, Sect. 3.6]. Namely, because Bogoliubov’s formula with a local interaction preserves

the relative localization, the corresponding interacting fields in the adiabatic limit Φ
∣∣
L
= Φ[g]

∣∣
K

are

local relative to each other and to other interacting fields.

The question was raised in [14] whether the seeds form an algebra under the Wick product. Thanks to

Prop. 4.1, the answer is affirmative.

Proposition 4.2. (Algebra property of seeds). The seeds of local interacting fields form an algebra

under the Wick product.

Proof: Φi (i = 1, 2) are seeds if and only if all Φi,[n] are local. By Prop. 4.1, this is the case if and

only if all U r
U(Φi) are local. Because obstruction mapsOY are derivations w.r.t. the Wick product (see

Sect. 1.1), it follows

Or
U( : Φ1Φ2 : ) =

∑

r1+r2=r

r!
r1!r2!

: Or1
U (Φ1)O

r2
U (Φ2) : .

It follows that : Φ1Φ2 : is a seed if Φi are seeds. This proves the proposition.

2Quantities of the form (4.5) were previously considered by many authors [2, 10, 11] as classical expressions with the

motive to quantize only gauge invariant quantities. Steinmann’s idea [18] to formulate perturbation theory as a perturbation

of a free quantum field (4.5) as a starting point is very close to ours in (4.2), with the distinction that Steinmann chose

(4.5), while sQFT derives it.

3We are not aware of an independent notion of “path-ordering” for exponentials of smeared line integrals.
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5 Outlook

We have reported substantial progress on the combinatorial structure of the recursive scheme to control

the effect of “adding derivatives to the interaction” (and eliminate it by resolving obstructions).

Our main motivation is string-localized QFT, which allows to reformulate (and in fact predict) Stan-

dard Model interactions in an autonomous way (intrinsically quantum, referring neither to canonical

quantization nor gauge or BRST invariance) in the “LQ setting” where the string-variation is given

by derivatives, and to show equivalence with gauge theory approaches by means of the “LV setting”

which allows to compare S-matrices obtained with interactions that differ by a total derivative at first

order.

Yet, the results found are independent of the special application to sQFT, and may as well be used to

compare, say, different local methods to deal with interactions of massive vector bosons. (An example

is given in [14, Sect. 4.5].)

An interesting question that could be addressed with the present methods is what makes the recursive

LQ or LV scheme terminate (at least at tree level). Empirically, the sequence (Ln)n terminates at L2

whenever L1 is power-counting renormalizable, and the same is true in the LV setting for (Kn)n. But

there exist cases [14] whereL1 is renormalizable whileK1 is not, and then (Ln)n terminates and (Kn)n
does not. The example of perturbative gravity, treated in PGI and in sQFT in the LQ setting [4, 8],

has L1 non-renormalizable and (Ln)n does not terminate. Superficially thinking, the latter is not

a surprise since also the expansion of the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian doesn’t terminate. But the

Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian is not an input of the approach; and more generally “renormalizability”

never explictly enters in the present formalism. So what is the reason for these surprising findings?

We also do not know how to pass from LV to LQ. At first order this is trivial because each L-V
pair with δK1 = 0 gives rise to an L-Q pair by Qµ

1 = δV µ
1 . At higher orders the connection is less

clear because δ acts both on L and on V (or U). The expectation remains that “LQ is some kind of

infinitesimal version of LV”.

Finally, there is the “Elephant in the Room” question: Why do gauge interactions so swiftly give rise to

L-Q pairs andL-V pairs, and, more importantly, why do all such pairs that are found without assuming

gauge invariance (especially in the autonomous LQ setting) induce higher-order gauge interactions?

Beyond the obvious pattern seen in (1.4) and (1.7), there is presently no deeper understanding for

these remarkable facts that could shed light on the “ontological” question: Why is gauge theory so

successful, despite its many unphysical features?
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