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Abstract

The BRST quantization of a gauge theory in noncommutative geometry is car-
ried out in the “matrix derivative” approach. BRST/anti-BRST transformation
rules are obtained by applying the horizontality condition, in the superconnection
formalism. A BRST/anti-BRST invariant quantum action is then constructed,
using an adaptation of the method devised by Baulieu and Thierry-Mieg for the
Yang-Mills case. The resulting quantum action turns out to be the same as that
of a gauge theory in the 't Hooft gauge with spontaneously broken symmetry. Our
result shows that only the even part of the supergroup acts as a gauge symmetry,
while the odd part effectively provides a global symmetry. We treat the general
formalism first, then work out the SU(2/1) and SU(2/2) cases explicitly.
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[. Introduction

The Higgs mechanism makes it possible to give masses to gauge bosons, while
preserving the gauge symmetry. In this construction, some of the original scalar
particle fields ‘mutate’ into the longitudinal components of the (now massive) gauge
bosons. This fact may reflect the existence of an underlying structure, in which
the gauge bosons and the original scalar particles belong to the same multiplet
of a larger group. It is, therefore, natural to search for such a larger symmetry
group and a suitable multiplet. As a matter of fact, this idea was implemented
many years ago, using the supergroup SU(2/1) [1]; it was also shown that this
use of a supergroup could be extended to a large class of spontaneously broken
symmetries [2]. More recently, the idea has further mathematically evolved within
the superconnection construct [3, 4, 5, 6].

Another recent advance in mathematical pysics has consisted [7] in A. Connes’
noncommutative geometry. In this formalism, the Dirac K-cycle on a star algebra
acting on a Hilbert space, plays an important role, with possible applications to
particle physics. Connes and Lott [8] then showed in particular that the stan-
dard model could be obtained in noncommutative geometry, as a gauge theory
with a built-in spontaneous symmetry breakdown mechanism. Their work has
been further extended to GUT (grand unified theories) [9], to gravity [10], and to
supersymmetric theories [11].

Soon after the work of Connes and Lott, Coquereaux and other workers [12, 13]
showed that the Connes-Lott approach is equivalent to a theory based on the su-
perconnection concept [5, 14|, rediscovering SU(2/1) in the process. In Coquereaux
et al.’s formulation, a Zs graded space of matrix-valued forms is constructed, with
a generalized derivative; O-form and 1-form fields together represent a superconnec-
tion. The generalized derivative consists of the usual Cartan exterior differential
operator, raising the form degree by one unit and thus also changing its Grassmann

grading (which we denote as ‘w-grading’, i.e. d has odd w-grading) plus a graded



discrete operator consisting in a (graded) commutator with a constant matrix and
satisfying certain algebraic conditions (including odd grading in a supergroup’s
generating superalgebra, ‘g-odd’ in our nomenclature). This graded commutator
(or supercommutator) with a constant matrix is the matriz derivative [13]. We
shall denote the Coquereaux et al. approach as the matriz derivative approach.

The equivalence between the Connes-Lott and Coquereaux et al. approaches
has been stressed by Scheck and collaborators [15]. In both approaches, the 0-form
scalar field is interpreted geometrically as an object interconnecting a two-sheeted
world, whereas the 1-form field plays the usual role of a gauge field. The end-
product is equivalent to an extension of the internal supersymmetry method in its
superconnection formulation, completing, as we shall see, its geometric generation
of a spontaneous symmetry breakdown mode for a local gauge symmetry.

We have recently quantized the SU(2/1) electro-weak theory in the supercon-
nection formalism [16]. As an extension of this work, we now include in the present
paper the quantization of the noncommutative geometry version of this ”super-
gauge theory”, by adjoining the matrix derivative approach to the superconnection
formulation. Actually, this formulation goes beyond the internal supersymmetry
method in one aspect, namely the emergence of the negative squared mass term for
the scalar (Higgs) field from the geometry; in our previous treatment, most terms in
the spontaneous symmetry breakdown Lagrangian emerged geometrically, namely
(aside from the usual Yang-Mills term) the ‘free’ Higgs field Lagrangian plus its
interaction with the gauge bosons — and the quartic Higgs field potential; the ex-
ception, which had to be put in ‘by hand’ (and thus also broke the symmetry
explicitly) was this negative squared mass term, which is now provided by the
matrix derivative.

We obtain the BRST /anti-BRST transformation rules of the theory, applying
our horizontality condition, extending Thierry-Mieg’s ansatz [6, 17, 18]. We con-

struct the quantum action by adapting the Baulieu/Thierry-Mieg method [19] for



the Yang-Mills theory.

There are two important features deriving from our result. The first is the fact
that we obtain the most appropriate gauge condition for a spontaneously broken
gauge theory with scalar field, the 't Hooft gauge [20, 21], simply by adapting
the method of Ref. [19], which would give the Landau gauge for the unbroken
Yang-Mills theory, to the noncommutative geometry framework. The other relates
to the physical content of a gauge theory in the noncommutative setting. Our
quantization reveals that only the even part of the supergroup indeed acts as a
gauge symmetry; the odd part simply produces a global symmetry. The resulting
BRST transformation rules for the fields are thus the same as those of the spon-
taneously broken gauge theory with a Higgs mechanism, except that the scalar
field transformation rule is changed by the addition of a constant shift (a vacuum
shift), due to the action of the matrix derivative, thereby implementing geomet-
rically the triggering of the spontaneous breakdown. Other fields are not affected
by the appearance of the matrix derivative.

In section 2, we study the BRST quantization in the matrix derivative ap-
proach for the general case. In section 3, we treat the SU(2/1) gauge theory,
effectively an algebraically constrained standard model SU(2) x U(1) gauge the-
ory of the electro-weak interaction. In section 4, we consider an SU(2/2) gauge
theory, which reduces to the spontaneously broken symmetry of an SU(2) x SU(2)

o-model. Section 5 contains a discussion and conclusions.

II. BRST /anti-BRST symmetry and quantum action

In the matrix derivative approach of a noncommutative geometrical gauge the-
ory, the O-form scalar field and 1-form gauge field together form a superconnection,

with w-odd forms in the g-even part and w-even forms in the g-odd part of the



supergroup. We write the superconnection J as

T = +Ta = (0 D)+ (0 0. (1)

The overall Z, grading is given by the sum of the supermatrix grading (7, ‘g’-
grading) and the differential form grading (Zs ‘w’-grading). The total grading of
the superconnection is therefore odd, in this Z, graded space [16]. Multiplication
in this superspace is given by [5, 12]

(h@W)- (' @W') = (=1)"I"(hr) © (W), (2)

where W, W are differential forms of fixed Grassmannian 7, w-gradings |W|, |W'|,
and h, h' are supermatrices of fixed Z, g-grading | h |, | A’ |. With this convention,
we obtain the product rule for any two elements in our total Z, graded space,
assuming A, B, C, D to be matrix-valued differential forms, which have fixed Z, w-
gradings of 0 or 1, depending on whether they are even or odd forms, respectively,
5, 12]

A B\ (A B\_[(ANA+(-1)BIBAC (-1)MAANB +BAD

C D " D)\ COnNA+(-D)PIDAC (-DIClCAB +~DAD
(3)

Once the superconnection is given, the supercurvature JF; is defined in the

usual manner, with the generalized derivative d; , consisting of the usual 1-form

differential operator d and the matriz derivative dy; [12, 13]:

dt — d + dM 9 (5)
_ (a0 _ w9
d = (0 d)’ where d =1® dx pe (6)
The matrix derivative is given by
dy =in, &, where n= (% g) : (7)

Here ¢ and ¢ are constant matrices of zero forms, satisfying

CC=(Cox L, (8)
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so that the matrix derivative satisfies the nilpotency condition, dy; 2 = 0. Note
that the total grading of the matrix derivative dj; is odd. Thus the matrix deriva-
tive is a supercommutator, i.e. it acts as a commutator for objects of even total
grading and as an anticommutator for objects of odd total grading, where by ‘to-

tal’, we mean the product of the gradings of 'g’ and 'w’.

We now write the classical action of the gauge theory in noncommutative ge-

ometry as

1
Sdz—Z/Trft*-ft, (9)

where x denotes taking the Hermitian conjugate for supermatrices and taking
the Hodge dual for differential forms. In order to find the BRST/anti-BRST
transformation rules, we use the so-called horizontality condition[3, 17, 18, 19],

which is another description of the Maurer-Cartan equation:
ﬁ = ft 9 (10)

where F, is the supercurvature, defined in the extended space of the doubled fiber
bundle [16],

Fo-d T+ 7. (1)
‘Doubling” implies the extension of the base manifold through doubling the fiber,
from {G} to {G}®{G}, so that we have a gauge fiber coordinate y and its dual g [6,
17, 18, 19]. In this extended space, the generalized derivative and superconnection

are given by
d = d +s+s, (12)
J = J+C+C. (13)
Here, s and s are 1-form differential operators acting respectively on the coordi-

nates of the fiber and of its dual:

. S O . Ni
= (0 s) where s =1® dy Gy
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9
oyM -

® o

(14)

. - (3
— Lo

C and C are obtained from J by replacing dz* by dy” and dy, and represent

) where 5§ =1® dgM

the ghost and anti-ghost fields, respectively:
C o CONdyN 0 _ Co 0
- 0 ClNdyN o 0 C1 ’
- comdg™ 0 _ (@ 0
¢ _( 0 clMdyM>_<0c1 ' (15)

After applying the horizontality condition we obtain the BRST/anti-BRST

transformation rules:

: (16)

By introducing an auxiliary field £ such that

5 . SCo 0 . bo 0
sC =&, ie, (0 801>:<0 b1>’ (17)

we can fix the remaining BRST /anti-BRST transformation rules,

sC = &£ -C-C—-C -C,
s& = 0, (18)
s€ = —-s(C-C+C-C)=-C -& +& -C.

One can easily check the nilpotency property of the BRST/anti-BRST transfor-
mations, s 2 = § 2 = 0, for the above transformation rules (16), (17) and (18).
Decomposing J into J ¢, + J oq as in (1), we can write the even and odd

parts of the first two equations in (16) separately as follows, by noting that d , s



and s are even matrices, whose entries are one-form differential operators.

even part : $ o = —dC — T -C —C - Tou ,

§Jw =—dC =Ty -C —C - Tew, (19)
odd part : s Jog = —dy C —Toqg -C —C - Toa s

§Joa =—dy C —TJoa -C —C - Joa -

Note that the even parts are the usual BRST/anti-BRST transformation rules of
a one-form gauge field [19], while the odd parts are those of a matter field, plus
the additional terms caused by the matrix derivative. These additional terms rep-
resent a translation of the scalar field and correspond to the vacuum shift in the
usual Higgs mechanism. The difference, however, is that this is a built-in property
of a gauge theory in the noncommutative geometry setting, in contradistinction to
the conventional Higgs construction. The system’s ‘ordinary’ gauge symmetry is

thereby broken explicitly through that geometrical setting.

Adapting the Baulieu/Thierry-Mieg method for a BRST/anti-BRST invari-
ant quantum action, which yields the Landau gauge for the usual Yang-Mills

theory[19], we write the quantum action as
1 _
SQ:—Z/TT{E*-E _s5(T T )ta s(@-E), (20)

where, « is a parameter. Using the transformation rules (16), (17), (18) and (19),

we obtain

Tr{ss (Jew *Te )} =2Tr{(Jew ) (A E)+(A C )**(dC +Teo -C+C T )}, (21)

Tri{ss (Joa " Toa )} = 2T7{(Joa )" (dps € )+(dps C )*-(dps C +Toa -C +C -Toa )},
(22)
and

Tr{as(é*-g)}:Tr{oa‘}*-é'}. (23)
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Thus, the quantum action S can be written as

Sq = —i/Tr{]—"t*-}}Jra £*.€
— 2(J ) -(dE)—2dC)-(dC + T -C +C -Tu) (24)
— 2(jod)*(dM5>—2<dMé)*(dMC +jod'c +C'jod)}.

One can check that this quantum action is BRST /anti-BRST invariant.

In the above quantum action (24), the terms with the auxiliary field £ are
the gauge fixing terms and give rise to the 't Hooft gauge condition [20, 21] as we
shall see in the next two sections. The first term is the classical action, and the
remaining terms constitute the kinetic and interaction terms of the ghost fields. In
the following two sections we calculate the quantum action (24) for the SU(2/1)
and SU(2/2) cases explicitly.

ITII. BRST quantization of the SU(2/1) case

The generators of SU(2/1) are the same as those of SU(3), namely the con-

ventional A - matrices, except for tg, which is given by
1 -1 0 0

ts=—| 0 -1 0 |, (25)
V3lo o -2

in order to satisfy STr(t;) = 0. We write the SU(2/1) superconnection as

J = ity i=1,2,---,8)

((TaWa — 0 0 20
= Jev + Tod :Z< O _% ) \/_(PT \/; )7 (26)

where we identified the gauge and Higgs fields W,, B, ®, and ®' with the com-
ponents; W, = J, (a = 1,2,3), =Jg, & = = < Ja—ids ), and ®f =

i\ Jy— ik
L Tatids
e\ Je+ids )



We now introduce the ghost, anti-ghost, and auxiliary fields, in the doubled-
fiber bundle space.

1 = 1 =
C — TaCa — %68 (2) : é — TaCa — %CS (2] ) :
0 _7508 0 — /3%
Toby — —=b 0
£ = z( e ® —lb> (a=1,2,3). (27)
\/g 8

In order to derive the BRST/anti-BRST transformation rules, we apply eqs.(16)-
(19) of the previous section. In calculating the SU(2/1) case, we encounter the

following difficulty. With the 3 x 3 matrix representation, it is not possible to

0 ¢
¢ 0
condition (8), (¢ = (¢ o 1, which is essential for the nilpotency of the matrix

choose a constant matrix n = ( > for the matrix derivative, satisfying the
derivative. In order to resolve this difficulty, we first extend all 3 x 3 matrix
representations of fields into 4 x 4 matrices, simply by adjoining a 4th row and a
4th column, with all components vanishing. We then choose the n matrix in this
extended 4 x 4 matrix representation space, in which it does satisfy the nilpotency
condition. This 4 x 4 n matrix, enables us to perform all calculations involving the
7 matrix, such as evaluating the supercurvature, etc. After this is done, we project
back onto the 3 x 3 matrix representation space, simply discarding the 4th row and
column. Note that this construction reflects the fact that the true fundamental
representation of SU(2/1) is 4-dimensional [3], reflecting the homomorphism with
OSp(2/2) and fitting the internal quantum numbers for quarks, i.e. (ug/ur,dy/dg)
where the order follows descending weak hypercharges (4/1,1/ — 2) (in units of
(1/3)). However, for integer charges, the upper state trivializes and disconnects
(e.g. the vg) and we are left with the 3-dimensional representation. As a matter of
fact, the procedure we use here also corresponds to the projective module method

of Connes and Lott [8]. We thus perform the actual calculation with

C:Z:ﬁk(o 1), k : real,
1 0
and obtain the following BRST /anti-BRST transformation rules.

SAH = —dcir — AHCH - CHAH,
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SA; = —dcrr — Agcrr — cirArn,

SA[ = —dC[, EAII—dC_[,
1
s = —c(P+E) — —=ci(P+ ),
II( g) \/g I( g)
1
50 = —c(®+§) — —=c(P+9),

V3

1
S(I)T = ((I)T + fT)C[[ + —((I)T + fT)C[,

V3

50T = (<I>T+£T)CH+%(<I>T+§T)«:I,

scry = —cricrr, S¢rp = —Crrcyy, (28)
scy = 8¢ = 0,
scir = brr, scrr = —brr — crrcir — crrerr,
sbyp = 0, sbrp = —crbrr + brrery,
scy = —S8cy = b[, Sb[ = gb] = 0,
where
A[] = ’iTaWa, A[ = ’LB, Crr = ’iTaCa, Cr = ng,
crr = ’iTa(ZTa, cr = ’LC%, b[[ = ’iTaba ((l = 1, 2,3), b[ = ibg, (29)

()

Note that the transformation rules of ® and ®' correspond to those of the Higgs

fields with a shifted vacuum. For the supercurvature we obtain

£ (Fw- JFp — 2(®0T + ¢80T 4 0¢t)  —iv2(DO+ (iW - 7 + = B)¢)
"\ SiV2(DR -G R+ £B) —Z P — 20T + ¢d + @fg) )
(30)
where
1 - . .
Fy = 5 Fyuda? Adz” = d(@W - 7) + (W - 7)(iW - 7),
1
F = 5 Fpudz? \dz” = d(iB3), (31)

q):<¢+>:i<¢3+i¢4>:L<J4—iJ5)
(bo \/é ¢1+i¢2 \/é J6—J7 ’

11



V3

D& = (D& dat = ddt — & iW-F+iB.
(D), ( \/g)

We use d*z = da® Adzt Adz? Adx?, €g1o3 = 1, and adopt the convention of Ref.[22]

D® = (D®),dz" = d® + (iW - 7 + )P,

for the dual of a differential form in 7 dimension, required for (24),

>x<(d:101/\d:ch/\---/\dac”):me12 Pipaein TN - N d (32)

satisfying * * w, = (—1)P" P, for a p-form w,,.
Selecting the metric g,, = (=1, +1,+1,+1), the first term in (24), the classical

action, is given by

1 v 1 v
/:C = Z WaWFéLVa + ZFBWFJg

—(DO" — £1(W - 7+ ﬁB))ﬂ(ch + (iW -7+ ﬁB)g)ﬂ
—2((®" + &N (@ +¢) —£le)”

1 v 1 v
= ZFWGMVF‘%/G + ZFBMVFS

V3 %Z (33)

—2(0T0 + k(¢" + ¢"))?,

(DD — ik(VBW_ + = 2)),(DD + ik ( V2L ))u

where Wi = J (W' T iW}), 2 = —BWY + 1B, A = LWy + LB,
In order to see the physical spectrum of the theory, we now write the above
0
expression in the unitary gauge, which is given by & = < 1y ) with real y.
NG)

1 v 1L v
LgG = Z WGMVFi%/a + ZFBMVFg

1 V2k., 2 V2k
- {53;0(3“)( + W WE (x + 7)2 + §QQZuZ“<X + 7)2} (34)

1
- §(g><2 +2v2ky)?

The coupling constant ¢ is introduced by scaling the superconnection as J — ¢J .

In this unitary gauge we see that only one scalar field remains as a physical (and

12



massive) Higgs field x, whereas the other three scalars have been ‘mutated’, now
providing the longitudinal components of W, and Z. The masses of the massive

particles are M, = 202k, My = 2k, M, = %k, and we see the relations

2
%‘g = % = cos’Oyy, M, = 2My,. We shall return to the latter ratio Jf‘j‘; in section
5, when discussing possible quantum corrections.
We now write the quantum Lagrangian of (24) as
Lo=Lc+ L1+ Lo, (35)

where L¢ is the classical Lagragian, £; stands for the ghost terms, and £, for the

gauge fixing terms. After some calculations, we obtain L,

1
El = 5 tr[@uc}ID“chLQ&uc}&“c[

_ 1 _ 1
+ {(err + %01)5(@ + &N (e + %01)} (36)

B 1 1
+ {&N(ar + %CI)(CH + ﬁC[)((I) + &)},

where Dtepp = 0% cyr + [AY, el

For L5, we obtain

L= 3 {0+ B+ (02 + 0P+ > @8 — Vo)

+ by(0, W — V2ke3) + bz (0, 2" — 27?/@2) +b4(9,AM]}, (37)

where by = —@bg + %bg, by = %bg + @bg. After integrating out the auxiliary fields

bi,bs,bz, and by, Lo becomes

Ly = —i {(GMW{‘—\/§k¢4)2+(6uW2"—\/§k¢3)2+(5’uzu_%’W?)QH@MA“)Q}-
(38)

This expression clearly shows that we obtain the gauge-fixed quantum Lagrangian

of the 't Hooft gauge [20, 21], as we claimed in the previous section:
oWl — Mweoy = 0,

13



oW — Mweps = 0,
auZ“ - MZ¢2 = 07 (39)
9, A" = 0.

IV. BRST quantization of SU(2/2) case

We now calculate the SU(2/2) case. The generators of SU(2/2) are the same

as those of SU(4), except for tg and t15, which are replaced by

-1 0 0 0 10 0 0
1 {0 -1 0 0 1 o1 0 0

tS_ﬁ 0 0 -2 0| t15_75 00 -1 0]’ (40)
0 0 0 0 00 0 3

to conforming with the super-tracelessness of the SU(2/2) generators. The super-

connection for the SU(2/2) case can be written as

AL+ 5B i
T =it;J; (i:1,2,-~-,15):< V2 ) ) (41)
Z(I)T AR + EB
with one-forms in the even part and zero-forms in the odd part, given as
AL :’iTaALa, AR:iTaARa, B :ZI}/, b = I¢0+’iTa¢a, (42)

where 7,(a = 1,2, 3) are Pauli matrices, and I is 2 x 2 identity matrix. Az,, Ara, Y
are real, whereas ¢, ¢, are complex, the fields being assigned to the components

of J’s according to

ALa = Ja (CL = 17273)7 AR1 = J137 ARQ = J147

1 1

Ap, = —E(Js + \/§J15), Y = —75(\/5%»_ J15),
b0 = %[(J4 —iJs) + (Ju —iJ1)], b1 = —%[(Jﬁ — i) + (Jo — i),
P2 = _%[(JG —iJ7) = (Jo —iJwo)], ¢3 = —%[(J4 —iJ5) = (Ju = iJi2)].

A and Ap are thus the SU(2) gauge fields, B is the U(1) gauge field, and & is

the complex scalar field (with its four components).

14



We now introduce the ghost and anti-ghost fields,

1 0 _ - de 0
= M) (o )= (E (L) W
CR 0 EC} CR 0 EC}

where ¢, = iT,Crq,Ccr = iToCra(a = 1,2,3),¢; = ilcy,., with real cp,, cra, and cg,
and similarly for C . {cy,cz} and {cg,cr} are the ghost and antighost fields for
the SU(2) gauge fields A;, and Ag, respectively, and {c;, ¢;} are those of the U(1)
gauge field B.

The BRST/anti-BRST transformation rules are obtained from (16)-(19). Choos-

ing
772(3 g),where§:k<é?>,k‘:real, (44)

we get

sA;, = —dcp — Apcr — e Ap,

SA;, = —dcp — Apcr — ¢LAp,

sAr = —dcr — Arcr — crAR,

SAr = —dcgr — ARrCr — cRrAR,

sB = —dc;, 3B = —dcj,

s® = (P4 E&)cg—cp(P+E),
O + &)cg — (P + ),

(
50 = (

sdf = (@ + ey — cp(@F 4 €,
(

50T = (O + Mg, — cp(df +£71),

sc;, = —crcr, 8¢ = —CLer, (45)
SCpR = —CRCR, SCRrR = —CRCR,

sc; = s¢;=0,

s¢;, = by, Scp, =—by —crép — cper,

scg = bgr, Scg = —br — CrRCR — CRCR,

SbL == 0, gbL == —ClbL + b[/?l,

15



SbR = 0, gbR = —C}{bR + bRC}%,
s¢c; = —8c; = b[, Sb[ = gb[ = 0.

Lb 0
We have introduced the auxiliary fields & = <bL y ) 42T 1 with
0 bgr 0 b

by = iTsbra, br = iT,bre (a = 1,2,3), and by = ilby,, where br,, br,, and by, are

real. For the supercurvature, we obtain

Ao Fi+ 5Fp — (@07 + 07 + &) —i(D® + ALE — EAR)
L ( —i(D®T — 1AL + AgET) Fr+ Fp — (10 + 10 + <I>T§)> ’
(46)

where FL = dAL +ALAL7 FR = dAR +ARAR7 FB = dB, D® = dd —|—AL(I) -
DAp, DO = ddt — BT A, + ApdT.

The classical Lagrangian, the first term in (24), is given by [23],

1 1 1
LC = tT[ZF_H“,FJl:V + ZF_MVFLLV + é BMVFgV

-~ %(D@T +2kA),(D® — 2kA_)* — %(cb*cb +k(®+2N))%],  (47)

where A4 are respectively the vector and axial vector gauge fields, as defined
by Ay = %(iAL + Ag) = it,A4,, and FYY = OrAY — 0"AL 4+ [AAY] +
(A% AV, FP = orAY — oV A" 4+ [Al ) AV ] 4 [A%, AY]. The above expression tells
us that the three axial vector gauge fields A_, have acquired the mass 2k, whereas
the three vector gauge fields A, and the U(1) gauge field Y remain massless.

For the quantum Lagrangian L, we again write, as in (35),
,CQ =Lc+ L1+ L.

The ghost part £, is given by

1
L, = itr[(ﬁﬂc_LD“cL + 0ucrD¥cp + 0,610"cr) — 2k*(c, — cr)(cr — cr)  (48)

+ k({(cL — cr)er — co(cr — cr)}@" + {cr(cr — cr) — (L — cr)er} @),
where Dtep = Otcp, + [Af,cr], DFegr = 0% cg + [Al, cr].
The gauge fixing part Lo is given by
1 2 1
£ = 0 {((0-0)+ (bra) 5 b1 (- A =) a0 A 5hir (BT ),
(49)
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where by = %(:i:bL + br) = iTobra, = %(CIJ — 1) = 7,0,. Integrating out the

auxiliary fields by, L5 becomes
1 1
Lo = —— {(OA% — kg + (BAL) + 507"} (50)
This expression again displays the quantum Lagrangian in the 't Hooft gauge:

8ﬂA}ia—MA_(pa = 0,
0, A%, = 0, (51)

aY" = 0,

where My = 2k is used. If we write ® as (o +i7 - T) +i(n + p - T) with real
o,7,n, p fields, then ¢ in £, can be identified with 7. This is consistent with the
fact that the 7 fields are gauged away and mutate into the longitudinal compo-

nents of the axial vector fields A_ in the unitary gauge. This is also related to the

fact that the SU(2/2) case corresponds to the gauged SU(2) x SU(2) o-model [23].
V. Conclusion

In the matrix derivative approach, derived from noncommutative geometrical
gauge theory and adjoined to internal supersymmetry, in its superconnection ver-
sion, the vector gauge fields and the scalar fields are combined together, constitut-
ing the superconnection. The two sets of fields are thus related as a supermultiplet
from the very beginning. This provides for an elegant geometrical realization of the
Higgs mechanism. The entire Lagrangian is geometrical, even including the neg-
ative mass term for the scalar field, needed to trigger the spontaneous symmetry
breakdown for the (g-even) gauge subgroup. That symmetry-breaking quadratic
term for the scalar field is provided by the matrix derivative, beyond the unification
achieved by the supergroup by itself. Summarizing, the unification is complete,
within the limitations set by the broken symmetry actual content. We return to

these limitations in our last paragraph.
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Another advantage of the formalism touches upon the quantum action, namely
in the gauge in which it appears, as a result of the construction. This turns out to
be the ‘t Hooft gauge, most convenient for a spontaneously broken symmetry with
Higgs field and suitable for renormalization [20, 21]. We obtained this action just
by adapting the Baulieu/Thierry-Mieg method [19], which would yield the Landau
gauge for the unbroken Yang-Mills theory, to the matrix derivative approach.

For the calculation of the F; * - F, term in the classical and some of the other
parts of the quantum Lagrangian we have used the definition of (32) for the dual
form. This definition gives the kinetic terms of both the vector and scalar fields
automatically in their canonical form, also providing the relation M, = 2My,.!
This ratio is also due to the fact that we have only one overall supergauge coupling
constant g for the superconnection J in section 3, due to universality. Without
the assumption of universality for the supergroup we would have independent
couplings for fields corresponding to forms of different degrees - in our case the
even and odd parts of the superconnection, i.e. two independent couplings. One
might then obtain a different mass ratio for the Higgs and gauge bosons [24].

Lastly, we note that only the even part of the supergroup is gauged in the
sense of Relativistic Quantum Field Theory - even though the entire supergroup is
used as a structure group for the theory and provides the geometrical framework
for the quantization procedure, including the ‘t Hooft gauge. As a result, there is
no guarantee of non-renormalization of the theory’s couplings beyond those of the

g-even gauge subgroup.
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