arXiv:2209.07486v3 [hep-th] 21 Mar 2023

On the supersymmetric pseudo-QED

Van Sérgio Alves,^{1, ∗} M. Gomes,^{2, †} A. Yu. Petrov,^{3, ‡} and A. J. da Silva^{2, §} 1Faculdade de Física, Universidade Federal do Pará, 66075-110 Belém, PA, Brazil 2Instituto de Física, Universidade de São Paulo Caixa Postal 66318, 05315-970, São Paulo, SP, Brazil 3Departamento de Física, Universidade Federal da Paraíba Caixa Postal 5008, 58051-970, João Pessoa, Paraíba, Brazil

Abstract

Within the superfield approach, we discuss the three-dimensional supersymmetric (SUSY) pseudo-QED. We prove that it is all-loop renormalizable. We demonstrate that the SUSY pseudo- QED action can be generated as a quantum correction from the coupling of a spinor gauge superfield to a set of N massless complex scalar superfields. Afterwards, we calculate the two-point function of the scalar superfields in the pseudo-QED which displays a divergence vanishing in a certain gauge.

∗Electronic address: vansergi@ufpa.br †Electronic address: mgomes@if.usp.br ‡Electronic address: petrov@fisica.ufpb.br §Electronic address: ajsilva@if.usp.br

I. INTRODUCTION

The interest in three-dimensional 3D models increased strongly after the discovery of the graphene [1]. Graphene is a two-dimensional system with the thickness of a single carbon atom organized in a honeycomb lattice with the electron obeying a linear dispersion relation like a massless Dirac particle moving with the Fermi velocity.

The description of electronic interaction in two-dimensional systems such as graphene must take into account that the matter field is confined to the plane while the electromagnetic field is not. The solution to this problem was given in [2], where an effective description of electrons moving in a plane, but interacting through an electromagnetic field embedded in a four-dimensional space-time was obtained. Formally this is done by changing the usual term ∼ F^2_{μν} by another one, proportional to F_{μν} (−□)^{−1/2}F^{μν} , resulting in a nonlocal Maxwell-like term. This theory was called pseudo-quantum electrodynamics (PQED) or reduced quantum electrodynamics [3] and, despite the nonlocality of the Maxwell term, the causality [4] and also unitarity [5] are respected. PQED has been used in the description of the electronelectron interactions in graphene [6] and transition metal dichalcogenides (TMDs) [7], among other situations.

We must stress that, since graphene’s discovery, there has been a great effort in the construction of a bridge between high-energy and condensed matter physics. The Klein paradox [8], the Zitterbewegung [9] and Schwinger’s effect [10] are well-known examples that provide a beautiful connection between them.

Initially, it was believed that graphene was an effectively non-interacting system. However, experimental measurements of the fractional quantum Hall effect [11], which is a typical feature of strongly correlated systems, and the renormalization of the Fermi velocity [12] demonstrate that electromagnetic interactions are indeed important. Excellent reviews on this topic are presented in [13].

From a theoretical point of view, it is relevant to find different ways to generate an effective theory with fractional power of the d’Alembertian operator, such as PQED. In this respect, recently [14] it was shown that under the bosonization process of free massive Dirac fermions, up to 1-loop order, the usual Dirac Lagrangian L_D = ψ̄(iγ^μ∂_μ − m)ψ yields 1 2 F_{μν} (−□)^{−1/2}F^{μν} + i(^m_8 )ϵ^{μνα}A_μ∂_ν (−□)^{−1/2}A_α, where F_{μν} = ∂_μA_ν − ∂_ν A_μ, for m^2 ≪ p^2 regime, in the sense that the correlation functions of the free fermionic current are equal to the Green functions of the vector field A_μ. This new Chern-Simons term, modified by the presence of the d’Alembertian operator, has the same classical symmetries as the usual Chern-Simons term i.e., it is gauge invariant and breaks the parity symmetry. Furthermore, the pole of the gauge field propagator occurs at p^2 = m^2, similar to that of the fermionic field. Another possibility is to consider these models in a more general field theory context which encompass supersymmetry.

Supersymmetry is a very powerful tool for the investigations of properties and possible applications of quantum field theory. In fact, by describing bosons and fermions in a unique framework, it may clarify fundamental aspects at very high energies as well to low energy applications to condensed matter systems. In this respect, we would like to mention works on the AdS/CFT correspondence [15], noncommutative field theories [16, 17], Lifshitz-like models, see f.e. [18].

Supersymmetry has been applied directly to the study of some systems in 2+1 dimensions [17, 19–21] (see also [22] and the references therein). In particular, graphene like systems have been investigated from this point of view. In the context of quantum mechanics, supersymmetry has been used, for instance, to describe the quantum Hall effect in monolayer, bilayer and trilayer graphene [23]. This possible manifestation of SUSY in graphene (supersymmetric quantum mechanics) motivates the construction of a supersymmetric graphene field model.

Clearly, a natural continuation of the above mentioned studies can consist in development of supersymmetric extension for models with negative fractional power of the d’Alembertian operator. In this work we will show that a supersymmetric version of pseudo-QED may arise in the effective dynamics of a gauge superfield coupled to a scalar superfield. This actually is very similar to what happens in the CP^{N−1} model: classically the gauge field has no dynamics which nevertheless emerges within the context of the 1/N expansion [24].

The presence of the squared root of the d’Alembertian operator in the denominator of the Maxwell term ameliorates the infrared behavior of the model but worses the ultraviolet one. In spite of that, we found that the model is still ultraviolet renormalizable and also free of infrared divergences. Besides this, we note that the ”worsening” of the ultraviolet asymptotics of the propagator, implies that the behaviour of quantum corrections in the theory becomes more similar to that in the four-dimensional QED. From another side, for the pseudo-QED whose quadratic Lagrangian is L ∝ F_{μν} (−□)^{−1/2}F^{μν} , the Coulomb potential in the static limit is V (r) ∝ 1/r, like in the usual four-dimensional case, see f.e. [5]. In other words, the pseudo-QED allows to replay some important features of the four-dimensional situation in three-dimensional models.

The structure of the paper looks like follows. In the section II we define our model, demonstrate the arising of the pseudo-QED term as a quantum correction, and calculate the lower quantum contributions in the scalar sector. In the section III we present comments about the infrared behaviour of the SUSY pseudo-QED action. Our conclusions are presented in the section IV.

II. PERTURBATIVE CALCULATIONS

The 3D pseudo-QED has been defined in [25] and its Action looks like (μ = 0, 1, 2): S = ∫ d^3x [− 1 4 F^{μν} (−□)^{−1/2}F_{μν} + j^μ_ψA_μ + L_ψ ], (1)

where L_ψ is the pure fermion matter Lagrangian, A^μ is the gauge potential, F_{μν} = ∂_μA_ν − ∂_ν A_μ is the gauge field strength and j^μ_ψ is the matter current. Its key feature is the presence of the (−□)^{−1/2} making the action nonlocal, and the ultraviolet convergence to be worse than in the usual 3D QED, since the propagator behaves as 1/k, where k is the momentum. Let us discuss the superfield analogue of this theory, a scheme for its arising and perturbative behavior.

As it is known, the supersymmetric 3D QED is described by the action (α = 1, 2): S = ∫ d^5z[− 1 2 W^αW_α + j^αA_α + L ], (2)

where W_β =^1_2 D^αD_βA_α is the spinor superfield strength constructed from the gauge spinor superpotential A_α (we follow the notation in [22] and the Appendix below), j^α is the spinor matter supercurrent and L is the pure supermatter Lagrangian. As it is known, the component content of this theory contains the Lagrangian −^1_4 F_{μν} F^{μν} + j^μ_ψA_μ + L_ψ, besides terms dependent of the superpartners matter and gauge fields. Therefore, one can naturally conclude that to get the Lagrangian (1) in the bosonic sector, one must start with the action S = ∫ d^5z [− 1 2 W^α(−□)^{−1/2}W_α + j^αA_α + L ]. (3)

This is the 3D SUSY pseudo-QED action, being the natural superfield analogue of the pseudo-QED proposed in [25]. We note that, in principle, the presence of a negative degree of the d’Alembertian operator can be treated as a certain reminiscence of some nonlocal gravity models involving terms like R□^{−1}R, R□^{−2}R [26, 27], which were studied mostly within the tree-level context.

Our aims within this paper are, first, to explain a possible scheme for the emergence of this action, second, to study its possible perturbative impacts.

The first task is simpler. We start with the action of N scalar massless superfields, with the number N assumed to be large to use the 1/N expansion (originally proposed within the quantum field theory context in [28], see [29] for more detailed discussions and [30] for a review,

S_m = ∫ d^5z [ − ϕ̄_aD^2ϕ_a + i g 2 (ϕ̄_aA^αD_αϕ_a − D_αϕ̄_aA^αϕ_a) + + g^2 2 ϕ̄_aA^αA_αϕ_a ] = 1 2 ∫ d^5z(∇^αϕ_a)∇_αϕ_a , (4)

where a sum over the repeated isotopic indices a = 1, · · · , N is understood and the gauge supercovariant derivative ∇_α = D_α +igA_α was introduced. The free propagator of the scalar fields is < ϕ̄_a(−k, θ_1)ϕ_b(k, θ_2) >= iδ_{ab} D^2 k^2 δ_{12} . (5)

Actually this action is rather similar to the action of the SUSY CP^{N−1} model (see the many references in [17], where a non commutative version of the SUSY CP^{N−1} is studied). However, unlike [17], our theory is commutative, our scalar fields are massless (in order to get a pure √ −□ factor with no mass dependence) and our model lacks the term involving a constraint in the modulus of Φ_a, that is present in the definition of the CP^{N−1} model.

So, we have the following contributions to the quadratic action of the gauge field (Fig. 1): Their contribution can be found in the same way as in [17], so here we merely quote the result, Σ = Ng^2 2 ∫ d^3p (2π)^3 d^2θ ∫ d^3k (2π)^3 k_{γβ} k^2(k + p)^2 × [ (D^2A^γ (−p, θ))A^β (p, θ) + 1 2 D^γ D^αA_α(−p, θ)A^β (p, θ) ] . (6)

Notice that, since our theory is commutative, this result may be obtained from [17] through the replacement of the phase factor 4 sin^2(k ∧ p) by 1. The above integral is evidently finite.

FIG. 1: Contributions to the two-point function of the gauge superfield.

It results in Σ = Ng^2 4 ∫ d^2θ d^3p (2π)^3 W^α 1 √ p^2

W_α, (7)

which is nothing more than the first term of the desired action (3).

Now, let us consider renormalizability of the theory whose action is formed by a sum of (4) and (7)

First of all, this theory is now given by the action S = ∫ d^5z Ng^2 4 W^α 1 √ −□ W_α + + ∫ d^5z [ − ϕ̄_aD^2ϕ_a + i g 2 (ϕ̄_aA^αD_αϕ_a − D_αϕ̄_aA^αϕ_a) + + g^2 2 ϕ̄_aA^αA_αϕ_a ] , (8)

with the additional proviso that diagrams that contain the graphs shown before as subgraphs must be discarded, as it is required by the 1/N expansion formalism. We can fix the gauge by adding the term S_{gf} = N 1 ξ ∫ d^5z(D^αA_α)( g^2 16 D^2 √ −□ )(D^βA_β ). (9)

The gauge propagator will asymptotically behave in ultraviolet limit as^1_k , as well as the matter one.

So, the superficial degree of divergence (SDD) is

ω = 2L + 1 2 V_3 − P, (10)

where V_3 is a number of triple vertices and P is the number of propagators. Each loop contributes 2 as it is usual in three-dimensional superfield theories (this follows from the fact that for each loop two D’s must be used to shrink a loop into a point through the identity δ_{12}D^2δ_{12} = δ_{12}). Taking into account structure of vertices we find ω = 2 − E 2 − N_D 2 , (11) where E is a number of external legs, and we took into account as usual the number of spinor supercovariant derivatives transferred to external legs, denoted here as N_D. We see that the theory is renormalizable. Notice that the corrections with three or four gauge legs and no scalar legs are forbidden by the gauge symmetry, so, the only divergences are corrections to kinetic terms and just the scalar-vector triple and quartic vertices that can be read off from the classical action (4). Actually, the gauge symmetry requires the divergences to be proportional to (∇^αϕ)∇_αϕ and ϕ^∗_aϕ_a in the scalar sector, and A^αW_α in the gauge sector (nonlocal terms involving more derivatives of A_α and hence, by dimensional reasons, negative degrees of □ should be finite since any negative degree of □ can be generated only by a finite integral over moments).

Therefore, our next step consists in finding the contributions in the scalar sector (Fig. 2). We will obtain the D^αϕ_aD_αϕ̄_a contribution which, using the gauge symmetry, can be naturally completed to (∇^αϕ)∇_αϕ contribution. It is given by the supergraphs c, d.

FIG. 2: Contributions to the two-point function of the matter superfield.

To proceed with this calculation, we can apply the results obtained for the noncommutative CP^{N−1} model in the fundamental representation [21] (where, unlike the adjoint representation [17], there is no phase factors), with the only differences that now we have no mass term, and the Lagrange multiplier field is absent. It is easy to see that if the quadratic action, with the gauge fixing additive term, being the sum of the gauge sectors of (8) and (9), looks like S = − N 4 ∫ d^5zA_αf(□)D^2(D^βD^α + 1 ξ D^αD^β)A_β , (12) and the propagator is

< A_β(z_1)A_γ (z_2) >= i 2 D^2 □^2Nf(□) (D_γ D_β + ξD_βD_γ )δ^5(z_1 − z_2). (13)

In our case, f(□) =^{g2}_4^√_{−□} . We note at the same time that, unlike the CP^{N−1} model, there is no auxiliary scalar superfield in our theory since the pseudo-QED does not involve any constraints.

It is clear that the (d) diagram is Γ_d =^{g2}_2 ∫ d^5zϕ̄_aϕ_a < A^αA_α >. Then, we use the well-known formula D_αD_β = i∂_{αβ} − C_{αβ} D^2. Taking into account that we have the additional D^2 factor in the propagator, we find that our contribution is proportional to (i∂_{αβ} D^2 − C_{αβ} □)δ^5(z_1 − z_2)|_{z1=z2} , which vanishes explicitly (the second term yields a zero trace in the Grassmannian sector, and the first one, after the Fourier transform, yields the integral propotional to ∫ d^3kk_μh(k^2), which vanishes by symmetry reasons). We note that the analogous contribution vanishes in the zero mass limit also in the CP^{N−1} model [17, 21].

So, we rest with the contribution in Fig. (c). It looks like

Γ_c = g^2 2 ∫ d^51 d^52 < A^α(1)A^β(2) > × × [ D_αϕ(1)ϕ̄(2) < ϕ̄(1)D_βϕ(2) > + < D_αϕ(1)ϕ̄(2) > ϕ̄(1)D_βϕ(2) − − < D_αϕ̄(1)D_βϕ(2) > ϕ(1)ϕ̄(2) − D_αϕ̄(1)D_βϕ(2) < ϕ(1)ϕ̄(2) > − − ϕ̄(1)ϕ(2) < D_αϕ(1)D_βϕ̄(2) > − < ϕ̄(1)ϕ(2) > D_αϕ(1)D_βϕ̄(2) + + < D_αϕ̄(1)ϕ(2) > ϕ(1)D_βϕ̄(2) + D_αϕ̄(1)ϕ(2) < ϕ(1)D_βϕ̄(2) > ] . (14)

To do the calculation, we can employ the results obtained in [21], restricting ourselves to the zero mass case. Actually, the only difference between our effective propagator and that one from [21] treated at m = 0, is the slight modification of the constant multiplier in the f(□) function (in our case, it looks like^{g2}_8 while in [21], the factor is^1_8 since in our case the couplings are introduced in gauge-matter vertices instead of the^N_g term absent here). Adopting the results of [21], we find

Γ_c = − g^2(ξ + 2) 2N ∫ d^2θ ∫ d^3p (2π)^3 D^αϕ(−p)D_αϕ(p) ∫ d^3k (2π)^3 1 √ k^2(k + p)^2

, (15)

which diverges logarithmically but vanishes at ξ = −2, just as the divergent part of the contribution to the two-point function of the scalar field from the same graph in [21] does.

In principle, the gauge symmetry allows to expect that the lower contributions to threeand four-point functions within the 1/N expansion, with use of the dimensional regularization scheme, with the space-time dimension is promoted to d = 3 − ϵ, will yield a result like Γ_{ϕ,A} ∝^1_{Nϵ} (∇^αϕ)∇_αϕ.

III. A COMMENT ON THE BEHAVIOR OF THE THEORY IN THE INFRARED LIMIT

Since our pseudo-QED is an essentially massless theory, it is interesting to study the problem of infrared singularities whose presence is a relevant characteristic for massless theories. Here, it is impossible to follow the methodology developed in [31] for the nonsupersymmetric theory since in the superfield case there is no explicit Dirac matrices in the propagators of any field. However, there is one interesting observation that we can do on the basis of our result (15). Indeed, the Γ_c (15), after the dimensional regularization, integration and the subtraction of the divergence with an appropriate counterterm, behaves as Γ_c ∝^{g2(ξ+2)}_N ∫ d^2θ ∫_{d3p} (2π)^3 ϕD

2ϕ̄ ln^{p2}_{μ2} . We note that this expression is written in terms of the superfields, so, we project it to the component fields. We recall that, in the notation of [22], the component content of ϕ is

ϕ = φ + θ^αψ_α − 1 2 θ^αθ_αF. (16)

For the scalar sector, we obtain Γ_c ∝ φ(p)p^2 ln^{p2}_{μ2} φ(−p) which does not display any infrared singularities due to p^2 present in the kinetic term. A similar situation occurs also in the Dirac sector where we have ψ̄γ^μp_μψ ln^{p2}_{μ2} . The only infrared problem can arise in the auxiliary field sector [22], where we have a result proportional to F (−p) ln^{p2}_{μ2} F (p), however, as follows from (15), even this term vanishes in a certain gauge. We conclude that the infrared problem can be ruled out under an appropriate gauge condition. It is interesting to note that, if we had a self-coupling λΦ^3, one could solve the effective equations of motion for the F field, so that the solution for F , up to some numerical coefficients, will yield F = −(1 + ln^□_{μ2} )^{−1}(λϕ^2), i.e. in the infrared limit the denominator becomes large, hence the solution for F does not blow up, being suppressed instead. Thus, even in this case the additive term F ln^{p2}_{μ2} F does not generate new dangerous ghost-like degrees of freedom.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We considered the three-dimensional SUSY pseudo-QED. We demonstrated explicitly that our theory is renormalizable. In this theory, renormalization properties are worse than in the usual 3D super-QED known to be super-renormalizable due to its superficial degree of divergence, but even finite in a certain gauge [19]. We note that the theory is essentially unitary since its bosonic counterpart is unitary [5]. In principle, this is natural because we have no higher derivatives in the action. We note that one can expect that the complete leading divergent contribution in the 1/N expansion looks like Γ_{ϕ,A} ∝^1_{Nϵ} (∇^αϕ_a)∇_αϕ_a. To close the paper, we conclude that these results can be applied to study of supersymmetric graphene models being the further development of the theory proposed in [20]. Also, it is natural to expect arising of some analogues of these results within studies of nonlocal gravity involving negative degrees of the d’Alembertian operator.

Acknowledgments. The work of A. J. S. was partially supported by Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico (CNPq), project No. 309915/2021-0 . A. Yu. P. has been partially supported by the CNPq project No. 301562-2019/9. V. S. Alves bas been partially supported by CAPES/NUFFIC, finance code 0112.

Appendix A: The 2 + 1 dimensional superspace

The three-dimensional superspace consists of the usual three-dimensional coordinates and one spinor Grassmanian variable, θ_α, α = 1, 2. Spinorial indices are raised and lowered by the Hermitian symbol C_{αβ} = −iϵ_{αβ} = 0 −i i 0 . By introducing the Dirac matrices

(γ^0)^α_β = −iσ_2, (γ^1)^α_β = σ_1, (γ^2)^α_β = σ_3, where σ_i, i = 1, 2, 3 are the Pauli matrices, we may write supersymetry transformations as generated by the operator

Q = i∂_α + θ^β∂_{βα}, (A1)

where ∂_{βα} ≡ γ^μ_{βα}∂_μ. These generators satisfy the relation {Q_α, Q_β} = 2i∂_{αβ} . Here and further, for any spinor B^α, we denote B^2 ≡^1_2 B^αB_α.

Superfields are functions in the superspace which under a supersymmetry operation transforms as Φ → e^{iηαQα} Φ (A2)

The simplest example of a superfield is a scalar superfield which may be expanded as ϕ(x, θ) = φ(x) + θ^αψ_α − θ^2F (x), (A3) where, under a Lorentz transformation, φ and F are scalar fields while ψ is a Lorentz spinor. Linear combinations of superfields are superfields but their spinorial derivatives are not. In this situation, we may use a supercovariant derivative, defined as D_α = ∂_α + iθ^β ∂_{βα}, (A4) defined to commute with the SUSY generators, {Q_α, D_β} = 0. The supercovariant derivatives display several important properties:

{D_α, D_β} = 2i∂_{αβ} ; [D_α, D_β] = −2C_{αβ}D^2; D^αD_β D_α = 0; {D_α, D^2} = 0. (A5) Another important superfield is the spinor one, whose component form is A_α(x, θ) = χ_α(x) − θ_αB(x) + iθ^βV_{βα}(x) − 2θ^2[λ_α(x) + i 2 ∂_{αβ} χ^β(x)], (A6) The importance of this field consists in the fact that it allows to introduce the gauge invariance within the superfield framework. Indeed, the object W_α = 1 2 D^βD_αA_β , (A7) called the superfield strength, is invariant under gauge transformations δA_β = D_βξ. This strength is used to construct actions of superfield QED and Chern-Simons theories.

[1] K. S. Novoselov et al., Science 306 (2004) 666; Nature 438 (2005) 197; A. K. Geim and K. S.

Novoselov, Nat. Mater. 6 (2007) 183; M. I. Katsnelson, Materials Today 10 (2007) 20. [2] E. C. Marino, Nucl. Phys. B408, 551 (1993).

[3] E. V. Gorbar, V. P. Gusynin, and V. A. Miransky, Phys. Rev. D64, 105028 (2001). [4] R. L. P. G. do Amaral and E. C. Marino, J. Phys. A25, 5183 (1992). [5] E. C. Marino, L. O. Nascimento, V. S. Alves, and C. Morais Smith, Phys. Rev. D90, 105003 (2014).

[6] E. C. Marino, L. O. Nascimento, V. S. Alves, and C. M. Smith, Phys. Rev. X 5, 011040 (2015);

N. Menezes, V. S. Alves, E. C. Marino, L. O. Nascimento, and C. Morais Smith, Phys. Rev. B 95, 245138 (2017).

[7] E. C. Marino, L. O. Nascimento, V. S. Alves, N. Menezes, and C. Morais Smith, 2D Mater.

5, 041006 (2018); L. Fernandez, V. S. Alves, L. O. Nascimento, F. Pena, M. Gomes, and E. C. Marino, Phys. Rev. D 102, 016020 (2020).

[8] M. I. Katsnelson, K. S. Novoselov, and A. K. Geim, Nat. Phys. 2, 620 (2006). [9] M. I. Katsnelson, Eur. Phys. J. B 51, 157 (2006); J. Tworzydlo, B. Trauzettel, M. Titov, A.

Rycerz, and C. W. J. Beenakker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 246802 (2006). [10] D. Allor, T. D. Cohen, and D. A. McGady, Phys. Rev. D 78, 096009 (2008). [11] X. Du, I. Skachko, F. Duerr, A. Luican, and E. Y. Andrei, Nature (London) 462, 192 (2009);

K. l. Bolotin, F. Ghahari, M. D. Shulman, H. L. Stormer, and P. Kim, Nature (London) 462, 196 (2009); F. Ghahari, Y. Zhao, P. Cadden-Zimansky, K. Bolotin, and P. Kim, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 046801 (2011).

[12] D. C. Elias, R. V. Gorbachev, A. S. Mayorov, S. V. Morozov, A. A. Zhukov, P. Blake, L.

A. Ponomarenko, I. V. Grigorieva, K. S. Novoselov, F. Guinea, A. K. Geim, Nat. Phys. 7, 701 (2011); J. Chae, S. Jung, A. F. Young, C. R. Dean, L. Wang, Y. Gao, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, J. Hone, K. L. Shepard, P. Kim, N. B. Zhitenev, J. A. Stroscio, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 116802 (2012).

[13] A. H. Castro Neto, F. Guinea and N. M. R. Peres, Phys. World 19 (2006) 33; M. I. Katsnelson, Mater. Today 10 (2007) 20; A. K. Geim and A. H. MacDonald, Phys. Today 60 (2007) 35; A. K. Geim and K.S. Novoselov, Nature Mater. 6 (2007) 183; A. H. Castro Neto, F. Guinea, N. M. R. Peres, K. S. Novoselov and A. K. Geim, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81 (2009) 109; A. K. Geim, Science 324 (2009) 1530.

[14] G. C. Magalhães, V. S. Alves, L. O. Nascimento and, E. C. Marino, Phys. Rev. D103, 116022 (2021) [15] J. Maldacena, Adv. Theor. Math. Phys., 2, 231 (1998); S. Gubser, I. Klebanov, A. Polyakov, Phys. Lett. B. 428, 105 (1998); E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B. 311, 46 (1998).

[16] H. O. Girotti, M. Gomes, V. O. Rivelles, A. J. Da Silva, Nucl. Phys. B 587, 299 (2000). [17] E. A. Asano, H. O. Girotti, M. Gomes, A. Y. Petrov, A. G. Rodrigues and A. J. da Silva, Phys. Rev. D69, 105012 (2004).

[18] C. F. Farias, M. Gomes, J. R. Nascimento, A. Y. Petrov and A. J. da Silva, Phys. Rev. D85, 127701 (2012); C. F. Farias, M. Gomes, J. R. Nascimento, A. Y. Petrov and A. J. da Silva, Phys. Rev. D89, 025014 (2014); M. Gomes, J. R. Nascimento, A. Yu. Petrov, A. J. da Silva,

Phys. Rev. D 90, 125022 (2014).

[19] A. F. Ferrari, M. Gomes, A. C. Lehum, A. Y. Petrov and A. J. da Silva, Phys. Rev. D77, 065005 (2008).

[20] E. M. C. Abreu, M. A. De Andrade, L. P. G. De Assis, J. A. Helayel-Neto, A. L. M. A. Nogueira and R. C. Paschoal, JHEP 1105, 001 (2011).

[21] A. F. Ferrari, A. C. Lehum, A. J. da Silva and F. Teixeira, J. Phys. A40, 7803 (2007). [22] A. Yu. Petrov, Quantum Superfield Supersymmetry, Fundam.Theor. Phys. 202, Springer, 2021, hep-th/0106094.

[23] M. Ezawa, Physica E 40, 269 (2007); M. Ezawa, Phys. Lett. A 372, 924 (2008). [24] A. D’Adda, M. Lüscher, P. Di Vecchia, Nucl. Phys. B146, 63 (1978). [25] G. C. Magalhães, V. S. Alves, E. C. Marino and L. O. Nascimento, Phys. Rev. D101, 116005 (2020).

[26] Y.-li. Zhang, K. Koyama, M. Sasaki and G.-B. Zhao, JHEP 03, 039 (2016). [27] K. Fernandes and A. Mitra, Phys. Rev. D97, 105003 (2018). [28] K. Wilson, Phys. Rev. D7, 2911 (1973). [29] G. ’t Hooft, Nucl. Phys. B72, 461 (1974).

[30] S. R. Coleman, ”1/N”. In Aspects of Symmetry: Selected Erice Lectures, pp. 351-402, Cambridge University Press, 1985.

[31] H. O. Girotti, M. Gomes, A. J. da Silva, Mod. Phys. Lett. A9, 2699 (1994).