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Abstract

The goal of this master thesis is to investigate global and local issues related to gauge
fixing. We address global issues associated with the Gribov ambiguity from the perspective
of physics as well as mathematics and discuss three different ways of resolving it. Considering
local issues, we discuss a modified Faddeev-Popov path integral density for the quantization
of Yang-Mills theory in the Feynman gauge. The modification consists of replacing the
contributions of Faddeev-Popov ghost fields by multi-point gauge field interactions. By
performing an explicit calculation up to the second order in the gauge coupling constant g,
we show the equivalence between the usual Faddeev-Popov scheme and its modified version.

Zusammenfassung

Ziel dieser Masterarbeit ist die Untersuchung globaler und lokaler Probleme bei Eichfixierung.
Beziiglich der globalen Aspekte behandeln wir die Gribov Ambiguitat sowohl von physikalis-
cher als auch mathematischer Perspektive und beschreiben drei verschiedene Losungsmethoden.
Beziiglich der lokalen Aspekte diskutieren wir eine modifizierte Faddeev-Popov-Pfadintegraldichte
fiir die Quantisierung der Yang-Mills-Theorie in der Feynman Eichung. Die Modifikation
besteht darin, die Beitrage von Faddeev-Popov Geisterfeldern durch Vielpunkt-Eichfeld-
Wechselwirkungen zu ersetzen. Indem wir eine explizite Rechnung bis zu zweiter Ord-
nung in der Eichkopplungskonstante g durchfiihren, zeigen wir Aquivalenz zwischen der
konventionellen Faddeev-Popov Methode und deren modifierten Version.
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Chapter 1

Quantization of Yang-Mills Theory

1.1 Introduction

Non-abelian gauge theories are the essential ingredient in the construction of unified inter-
action between electromagnetic, strong and weak forces. They were first proposed by Yang
and Mills [1] in 1954, as a failed attempt to construct the theory of strong interactions by
using the weakly broken isospin symmetry. Today, we know that the correct theory of strong
interactions is a non-abelian gauge theory but with a much more sophisticated gauge group.
In the 1950’s, quantum electrodynamics (QED) was a well-established theory that gave an
accurate description of electromagnetic fields and forces. It was a gauge theory with an
abelian gauge group U(1). A natural question, which was pursued by Yang, Mills, and oth-
ers, was whether the generalization of QED to non-abelian gauge theories could be used to
describe the weak and strong force. At that time, there was a significant phenomenological
obstacle to this idea. It seemed that the short-range nature of these forces completely ruled
out a gauge structure due to the massless nature of the Yang-Mills fields. For an interesting
tour through the long and twisted history of gauge theory, we refer to [2].

For the weak force, the problem was solved by introducing an additional scalar field into the
theory [3-5]. An explanation of the massive nature of Yang-Mills fields, while preserving the
gauge structure, was given by Higgs, Englert and Kibble [6-8]. Today, the scalar particle is
called the Higgs boson and the mechanism by which gauge fields obtain their mass is called

the Higgs mechanism !.

For the strong force, the solution was not to add more fields to the theory but by dis-
covering that the theory itself has a unique property called asymptotic freedom [10, 11].
This property tells us that at short distances quarks and gluons behave as free particles.
At long distances, the interaction strength between gluons and quarks increases such that it
confines them within composite hadrons. The phenomenon that quarks and gluons cannot
be observed at long distances is called color confinement. Until today, there does not exist
an analytic proof of color confinement for any of the non-abelian gauge theories. We will
return to the problem of confinement in our discussion of the Gribov ambiguity.

There were also problems regarding the quantization of Yang-Mills theory [12]. Due to
the gauge symmetry, the Lagrangian of the Yang-Mills theory is singular. For abelian gauge
theories, one can circumvent this problem by using Fermi’s method of indefinite metric.
Unfortunately, as Feynman [13] observed, this method does not work for gravitational and
Yang-Mills theories. He discovered that there were diagrams with closed loops, which do

!Depending on the literature, the Higgs mechanism is also called Brout-Englert-Higgs mechanism or
Englert-Brout-Higgs- Guralnik- Hagen- Kibble mechanism or ABEGHHK tH mechanism standing for Ander-
son, Brout, Englert, Guralnik, Hagen, Higgs, Kibble and 't Hooft [9].



affect unitarity and depended on the choice of the propagator. As a solution to this prob-
lem, he proposed modified Feynman rules for the computation of 1-loop diagrams. Faddeev
and Popov were the first who found a way of generalizing these rules to arbitrary diagrams
[14] thus developing a manifestly covariant quantization method for Yang-Mills theory. In
this chapter, we will analyze the problems associated with the quantization of Yang-Mills
theories and establish the Faddeev-Popov quantization method.

1.2 Yang-Mills Theory and Faddeev-Popov quantiza-
tion method

The Lagrange density of a SU(N) gauge theory reads

1
L= ETr [FluwFul, (1.2.1)
where [, is the field strength tensor
F,., =0,A, —0,A, —ig[A,, A (1.2.2)

and A, are the gauge fields. Vanishing field strength tensor F},, = 0 implies that the gauge
field A, is pure gauge A, = (9,2)Q ! and vice versa. The elements of the group SU(N) are
unitary N x N matrices {2 with a unit determinant. By using the exponential map, we can
write a group element of SU(N) as

Q = A X" (1.2.3)

where X® are the generators of the SU(N) gauge group and g is the coupling constant. The
generators X define a Lie algebra through the relation

(X% X = jfobexe (1.2.4)

where %€ are the structure constants. If the structure constants are zero, then the Lie group
is abelian. Gauge indices are labeled by small latin letters a, b, ¢, ... and they run from 1 up
to N2 — 1. In our convention, the generators are hermitian X' = X with the normalization
condition

Tr[X*X"] = %5“”, (1.2.5)

which is the normalization condition for generators in the fundamental representation. An
important property of the Lie bracket is that it satisfies the Jacobi identity

(A,[B.CY + [B.[C. A]] + [C,[A, B] = 0, (1.2.6)
where A, B,C € SU(N). In terms of the structure constants, Eq. (1.2.6) takes the form
fabdfdce + fbcdfdae + fcadfdbe = 0. (127)

With the adjoint map, we express the gauge fields A, and the field strength F),, in terms of
the generators X¢ as

A, = AZX“ & F, = FSVX‘L, (1.2.8)
where

Fp, = 0,A5 — 0,4, + gf ™ A} As. (1.2.9)



In our convention, the gauge fields A% are anti-hermitian (A%)" = —A%. Under the SU(N)
gauge group, the gauge fields A, transform as

Al =QA,07" - —(9,0)07", (1.2.10)

Q| =

where Q = Q(x) is a local group element of SU(N). A straightforward calculation shows
that the field strength tensor F),, transforms in the adjoint representation of the gauge group

Fo =QOF,, Q" (1.2.11)

Although the field strength tensor itself is not invariant under a gauge transformation, the
Lagrangian of Yang-Mills theory is. The action functional S is defined as the space-time
integral over the Lagrangian density

Sinv[A] = / d'rv L = % / d*z Tr [F,,F,) = i / d'z F},(x)Fy(x), (1.2.12)
M M M
where M is a compact and oriented manifold with the trivial Euclidean metric ¢6,,. It
represents space-time on which the gauge fields A, (x) are evaluated. Since the field strength
tensor £, is hermitian (F ;fu)T = I}, the action S is real. To compute transition functions,
we write the partition function Z [15] as

Z(J) — / DAe_SinV[A}'FfM deﬁAZ’ (1213)
A

where A is the functional configuration space of the gauge fields. This infinite-dimensional
affine space is, in fact, a Hilbert space [16-18]. In general, we are not interested in the gauge
fields as single objects but rather in sets of gauge fields that are related by a gauge transfor-
mation as these are the physically relevant objects. The set of all gauge fields A, that are
related by a gauge transformation is called the orbit and it is a subspace of the configuration
space A. The non-trivial Riemannian structure [19, 20] of the orbits is responsible for the
Gribov problem in non-Abelian gauge theories. For the time being, this should serve as
an interesting remark as we have not talked talked about the Gribov problem/ambiguity,
yet. On the orbit space, the action Si,, and the measure DA are constant, which makes the
integral in Eq. (1.2.13) proportional to the volume of the gauge group. The integration over
the volume of the group results in an infinite factor, which makes Eq. (1.2.13) ill-defined.
An explicit way of seeing this is by computing the gauge field propagator. Taking only the
quadratic form of the action, the partition function reduces to

Zo(J) = / DAe 3 ] 4w Ouds =0, A+ [ dle T A
— / DA@% fddxddyAl‘f(x)KﬁZb,(x—y)Au(y)b+f ddIJﬁAZ’ (1214)

with K (x —y) = 0*°6%(x — y)(9° — 9,0,). Eq.(1.2.14) is a Gaussian integral whose formal
solution is given by

Zo(J) = (detK)™" / DAe 2 ety i) 1L (1.2.15)
Unfortunately, the inverse of the operator K, does not exist. This problem is linked to the

existence of eigenvectors of K, with zero eigenvalues. Taking Y, (z) = d,A(x), with A(x)
being an arbitrary function of space-time, we get

[ dold @ = )" - 8,00,0) =0, (1.2.16)
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where the derivatives 0, = % are performed with respect to the y coordinate. These
zero-modes are in fact gauge transformations of A, =0

1 1

Al =QA,07" - E(a#Q)Q—l = —E(auQ)Q—l = 9, A (1.2.17)
where we expanded {2 in a power series of the coupling constant g and kept only terms up
to the first order. We can avoid the zero modes by eliminating the freedom of performing a
gauge transformation. The mathematical procedure by which one accomplishes this is called
gauge firing. After gauge fixing, we are left with the space of physically distinguishable
configurations known as the quotient space A/G. The gauge fixing constraint is implemented
by imposing that the function F'[A] on A vanishes F[A] = 0 (Fig.1.1.)

Fal4]

Figure 1.1: Configuration space of the gauge fields. Dashed lines represent all field configu-
ration A that are connected to A by a gauge transformation. Gauge fields that do not lie
on the same line are not connected by a gauge transformation. Functions F;[A] and Fy[A]
represent different ”hypersurfaces” or gauge slices. Original figure from [21]

The gauge fixing constraint F[A] = {F*(A4,,0,A, ...)(x), x € M} is the set of functions on
the configuration space A that depend on the gauge field and its derivatives. For the Lorenz
gauge condition, it is written as

FO(A, 0,4, .)(x) = 8,A4%x). (1.2.18)

To implement the gauge fixing constrained we separate the integral in Eq. (1.2.13) into the
integration over the hypersurface (the gauge slice) defined by F[A] and into the integration
over the gauge orbits. For every field A € A, there is a gauge equivalent field Ap that satisfies
F[Ar] = 0. This is equivalent to saying that there exists a group element €2 € G such that
it sends the field A, to the gauge slice where F[A®] = 0. This Q depends on the original A
and on the gauge slice F'. We denote the group element 2, that takes a given gauge field
onto the gauge slice, as Qp[A]. Therefore, for every A € A we associate Qp[A] € G such
that F[Ag, 4] = 0. We will assume that the group element Qp[A] is unique. In a nutshell,
the Faddeev-Popov method is a way of re-expresses the integral in Eq. (1.2.13) in terms of
Qp[A]. The trick lies in the fact that we can write unity in a complicated way as

1= [ DI S(FAnya]) [t F [Anyall (1.2.19)



where the measure D[(] is defined as

=[] du(2)), (1.2.20)

zeM
with du being the Haar measure on the gauge group SU(N) [22, 23] and the delta function

n?—1
0(FlAapa)) = [ TT 0(F*[Acpa)(2))- (1.2.21)
TEM a
A nice property of the Haar measure du is its invariance under a gauge transformations

Lﬁwmmﬂmm:/wmmﬁmﬂwm:/wmwmmﬂmw
—/QMQ@»ﬂmwx (12.22)

where we assumed that we have a left group action. A similar condition holds for the right
action. For compact, simple, semi-simple and finite Lie groups the left and right invariant
measures are equal [24]. The gauge invariance of du implies that an integral over the gauge
group is gauge invariant, independent of the fact whether the function f(Q(z)) is gauge
invariant or not.

The quantity F'[Aq, (4] is called the Faddeev-Popov operator and its matrix elements are
defined as

O(F[A%](x))

AL (y)  Ia=0
where the functional derivation is formally defined as §F[¢] /0 (y) = lime o2 (F[¢'] — F[Y])
with ¢/ = ¥ (z) + ed(z — y). To lighten up the notation, we omitted the fact that the group
element depends on the gauge field A, and the function F'. Inserting the unit element defined
in Eq. (1.2.19) in the partition function Z yields

F' AN (z,y) = (1.2.23)

_ / D AeSinvlAl / D[ §(F[Aqpa))) |det[F [Ag 4],
A G

— [ DIy [ DA (F (a0 detlF Aoy ga]] (1.2.24)
G A

For a fixed Qp[A], we get

- [ ol (/Dmmu W%MWWMW]WMWMwmwy (1.2.25)

where we used the fact that the action Sj,, and the measure D[A] are gauge invariant. The
integral in bracket is independent of (). Hence,

:/GD[Q] (/AD[A] e~ SmvlAl 5(F[A])|det[F’[A]]|), (1.2.26)

where we replaced Ag, (4 with A, since it was just a dummy variable. In the end, we were
able to factor out the infinite volume factor [, D[], which made the integral in Eq. (1.2.13)
ill-defined. The importance of this becomes apparent when we try to compute expectation
values of physical observables f

Ju DA f[A]e” %
<f>_ fADAe Siny '

(1.2.27)
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Using the Faddeev-Popov trick, we can rewrite it as

[ DA fIA] 6(F[A]) |det[F'[A]]| e Sm
J4 DAS(F[A]) |det[F"[A]]| e=Sinv

where we canceled the integration over the gauge group from the numerator and denomi-
nator. Thus, we are left with a well-defined partition function. The functional determinant
|det[F'[A]]| is called the Faddeev-Popov determinant and it is equal to the volume of the
gauge slice [19, 20]. To proceed, we need to compute the Faddeev-Popov determinant for
a specific choice of a gauge fixing function. The standard gauge fixing condition that one
chooses at this step is the Lorenz-Feynman-Landau gauge condition

(f) =

(1.2.28)

0, A, = €"(x), (1.2.29)

where € : M — Lie(G) is a function from the space-time manifold M to the Lie algebra of
the gauge group. For this gauge choice, the functions F*[A] are given by

FA]"(z) = 9,A% — *(x), (1.2.30)

Under an infinitesimal gauge transformation, the gauge field A, transforms as

Al(z) = A%(x) — DI A(x), (1.2.31)

where Dzb = 679, — f“bCAZ is the covariant derivative in the adjoint representation. The
matrix elements of the Faddeev-Popov operator F’[A] are given by

(0 (Aj, — DyeA“(x)) — e*())

Pl (,y) = dA(y) A=0’
= —[6HDM]“b(x,y)7
= —[0%0" — gfabcauA;(aj)] Sz —1). (1.2.32)

The partition function defined in Eq. (1.2.26), under the assumption that the Faddeev-Popov
determinant does not change sign yields

Z = / D[A] e 5 §(9,A%(x) — €*(z)) det[[0, D) (x, )] (1.2.33)

A
When expanded in a perturbation series, the Faddeev-Popov determinant leads to non-
local interactions between the gauge fields A,. This is due to the fact that a functional

determinant detN can be written as detN = exp(Tr[logN]). A local form is obtained by
introducing anti-commuting, Grassmann variables ¢ and ¢

detl~0,D,)" ()] = [ Die.] e Sommice (1.2.34)

with

Sghost = d4£L’ d4y éa (.Z') [aMDM]ab(xa y) Cb(y)

d &(2)[0,(0,0°" — [ Aj ()] ()

Il
—— —

dx [*(2)0*c(2)6™ + fabcﬁuéa(x)cb(I)AfL(x)}. (1.2.35)



In the second line, using the delta function §®* (z — ), we were able to eliminate the inte-
gration over y. It was shown in [25], that the correct hermiticity assignment for the ghost
field is

(c(2))" = c(z)” (e(x)) = —&(x)". (1.2.36)

With this hermiticity assignment, the full Lagrangian including the ghost part is hermitian
LT = £. This is easy to see since

(e(x)0c () = (9% (x))1e(2)1 = —0%cP(x)e(2) = &(2)D* () (1.2.37)

and

(0,2(@)e () A2 (2)T = A2 (&) (@) (0,2%(2))F = — A2 (@) (2)8,2 ()
= 6uéa(x)cb(a:)AZ(m), (1.2.38)

where we used the fact that Grassmann fields anti-commute. Alternatively, we can express
the complex Grassmann fields in terms of two real independent real Euclidean Grassmann

fields v*(x) and u®(x) as

c(x)* = v(x) é(x)* =iu(x). (1.2.39)

The Faddeev-Popov ghosts are fermionic scalar fields with values in the Lie algebra. They
have the same quantum numbers as the gauge fields A,, since they belong to the same
representation of the gauge group. The term ”ghost” is due to Feynman as he used it to
point out that these objects do not have a real physical meaning since they violate the
standard spin-statistics relation. Because they do not represent physical particles, they do
not appear as asymptotic states [26]. For abelian theories f*¢ = 0, the ghost action reduces
to

GAbelian /dm ()02 (x), (1.2.40)

g

which means that Faddeev-Popov ghosts completely decoupled from the theory. Inserting
Eq. (1.2.34) into the partition function yields

7= / D[4, ¢,d] 8(3,A%(x) — () ¢Sl A-Sanomles ) (1.2.41)
A

Since gauge invariant quantities do not depend on €%, we average over the auxiliary field by
z)e*(x

multiplying the partition function with a Gaussian factor e dwet ) to bring it into the

action

7 = / D[A, ¢, e D[e]5(9, A (z) — €*(x)) ez ] T2 @@ =Sl Al=SguoncleA] (1.2 42)

where £ is a constant parameter. Different values of the parameter £ correspond to different
gauges. The Feynman-'t Hooft gauge £ = 1 is well-suited for computational purposes since
in this gauge the Feynman rules have the simplest form. When dealing with bound state
problems, it is advantageous to work in the Fried-Yennie gauge £ = 3 [27] because many
diagrams, which are infrared divergent in other gauges (Feynman or Landau), are infrared
finite in the Fried-Yennie gauge [28]. The limit £ — 0 corresponds to the Landau (Lorenz)
gauge condition, which has the advantage of being Lorenz invariant. Evaluating the integral
over € gives us the final result

Z = / D[A, c, &) SmvSehost—Ser (1.2.43)
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with

1 4 a a
Sef = % d’x0,A}0, A7 (1.2.44)
The presence of the gauge fixing term S eliminates the zero-modes from the gauge field
propagator and therefore creates a well-defined partition functional. The generalization of
the gauge fixing term for an arbitrary gauge fixing condition F*[A(z)] reads

1
Sef = % d*x F*[A(x)] F*[A(z)], (1.2.45)
which leads to the generalized ghost field action
SFe (A%
Sehost = /d4x d*y & (z) M ¢ (y). (1.2.46)
oNy) 1,

1.3 BRST

Despite the fact that the local gauge invariance of the action is lost, it would be desirable
to maintain invariance in an infinitesimal form. It may seem impossible to have a symmetry
transformation whose infinitesimal form leaves the action invariant, but its finite version
does not. The problem lies in the fact that infinitesimal transformations can be extended to
finite ones by repeating the former many times. We call a gauge transformation infinitesimal
when expanding Q = ¢92"X" in a Taylor series and keeping only O(A) terms. Therefore,
to have a symmetry whose infinitesimal form mirrors the original local gauge invariance but
does not reproduce finite transformation, the relation (A%(z))?> = 0 needs to be an exact
relation, not an approximate one [25]. We implement this nilpotency condition by regarding
A?’s as differential forms, which constitute a finite-dimensional Grassmann algebra equipped
with an exterior product [23, 29]. This symmetry is called BRST symmetry, and it was
formulated by C. Becchi, A. Rouet, R. Stora [30] and I.V. Tyutin [31]. The idea is to use
the Faddeev-Popov ghost fields ¢?(z) to construct a nilpotent operator § which characterizes
the BRST transformations. The BRST transformations of the fields are given by

a __ ab b
SA% = —Dee (1.3.1)
oc" = gf“bccbcc (1.3.2)
53 = ¢ (1.3.3)
de* = 0. (1.3.4)

From the action of the operator d on the fields we can conclude that BRST symmetry is ac-
tually a supersymmetry, since it transforms bosonic fields into fermionic ones and vice versa.
The gauge invariant part of the action S, is trivially invariant under BRST transformations
since the ghost field does not affect the original gauge invariance. In general, anything that
was gauge invariant will be automatically BRST invariant. The variation of the gauge fixing
term for the Landau gauge condition reads

1
§

Under a BRST transformation, the ghost Lagrangian Ly transforms as

5Lor = £(0, A (0,(D,c)"), (1.3.5)

5 Lognost = (669, (Dyuc)® — &9,8(D,c)", (1.3.6)

where the variation of the covariant derivative is given by

11



2
5(Du0)a — gfabcau(cbcc) + gfabc(aucc)cb o ngabchdeAZCdCb . %fabCfbdeA;Cdce ] (137)

The first two terms in Eq. (1.3.7) cancel by noting that we can rewrite the second term as

%(@Lc[‘j)cb] = %(Oucc)cb - %(aucb)cc
1 1. b
?(8 ) —c (0uc”)

= 28 () = ——8 (). (1.3.8)

We can also anti-symmetrize the third term in Eq. (1.3.7) as

1 1
fabCfcde — 5 fabCfcde o fadCfcbe — _§fbdhfhae, (139)

where in the last step we used the fact that the structure constants satisfy the Jacobi identity.
Thus, we were able to show the cancellation of the last two terms in Eq. (1.3.7). The sum of
the remaining terms in Eq. (1.3.5) and Eq. (1.3.6) vanish as they can be written as a total
space-time derivative

1
0(Lgnost + Lgg) = / oM (g(auAZ)(DZbcb)) : (1.3.10)
M
which completes the proof that the gauge fixed Lagrangian is invariant under BRST trans-
formations. The final property that we need to check is whether the BRST transformations
are nilpotent as required. Acting on the gauge field A} twice we obtain
6(6A%) = 6(—Dzbcb) = —9(0,c" — gfabCAZcb)
— _(5aba o fabcAc)(;(Cb) 4+ gfabc(éAfL)Cb
ab abc c\ b 2 rabc pcde pe d b
:—Dué() gf*(0uc)c” + g f*° f Al e
1
— _Dzb(g( ) fabca ( ) §fbdhfhaeAZCdCb
a a ane e g C C
= —D§(") + (69, — g f*" A#)éfhb de
— - (5 ( (ch) + f"bc ) , (1.3.11)

which vanishes due to the variation of the ghost field in Eq. (1.3.2). Applying twice the
BRST operator ¢ on the ghost field ¢*(x) yields

2
(SZCG — %(fbcefeda + fchfeba + fdbefeca)cbcccd _ O, (1312)

due to the Jacobi identity. It is trivial to prove the nilpontency on ¢* and €*. The presence
of this new global symmetry is of the utmost importance since it allows us to prove two
crucial properties of the Yang-Mills action: renormalizability and unitarity [33-35]. From
the perspective of BRST symmetry, the Slavnov-Taylor-identities [36, 37] are interpreted as
a consequence of a charge conservation [30, 31], which follows from the invariance of the
quantum action I'[.J] = —InZ[J] with respect to the BRST transformation. Imposing BRST
symmetry on I' one can solve the Slavnov-Taylor identities in an algebraic way and prove the
renormalizability of the theory. With the use of the BRST charge QBRST which is defined
as the space-time integral of the temporal component of the conserved current jBRST

]ERST — ba(Duc)a _ aﬂbaca + Z'éfabcauéacbcc; (1.3.13)
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we define physical states 1 as
QBRSTyY =0, (1.3.14)

where 1) must be closed in the BRST cohomology; i.e., 1 # QBRST(something) and it has
to have vanishing ghost number. These conditions are known as the Kugo-Ojima conditions
[38, 39]. A theory is unitary if all the physical states 1) have a positive norm and states
belonging to the physical state space Hpnys stay in H,pnys after interacting with each other.
Both of these conditions are proven by using the BRST symmetry.
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Chapter 2

Global Issues in (Gauge fixing

This chapter deals with global issues in gauge fizing, i.e., the Gribov ambiguity. We intend to
recall limitations of the Faddeev-Popov procedure and complications associated with the non-
perturbative regime of gauge theories. However, we would like to point out that this chapter
is mainly a summary of the work done by Gribov [40], Zwanziger [567 | and Capri [68] and
no original contributions have been made. Original work of this thesis is presented in the
fourth and fifth chapter. Whenever it is possible, we will connect the ideas and methods from
this chapter with the work presented in the chapters four and five.

2.1 Gribov Ambiguity
In the derivation of Eq. (1.2.43), we assumed that:

e The Landau gauge condition 9, Aj = 0 is ideal.

e The Faddeev-Popov determinant does not change sign.

A gauge fixing condition is called ideal if the orbits intersect the gauge fixing hypersurface
only once. This implies that the gauge field, fulfilling dynamical equations for a given choice
of gauge fixing, is unique. The second condition was imposed to rewrite the Faddeev-Popov
(FP) determinant in terms of the ghost and anti-ghost fields. The negative sign of the FD
determinant would not pose any problems since we could always reabsorb the negative sign
in the normalization constant. Problems arise, however, when the FP determinant changes
sign as it has to vanish at some point during the transition. In his seminal paper, V. Gribov
[40] pointed out that for a given gauge field A, satistying the gauge condition 0,A, there
exist equivalent gauge fields Af} fulfilling the same condition. The criterion for the existence
of such copies reads

A, =0 & 0,A) =0

(@*N)Q 7 — —(0,2)0,(Q71) =0, (2.1.1)

) 7
g g

— (3HQ)AHQ*1 + QAH(?#((Q*I)
which for an infinitesimal transformation reduces to

~8,D,A =0, (2.1.2)

where D, = 0, + ig[., A,]. Therefore, we conclude that the existence of infinitesimal copies
can be associated with the existence of the zero-modes of the Faddeev-Popov operator.

Generally, there will exist equivalent gauge potentials A, and Aff satisfying the same gauge
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fixing conditions. These copies are called Gribov copies named after V. Gribov who pointed
out their existence. We can study Eq. (2.1.2) in following form of an eigenvalue equation

—0,(9u€ +1g[€, Au]) = A(A)E, (2.1.3)

where we replaced the parameter A by the field £. In this form, we can interpret Eq. (?7)
as a Schroedinger equation where the gauge field A,, plays the role of the potential [? ]. For
vanishing gauge field A, = 0, the eigenvalue equation

—0%¢ = \0)¢, (2.1.4)

has only! positive eigenvalues A . For small perturbations around A, = 0, no Gribov copies
will be present. Due to this fact, we are able to get away with the assumptions about
uniqueness and positivity in the derivation of the partition function. As long as we stay
within the perturbative regime, our assumptions will remain true (Fig.2.1)

Figure 2.1: Left side: The gauge slice intersects gauge orbits more than once. Right side :
Locally, it is always possible to find an ideal gauge fixing around the point A, = 0. Original
figure from [21]

However, as we go to larger values of the gauge field, the negative contribution from the
second part of Eq. (2.1.3) will dominate. For large enough values of the gauge field, one of
the eigenvalues say A;(A), will vanish and as A, continues increasing further, it will become
negative. For even bigger values of the gauge field, the second eigenvalues say Ao(A), will
vanish and become negative as A, continues increasing [40, 41]. This pattern continues
as the magnitude of the gauge field keeps increasing. With this in mind, we partition the
configuration space A into regions (Fig. 2.2) as Gribov suggested, where Cy labels the
region where the Faddeev-Popov operator has only positive eigenvalues, region C; where the
Faddeev-Popov operator has one negative eigenvalue and so on.

L Apart from the trivial null space solutions when ¢ is constant.
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Figure 2.2: Partition of the configuration space in Gribov regions.

The boundary of the region Cj, which we labeled as [;, contains the first zero eigenvalues of
the Faddeev-Popov operator. It means that there exists a normalized ? zero mode & which
satisfies

0,(0,& +1ig[€, A,]) = 0. (2.1.5)

The region Cj is called the first Gribov region and is defined as the set of all transverse
gauge fields for which the Faddeev-Popov operator is positive definite

Co={A,, 9,A,=0| —9,D,>0}. (2.1.6)

In the first Gribov region, the Landau gauge condition 9,4, is free of copies at least from
the infinitesimal ones. In the next region C7, the Faddeev-Popov operator has one negative
eigenvalue and at the boundary [y, a second zero eigenvalue reappears [40, 41]. The pattern
indicated here appears pretty obvious. In the region Cl, the Faddeev-Popov operator pos-
sesses N — 1 negative eigenvalues, and at the boundary [ + 1, the N — th zero eigenvalue
appears.

An alternative formulation of the first Gribov region was worked out in [42-44] by mini-
mizing the L? norm of the gauge field along the gauge orbit

|
|AZI]? = Tr/deff(ﬂf)Aff(x) = §/dfo;QAf;“. (2.1.7)

A gauge field Af will minimizes the functional in Eq.(2.1.7) if it is transverse 9, A}, = 0
1 a a a a a a a
A =3 (5 [ o As@az)) = [ o @Az A3 = - [ de @A) A500)
= —/ dx <8M5“bA“(:v) - gf“bCAZ(x)A“($)>AZ(:E) = —/da: (0 (z)) A% ()
_ / da A°(9,A,) = 0, (2.1.8)

and the Faddeev-Popov operator —0,,D,, is positive

20nly normalized solutions can be used to construct Gribov copies.
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SlALP =6 (—/ dw(@uAa(x))Az(x)) = /dx 8MA(x)aDZbAb(3:)
= /dx A*(2)(—=9, D) (A) A*(z) > 0. (2.1.9)

Therefore, we conclude that the first Gribov region is the set of local minima of the functional
in Eq. (2.1.7). Zwanziger and Dell’Antonio proved that every gauge orbit crosses the first
Gribov region [45], which is an important result because it tells us that Cj contains all the
physical configurations. It was also proven in [45] that the first Gribov region is convex and
bounded in every direction. The former states that given two gauge fields A, and B, in
the first Gribov region then the field C), = ¢1 A, + c2B,,, where ¢; + ¢ = 1, is also inside
Cp. This is easily proven by using the fact that the Faddeev-Popov operator is linear in the
gauge fields

F(c1 A, + caB,) = ci F(A,) + coF*(B,), (2.1.10)

where we labeled the Faddeev-Popov operator as F*[A,] since the discussion is valid for an
arbitrary choice of the gauge fixing condition. To prove the fact that the first Gribov region
is bounded in every direction, we recall that

FOUA)=F 4+ FMA), Fh= 0% & FUA) = gf™0,AL,  (2111)

where F§® has only positive eigenvalues and F{°(A,) is an skew-symmetric matrix whose
trace is zero. Since F{P(A,) is traceless, the sum of all of its eigenvalues is zero. For
non-vanishing gauge field, there exists at least one eigenvector £* with a negative eigenvalue

/d:zc £ () Fa(AL)PE(x)> = X\ < 0. (2.1.12)

Due to the linearity of the Faddeev-Popov operator, any eigenvector of ffb(AM) is also an
eigenvector of F{®(cA,) with the eigenvalue cA. With this in mind, we have

/ dr €(x) (FleA, )™ )e(@)" = - / do £9(2) (7)€ ()] + . (2.1.13)

For large enough values of ¢ the Faddeev-Popov operator will no longer be positive indicating
that we left the first Gribov region. Throughout this proof, we assumed that the eigenvector
&% has a unit norm. From these arguments one concludes that Cj is bounded in every
direction.

2.2 Gribov pendulum

In this section, we are going to investigate the existence of Gribov copies for the simplest
possible case. We will be working in 3-dimensional space with the gauge group SU(2) and the
gauge fixing condition 0;A;. Furthermore, we are going to restriction ourselves to spherically
symmetric gauge fields A;, i = 1,2, 3, i.e., fields depending only on the unit vector n; = z;/r,
with © =,/z;z;. In his paper [40], Gribov wrote down the most general expression for a
spherically symmetric gauge field to be

on on

Ai(z) = fl(r)a_xi + f2(7°)ﬁaxi

where n = iny,0,. The o, are the Pauli matrices

+ fa(r)nm;, (2.2.1)
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0 1 0 10
01 = s 09 = s 03 = s (222)
10 —i 0 0 -1

satisfying the following identity

N2 = —Ngny0,0p = —NaNy(Oap — T€apeTe) = —NgNg = —1. (2.2.3)

We recall from the last section that a gauge field A; will have Gribov Copies if the following
condition is satisfied

0A% 94
L= B 2.2.4
The right-hand side of Eq. (2.2.4) reads
0A; n on .
oz, oz, (fl( )— oz, + fo(r)n oz, (T)nM)
on 0’n . on 0 on J .
— I+ o B S+ flr) i (A5 ) )+ o) )
82A 0 on on,;
= ) g + o) g ( 6%) R0 BT 225)
where we used the relation n; =+ 3 = 0. Furthermore, we have that
?n 0 (i Lo on; (@ -m)n)r— (7 - m)nr’
0x?  Ow; (;<OZ = n)m)) T r? ’
n 1 o . L o..0n; L.
== <(8x~(0 n)) n;r+ (& n)a r— (& n)nf)
Ao (3-7)
= a i
n
= -2, (2.2.6)
and
Y Lo )i (7 m) = (2:27)
o) = (o= (0 A)ni)(oi — (@ - )ng) = ——, 2.
which is straightforward to obtain by multiplying terms out and using the identity
Inserting Eq. (2.2.6) and (2.2.7) into Eq.(2.2.5) leads to the following expression
0A; . [0fs(r) | 2 2
dx; [ or * ng(r) 7“2f1(r) ' (2.2.9)

To evaluate the left-hand-side of Eq. (2.2.4), we recall that under a spherical symmetric

gauge transformation
Q= 2% = cos (#) + nsin (@) , (2.2.10)
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the gauge field transform as

A =Q71A0 + Q7o0, (2.2.11)

where we rewrote the gauge transformation in a slightly different way to get rid of the extra
factors of £. Inserting the SU (2) group element yields

ASt = (cos % fisin %) (f1(7") on + fa(r)h 8nn + f3(7“)ﬁ"i> (COS % + nsin 9)

2 ox; or 2
+( a a) (A o _ a) O/(T’)ni+ o aon
cos — — n sin — M cos — — sin — sin —
2 D 2 2) 2 20z, )
with 8{;‘;:) = 8%—@5’—; and g—; = n,. Multiplying everything out we obtain
- on - on -

A = 7 Ang 2.2.12
i fl(r)axl- + fa(r)n oz, + fa(r)an ( )

whereby

fi(r) = cosafi(r) + sina (fg(’/’) + %)
falr) = (fg(?“) - 1) cosa — fi(r)sina — %

2
N 1 da(r)
_ 1 , 2.2.13
falr) = folr) + 355 (2213
Identities that have been used in the derivation of the above results are
n on + on n=>0
3:1:i 8352 7
. on B on
(2.2.14)
Now, for the left-hand side of Eq. (2.2.4), we insert f;(r). Thus,
A | ofs(r) 2 2 -
" [ or tpf) = @hl)
ofs(r 19%a 2 1 da 2 . 1
=7 [ 1;37{ ) 57,2 + ;fg(?”) + - <cosozf1(7“) +sina (f2(7") + 5))] )
(2.2.15)
The condition for existence of Gribov copies is equivalent to the equation
y 2, 4 . 1
a’(r) + S0 — 5 |sina fa(r) + 3 + fi(r)(cosa —1) ) =0, (2.2.16)

where o/ = 92. Tt is useful to introduce a new variable 7 = In(r) such that Eq. (2.2.16) can

be rewritten as
a4+ d&— (2+4f)sina+4f(1 —cosa) = 0. (2.2.17)
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Equation (2.2.17) is called the Gribov pendulum. Due to its non-linear nature, the Gribov
pendulum equation does not have any closed analytic solutions [47, 48]. Since there are
no solutions to the general problem one is forced to simplify the situation by considering
approximative cases with appropriate boundary conditions. One way of achieving this is by
restricting oneself to transverse gauge fields

l
Ai = T—2€ijk$j0'kf(7”), (2218)

where fi(r) = f3(r) = 0 and fo(r) = f(r). The transformed gauge field A% is given by

« 1 7 1 no 1
A= (f(?“) + 5) sin ozg; + (f(r) + §(COS& — 1)) ﬁgz + §o/(r)fmi, (2.2.19)
and for this case, the Gribov pendulum equation reduces to
d+da—(24+4f(r))sina =0, (2.2.20)

where f(7) is a smooth function. At this point, one imposes so-called strong and weak
boundary conditions [49-52] on the gauge fields to find a’s that are compatible with the
boundary conditions and are solutions of Eq. (2.2.20). For an in depth discussion on this
topic and the various solutions one obtains we refer the reader to [41].

Consider the gauge parameter to be infinitesimal for all the values of 7, then Eq. (2.2.20)
reduces to

a(t)+a(r) — (24 4f(1)) a(r) = 0. (2.2.21)

If we take £ = a(r)n and A; to be transverse as defined in Eq. (2.3.17) then Gribov’s
pendulum in its infinitesimal form is equivalent to the following eigenvalue equation

8;D;€ = 0, (2.2.22)

with D; = 0; + A;. From the previous chapter, we know that we can interpret Eq. (2.2.22)
as a zero eigenvalue Schroedinger equation with A; playing the role of the potential. We also
know that for a particularly large value of A; solution to Eq. (2.2.22) exist. In other words,
if the transverse field A; is located ona the boundaries of the first Gribov region, then Eq.
(2.2.21) is satisfied. The importance of Eq. (2.2.21) lies in the fact that by solving it we not
only prove the existence of Gribov copies, but also find the location of the boundary of the
first Gribov region in configuration space.

2.3 Restriction to the first Gribov region

To avoid copies of the gauge field A,,, Gribov proposed to restrict the domain of integration
to the first Gribov region by introducing a new factor V(Cj) into the partition function

Z=N / DADcDE V(Cy) §(9,,A,)e Sl dac"0uDie. (2.3.1)

Inside the first Gribov region Cy, the Faddeev-Popov operator by definition is positive. The
ghost propagator, being expressed by the inverse of the Faddeev-Popov operator, thus is
expected to be non-singular inside the first Gribov region. An equivalent statement would
be that the region where the ghost propagator is non-singular is precisely the first Gribov
region Cy. To find V(Cy), we have to investigate the pole structure of the ghost propagator
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and try to find a region where it is non-singular. From the form of the renormalized connected
ghost propagator (V(Cy) = 1),

(e () (y))e = 0 / %g(q)eiq(x‘”, (2.3.2)

with

: (2.3.3)

we see that it has two poles

P=0 = G — & qg =A% PN — Gy — o0, (2.3.4)

where A is the UV-cutoff and N is the Casimir of the adjoint representation of the group
SU(N)

foed fhed = N§ob, (2.3.5)
Due to the presence of V((Cp) in the partition function, the ghost propagator G(g) can only

_ 1 48w
have singularities at vanishing momenta, since below ¢> < A%e s> IV | G, becomes complex

which is an indicator that we left the region Cj. Thus we are left with the singularity at
¢* = 0 which indicates that we are on the boundary [; of the first Gribov region Cy [40].

To determine V(Cj), we are going to compute the color singlet ghost propagator and demand
that no singularities for non-vanishing momenta exist. Demanding that the ghost propagator
has no poles for non-vanishing momenta is called Gribov’s no-pole condition. The starting
point for implementing Gribov’s no-pole condition is the connected, color singlet, ghost
two-point function

ab a “
. %@a (@) (y))e = N / paADDE S W) 5(8,A,,) e~ (SimetSanost)

N2 —1
ab
:N/DA(S(@MAM) e %G (z,y; A) (2.3.6)
with (@) (y)
. — _Ca X Ca y —Pghost
G(x,y; A) = /DCDC N2 1 ¢ . (2.3.7)

The momentum space representation of Eq. (2.3.7) reads

G(p; A) = / d*zd'ye™ "G (2, y; A), (2.3.8)

where A, is treated as a external classical field. It is important to note that treating the gauge
fields as external fields is done up to the second order in perturbation theory. Expanding
Eq. (2.3.8) up to second order in perturbation theory yields

G(p; A) = GO (p; A) + G (p; A) + G (p; A), (2.3.9)

with G (p; A) being just the free ghost propagator
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@ - oo e a = (2310)

The first order expansion G (p; A) is determined by the following Feynman diagram
c

=

11
a - - - A [ — - acakAc k_O 2.3.11
> - 93 @l kAL — k) ( )

which implies that the first order expansion does not contribute to the diagonal element.
The second order expansion term G2 (p; A) yields

—q\ q+p— /§)
N dtq 1 1 (p+q)ur,
~ A LI OOty o oy at(g—r+p),

2
4 [y ~ N1 @i (gt
7” .

a a (2.3.12)
which can be rewritten as

N 1 [ dq (p-—qwp
@ (p: A) = B2 AL (—q) AY 2.3.13
GO A) = gt [ o e A A, (2319
where we used the fact that the incoming momentum p should be equal to the outcoming
momentum r. Therefore, the ghost propagator up to the second order in perturbation theory
yields

_ 1 ¢ N 1 [ d'q 0—auPv b, 4
1 1 1
— F(l +o(p; A)) pmﬁ;pm P Ao A) (2.3.14)
with
9N 1 dlg (= Qupe b
oriA) = s [ T ot A o) Al (23.15)

In the definition of o(p; A), we introduced an infinite volume factor 1/V to preserve the right
dimensionality. If the inequality

o(p;A) <1 (2.3.16)

holds, then the ghost propagator is finite for non-vanishing momenta. By recalling that in
the Landau gauge condition, the gauge fields are transverse g,A,(p) = 0, implies that
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AL(=)AL(q) = w(A) ((iw - q;;]") : (2.3.17)

where we determine w(A) by contracting both sides with d,,,
1 a a
W) = 3 A3(~0) A%(a) (23.18)

Inserting Eq. (2.3.17) into Eq. (2.3.15) and using the transversality condition yields

_ 9 N pupy/ d'q A3 (—9)A7(q) Gy
SVN2—1 p* J 2t (p—q¢?* \" &)

Since o(p; A) reaches its maximum value at p = 0, the no-pole condition reduces to

o(p; A)

(2.3.19)

7(0; A) < 1, (2.3.20)
with
2 4 a a
. ¢ N Puby diq As(—q)As(q) 4l

0'(0, A) = Wmhmp2ﬁ0;—2 (/ (27T)4 P q2 4 5“1, — 22 . (2321)

Due to Lorentz invariance® the integral in Eq. (2.3.21) has to be of the form

d'q Aj(—q)A5(q) qud

O — =) = T 2.3.22
/(2@4 ¢ (”’ qQ) I o (2:322)

where J is computed by contracting both sides by 4,
7 §/ d'q Ap(—a)A5(a)
4 ) (2m)* q? '

By inserting Eq. (2.3.22) in Eq. (2.3.21) gives us the expression for ¢(0; A) in the Landau
gauge

(2.3.23)

2
N v
O'(O7 A) = ég—vmhmlﬁ_)op;—féuyj
_ 9 N d*q As(—q)A%(q)
WN2—1) @2nt ¢

(2.3.24)

We implement the condition 0(0; A) < 1 in the path integral by writing the factor V(Cjy) as

V(Cy) =0O(1 —o(0; A)), (2.3.25)
where O(x) is the Heaviside step-function. Rewriting the step-function in its integral form
100+€ dﬁ

V(Cp) = L gfl=a(0:4) 2.3.26
( 0) /—ioo+e (ZWzﬁ)e ( )
and inserting in the path integral yields
_ dB B(1—0(0;4)) .~ S-S
Z=N | DADcDc —e TR To0f (2.3.27)
(2mif)

3Lorentz invariance imposes that the solution to the integral has to have the same Lorentz structure as
the integrand. Since the variable ¢ is being integrated out the only possible object that we can write down
is the metric tensor itself times a factor that is Lorentz invariant.
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The presence of the new factor in the path integral leads to modification of the gauge
propagator as o(0;p) is quadratic in the gauge fields. We also note that the term o (0; A)
is non-local as it depends on the momentum. Taking only the quadratic part in the gauge
fields A, gives us

2l =N [ s [Daes |- [ ELaorioa-o+ [ Shawico).
(2.3.28)

1 BN g? 1
K%®(q) = 6% ——1 2 —_— 2.3.2
lu/(q) 6 (quql/ (Oz > _'_ q 5#11 + 2V(N2 1) 5}“/) ) ( 3 9)

where at the end of the calculation, we have to take the limit o — 0 to recover the Landau
gauge condition [41, 56]. Formally, the solution to the gluon two-point function reads

(@A) = s Bl
ef _1
— /\// (62175725) (detKZfi) 2 (Kzg)_l(q)é(p +q). (2.3.30)

To compute the factor (detKﬁfﬁ)_%, we write it as

(detK®) "2 = ¢~ stk — o=y Trinky (2.3.31)

where the trace is taken over the Lie algebra indices, Lorenz indices and all the momenta q.
Thus, the object that we need to compute is

(2.3.32)

1 Ng? 1
TranSZ = (N? - 1)Trln [qﬂqy (a — 1> + %6, + ONg } ,

V(N — 1) @2 ™

where we already used the fact that the trace over the Lie algebra indices is just N? — 1. In
the next step, we are going to write the expression in the bracket as

1 t t 1
o () ()] o (48 (o ()]

(2.3.33)
to make use of the property
In[AB] = In[A] + In[B]. (2.3.34)
Thus,
TrinK® = (N? —1) [ Trln |6, (]2—1—i + Trln (51,—1—; l—1 4.y
nv H q2 H q2 + q% a © )
(2.3.35)
where we defined BN
g
= ——>r—. 2.3.36
2V(N?% —1) ( )

Let us examine the first part of Eq. (2.3.35). We notice the argument of the logarithm is
a diagonal matrix with ¢? + 2 !, being the diagonal elements. Therefore, the logarithm of a
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diagonal matrix is also a diagonal matrix with the diagonal elements In (q2 + q%) Taking
the trace over the space-times indices and the momenta ¢ yields

t d*q t
2 _ 2
For the second term, we Taylor expand the logarithm In(1 + z) = = — % + % — ..., take the
trace and use the obtained series to reconstruct the logarithm x — %2 + % — ... =In(1+2)
T15+111 /d4q11+1112
rln v — s = n - —
v i e e g e )
d*q AN A
= 1 — + = 2.3.38
/(2@4“(( o) (5r%)) eas
Hence
4
TrinK® = (N? — 1) 4/ (

We rewrite the second part of Eq. (2.3.39) as

/ <er§41“ <qi ! qE) -/ (gjr(‘;““ (” qE) -/ éi%un (@), (2:3.40)

where the last term vanishes in dimensional regularization due to the identity

qu 2\a
@m)P (¢)*=0, for a>0. (2.3.41)

By plugging the first term in mathematica one can easily convince itself that it is proportional

to the gauge fixing parameter « plus contributions that vanish in dimensional regularization
1

due to the above identity. In the Landau gauge a — 0, the factor (detKl‘jl’i)W reads

P 0\l | O B BN WL
Inserting the obtained result for (detKﬁZ)_% into Eq. (2.3.30) yields
d
(@A) = N [ 3o e ) )3+ ). (2.3.43)
with
B 3(N?—-1) dq , 1 fpNg?

To solve the integral of this type one uses the steepest-descent method [53-55]. This method
exploits the fact that such integrals are dominated by the contributions from neighborhoods
of saddle points. Near the saddle point 5y, we approximate the function f(8) by its Taylor
series
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FB) = F(o) + 3" (BB~ fo)* and Ki(B)m Kib(fo).  (2:345)
Therefore,

dﬁ f b d/B "
Ka ~ el (Bo) Kab 5.17(B)(B—Bo)?
/2m (K@) @)d(p+q) = (K) " (Bo)d(p +q) 2me

27r
f//

= f () (K“b) (Bo)d(p + q) (2.3.46)

The saddle point §j is determined by the condition

/ - 1 3N d*q 1
f(Bo)=0 = 1= 247" ) T (2.3.47)

with

4 — M
2V(NZ —1)
The parameter v is called the Gribov mass parameter and it acts as a infrared regulator.

For the Gribov mass parameter to be finite, 5y has to be proportional to the infinite volume
factor By ~ V. In the infinite volume limit V' — oo, we neglect all the % terms. As was

(2.3.48)

pointed out by Gribov [40], in this limit the Heaviside step function is equivalent the a delta
function. The reason for this is the integral representation of the delta function, and the
integral presentation of the Heaviside step function differ by the term In(f). This term in
the saddle point approximation goes to 1/f,, as we saw in the above calculation, and it can
be neglected in the thermodynamical (infinite volume) limit Sy ~ V' — oo. From the saddle
point condition, we notice that v is not a free parameter and it is determined by the so-called

gap equation
3N
/ =t (2.3.49)

We observe that the integral in Eq. (2.3.49) is d1vergent and renormalization is needed to
solve it. It is straightforward to show that the inverse of K;fg at 8 = [y for the Landau
gauge condition o = 0 is given by

2
ab — ab q ey
Ki(g)™ =9 (q4+v4 (riw— ‘;2 )) (2.3.50)

The final expression for the two-point gauge function reads

2
A% ()AL (—q)) = o2 — 1 (5, — v 2.3.51
< u(q) V( Q)> g q4 4 74 H q2 ( )
where we chosen A such that it cancels the term ef(%) We observe that due to the presence
of the Gribov mass parameter +*, the gauge propagator is no longer divergent as ¢ — 0. By
decomposing the gauge propagator as

1 1 1 q.9
a b _ gab HHY
(As(g) AL (~q)) = 53 (q2 Lo 7) (@W - o ) , (2.352)
we see that it has two complex poles at ¢% = +iy? implying that at low momentum the
gluon propagator has no physical interpretation since it does not possess a positive Kaellen-
Lehmann spectral representation. One may interpret this as a signature of confinement. It is
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remarkable that a possible solution to a technical problem implements such physical behavior.

After we obtained the gauge propagator, we turn our attention to the ghost propagator.
To compute the ghost propagator restricted to the first Gribov region, we need to contract
the external gauge fields in Eq. (2.3.24) and insert the previously obtained gauge propagator
in Eq. (2.3.51)

O’(p) — g2 N 1 / d4q (p_Q)#pu

Ne—1p2 ) G o g e 0A)

d'q ¢ 1 4uq
_ 2Npup”/ (5 e ) 2.3.53
T e - P T (2:3.53)

where we used the fact that the gauge field is transverse. After we integrated out the gauge
fields, we can write the ghost propagator as

1
G = E(sabu —a(p) 7, (2.3.54)
with o(p) defined in Eq. (2.3.53). Using the gap equation and Eq. (2.3.22), we find that
pupv [ dlg 1 Qudy
Ng*=- S — 2 ) =1 2.3.55
I /(27T)4q4+74<“ q2> ’ =

which we can use to rewrite (1 — o(p)) as

dlg 1 ¢ quq
1- - 2Np“p”/ (1— )(m-“”)
Umo) =90 | Gryigis p=—9?/\" ¢

Pubs
— Ng? ;2 (), (2.3.56)
with i . )
q q Qs
El,p:/——(l— )(5,,—“ ) 92.3.57
() (2m)tg* ++* p—q?)\ " ¢ ( )

To analyze the infrared behavior of the ghost propagator we expand the integrand for low
momenta p? ~ 0

-1 ~5 2.3.58
(p—q)? -2p-q)+1 4 ( )

from which it follows that

di¢ 1 1 9.9
~ 2 pdv
Sl [ i (e 5

_3p25 / diq 1 1
s 27r)4q2q4+fy4

3p? . 272 q
= Ot | W
4 " (2m) ¢+
3 1
= S —.
P 1087 2

(2.3.59)
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In the IR limit, the ghost propagator is given by the following expression

12872 1
3 Ng2 p4’
which indicates that the gluon propagator is enhanced in the IR regime as it diverges faster
than before [40, 41]. As a consequence of restricting the integration to the first Gribov region,
the ghost propagator acquires an additional pole, which indicates that the region close to
the boundary has a significant effect on the ghost propagator [56]. The IR enhancement of
the gluon propagator has been confirmed by lattice simulations [57-60] as well as Dyson-
Schwinger equations [61].

G(p)yso ~ (2.3.60)

2.4 The Zwanziger action

An alternative method of implementing the restriction to the first Gribov region was found
by Zwanziger [63]. He proposed restricting the path integral by analyzing the eigenvalues
A(A) of the Faddeev-Popov operator

FP(A)ET = N(A)E, (2.4.1)

as a function of the gauge fields. He was able to restrict to path integral to the first Gribov
region by demanding that the smallest eigenvalue of the Faddeev-Popov operator is positive
A(A)min > 0. In the infinite volume limit, the Zwanziger conditon can be approximated by
demanding the trace of all the eigenvalues should be positive [63]

Tr[A(A)] > 0. (2.4.2)

The eigenvalues of the Faddeev-Popov operator are calculated using degenerate perturbation
theory, where F¢° is treated as the unperturbed operator and F describing the perturba-
tion. In this section, we are following the work done in [56]. We are going to assume that
we are working in a finite periodic box with length L. We expand eigenvectors £* and
eigenvalues A(A) in perturbation theory as

E=> g & MA =D g"MA), (2.4.3)
n=0 n=0

where £ are the eigenstates of the unperturbed operator F§° with the eigenvalue A\ = A0 =

(27 /L)?1i%; i are the finite momenta with 7y = (0,0, ... +1,...,0) being the lowest non-zero
momentum with 7% = 1. Inserting the perturbative expansions in Eq. (2.4.1) yields

Order ¢° : = F5P(A)ES = No(A)E) (2.4.4)
Order g' : = FIP(A)E + FPP(A)ED = No(A)EL + N\ (AN (2.4.5)
Order g° 1 = Fg(A)&5 + Fi(A)EL = Xo(A)E3 + M (A)E] + Aa(A)& (2.4.6)

where Eq.(2.4.4) is the eigenvalue equation of the unperturbed operator with A\g = Az, =
(2rr/L)*I. The higher order equations are solved by acting with projection operator Py =

252_1 &2 (&4 )1 on the equations and using the fact that
P& =0 for n>0, (2.4.7)
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which can be also written as

(&) 1en =0. (2.4.8)

Therefore, to the first order in perturbation theory we find

M(A) = (&) F(A)E, (2.4.9)

fig "

For A\s(A), we have

() IFGP(A) & + (&) TFTP(A)ET = No(A) (€56 + M (A) ()T €8+ Ma(A) (&5 &5,
Ao(gg )t
O (2.4.10)
= Mo(A) = (&) FIP(A)E, (2.4.11)

as all the other terms vanish due to Eq. (2.4.8). It comes as no surprise that A3(A) is equal
to

As(A) = (&, F"(A)&, (2.4.12)

and so on. To determine &f, we start from Eq. (2.4.5) and insert the obtained value for
A1(A) which yields

& = (F§" = Xod) M (Py — ) F°ES,. (2.4.13)

Inserting the above expression £f into Eq. (2.4.10) gives us

Aa(A) = —(&5,) I F(A)(FS* — XaD)TH (T = Ro) Fég,

— (&) (A)(F) T F(A)E (2.4.14)

n()?

where in the last line we used the fact that in the infinite volume limit (Fg¢ — NoI) (I — P)
is replaced by (Fg?)~! [56]. For completeness \3(A) is given by

As(A) = (&) TFP [(Foe) T Fr(A)(Fee) ™ F(A)E, (2.4.15)

7o

and A\y(A) by

M(A) = ()R [(Fe) P AN F) R ANFHO) T T A, (24.16)

Following the same pattern we can generate all the higher order eigenvalues of the Faddeev-
Popov operator. Noticing that

1
= —1 ]:0_1
1+ F, Fu

enables us to write all the eigenvalues as the following sum

= (Rl - F AR+ P RFSCRFY (2.4.17)

Z)\ _ a )T]:a,b(A)(}-bc) 1]_-cd(A)

n>2

(2.4.18)

fip*

To restrict the path integral to the first Gribov region, we have to demand that the trace of
all eigenvalues should be positive

Tr[A(A)] = Tr[Ao(A)] + Tr[Ar(A)] + Tr[Ap (A)] (2.4.19)
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with

o) = () 2a(v - 1),
e\ (A)] :moffﬁé / B fb A () = 0, (2.4.20)

where in the second line we expressed the eigenvectors in the position space basis and used
the fact that the perturbed part of the Faddeev-Popov operator expressed in the position
basis is just f**A¢3d,. The last part of Eq. (2.4.19) reads

27

() = -2 () oy [dtaaly A (F oA, )

where again we inserted two sets of complete position states 1 = [ d*z |z, a) (z, a| and used
the fact that in the infinite volume limit L — oo,

27T aoc C —
(v,al Fi|&) = ig " m Ay (2) L2, (2.4.22)

27 =
L

where we omitted the factor ¢/Z ™%, The condition Tr[\] > 0, reduces to

) =2 () (0 1) - § [ty A ) o

(2.4.23)
As it was for the case of Gribov’s no-pole condition, we implement Zwanziger’s condition by
inserting the Heaviside theta function in the path integral to ensure that the condition is
satisfied

Z=N / DADDE O(d(N? — 1)V — H(A)) 6(9,A,)eSm— [ d'ae?0uDi’e" (2.4.24)
where H(A) is the so-called horizon function

H(A) = /ddxddyf“bcAZ(x)(f_l)“d(x,y)fdecAZ(y). (2.4.25)

To lowest order in perturbation theory, the horizon function is given by

d,.jd, rabc Ab 5ad dec fe
Ho) = [ atadty o) (= ot =) ) £e500

_N / 0t A% (2) (-%) A%(z), (2.4.26)

which in momentum space reads

i = | i (3

We see that the first Gribov region is contained within an infinite dimensional hypersurface

) A2(—p). (2.4.27)

/ (;erl))dAZ(m ( 1 ) Al (=p) < VA(N* - 1). (2.4.28)

P
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An interesting property of higher dimensional spheres is that as the dimension of the sphere
increases, more and more of its volume gets concentrated at its surface [62]. For us it means
that as we go up in the dimension the Gribov gribov region gets more and more concentrated
near the first Gribov boundary [/;. In this case, we can replace the theta function in Eq.
(2.4.24) with the delta function

Z=N / DAGS(9,A%) det(F) §(d(N? — 1)V — H(A)) §(9, A )e . (2.4.29)

Although this reasoning is true for the lowest order case, it is expected to also hold for
all orders in perturbation theory. To bring Zwanziger’s horizon function into the action, we
write the delta function in its integral representation and perform Wick rotation to eliminate
the imaginary numbers

271

100+-€ d

Sz —vy) = / —?emx_y). (2.4.30)
—100+€

It is also possible to implement Zwanziger’s condition by using the theta function and taking

the infinite volume V' — 0 limit just as we did for the case of Gribov’s no-pole condition.

Inserting the Wick rotated integral representation of the delta function into the partition

function gives us

100-+€
d_ﬁleﬁ(d(szl)VfH(A))emev’ (2.4.31)
2

Z=N / DAG(0,As) det(F) /

—100+€

which can be rewritten in a more compact form as

Zz _N/d—ﬁ.e—ﬂ@, (2.4.32)
271
with
f(B) = —In ( / DAGS(9,A) det(Feb) AN =DV=HA) esmv> : (2.4.33)

Just like in the case of Gribov’s no-pole condition, to solve the integral we use the saddle
point approximation

Z n e B0) = / DAGS(0,A%) det(F?) e~ (St A)=5odN*-DV) (2.4.34)
where [y is determined by the condition f’'(5y) = 0, which implies that
[ DAS(9,A%) det(F) H(A) e PoHA) ¢=Sin

dNT -1V = S DAG(9,As) det(Fab) e=foH(A) g=Sinv
d(N* — 1)V = (H(A)). (2.4.35)

It turns out that the saddle point approximation becomes exact, which was proven by
Zwanziger [637 |, 64] using the equivalence between the canonical and micro-canonical en-
sembles in the termodynamical limit. Therefore, the path integral reads

Z= / D[A]|D|c|D[¢]e~ rutdcz), (2.4.36)

where Syy is the gauge invariant Yang-Mills action plus the gauge fixing term and Sgy is
the so-called Gribov-Zwanziger action

31



Saz = Sghost + 7 H(A) —*Vd(N? — 1)), (2.4.37)

where we set 3y = ~*. It may seem a bit confusing as in the derivation of the Gribov-
Zwanziger action we assumed that all configurations get concentrated on the boundary [y
whereas in perturbation theory only configurations around A, = 0 are important. At this
point, one could argue that v is a non-perturbative parameter which is not accessible in
perturbation theory. Its presence becomes noticeable when considering regions where per-
turbation theory fails to give sensible results [56]. Another way one could argue is that in
perturbation theory the Faddeev-Popov operator is always positive and we do not have to
care about Gribov copies. The horizon function H(A) contains the inverse of the Faddeev-
Popov operator which makes it a non-local quantity. Here we are referring to a spatial non-
locality because the inverse Faddeev-Popov operator contains the inverse Laplacian which
is non-local with respect to the spatial variables. To make the action local, we write the
horizon function in the following way

. vy H(A) . det 71 /D fdd wac]:ablpbc fabcAz(,lZ+w)Zc)’ (2438)

where we introduced a pair of bosonic fields wzb and @ﬁb Introducing a pair of fermionic
fields w?* and @2 allows us to rewrite the determinant as

det(F)4N*D = / Dw]|D]w]e/ 4w F e (2.4.39)

Hence,

N = [ DUIDIDLIDlale T 57 —2i T A, (24,40

The two pairs of additional fields that we added to localize the horizon function form a
BRST doublet

ab __  ab ab __
(wu - “ju ) &iu =0,
St =it syt =0. (2.4.41)

At this point, we perform a shift of the w field as follows

W 5 / Ay (F) () £40, (DY ()6, (2.4.42)

which leads to an additional term in the local form of the horizon function

— / D[] D[] D[w]|Dlw]e ! Al (g FOOppe —wpc Folw)t+g f P w0 [(DE e )] —y2 f AL (P+4)10)

(2.4.43)
The reason why we performed the shift is that now the first three terms are BRST exact

S(@IeTFbyle) = e Fabybe — e Fobube 4 fabegacd, [(Delet)phe). (2.4.44)

However, the presence of the last in Eq. (2.4.43) breaks BRST and the breaking is propor-
tional to the Gribov parameter

S AL +9)))) = Vg f (= Dyte) (W + ) + Ajwye). (2.4.45)
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The fact that the Gribov-Zwanziger action breaks BRST symmetry comes as no surprise.
The Gribov-Zwanziger action was obtained by introducing a boundary in configuration space
to eliminate all field configurations that are located outside of it. However, it was proven
by Gribov [40], that to every gauge field infinitesimally close to the boundary there exists
an equivalent gauge field on the other side of the boundary. These fields are related by an
infinitesimal gauge transformation which is similar to a BRST transformation. Eliminating
however, all the gauge fields outside the boundary will break this symmetry. In this way,
one can intuitively understand why BRST is broken. In the perturbative regime, BRST
invariance is maintained, since in this case 2 vanishes and with it the term that leads to the
breaking. A way of reconciling the BRST symmetry with the Gribov horizon was worked
out by M. A. L. Capri et al., in [65].

Summarizing, the Gribov-Zwanziger action in its local form reads

- local)

Z= / D[A]D|c|D[e| D[y)| D[)) D|w] D]w]e~ Fxmtscz™) (2.4.46)

with

Slc?gal — Sghost + /ddx(d_)gc‘/—_'ab@ch o @ZCfabwzc + gfabewzcau[(Dle/dcd)ch])

— / Ay fO AL () + ) — 4 VA(N? — 1), (2.4.47)

So far we encountered two different ways of restricting the path integral to the first Gri-
bov region. Both of the conditions yield the same results at the lowest non-trivial order.
It was proven in [66, 67| that the gap equations arising from Gribov’s no pole condition
and Zwanziger’s horizon condition are equivalent up to two loops. These results are strong
indicators that both Gribov’s and Zwanziger’s approach could be equivalent. Calculating
the ghost propagator to all orders in perturbation theory M. A. L. Capri et al., [68] finally
were able to prove the full equivalence between Gribov’s no-pole and Zwanziger’s horizon
conditions. Analogously to Eq. (2.3.9) the momentum space representation of the ghost
propagator to all orders in perturbation theory reads

1 1q dr w 1qy
ab ab ab 2 ac cb

1 ddQ1 ddq -1 'qu /Lq2 zq
— e n—l pgaar(, ZiM paiaz _ P2, pon-1a = Lin
+— [/ (2m)d / (2m)d r—a) g e (1 — ¢2) @ e (o q>_q2

4L B (2.4.48)

ab — rabc Ac : : : :
where we defined Af” = f**°Af. In this case, the color-singlet ghost propagator is given by

1 ab _ 1
60 4) =y "0 A) = 51+, 4)), (2.4.49)
where 0(p = q)|p— = V and
_ 1 2 ddr ac irﬂ cb sz/
7 A= TRE {9 / myi o P g A = p)
1 n dd(_h ddQn—l aay iq1u1 aras Z.q2ll2 an_1a Zpﬂn
+V(N2 - 1) |:g / (27T)d / (27‘(‘)‘1 Aﬂl (p - QI)?AM ((h - QQ) q% ’ 'A,Un <Qn—1 _p)?
o (2.4.50)
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Considering the n — th term of Eq. (2.4.50), shifting the momentum ¢; — ¢; + p, for
¢t = 1,..m — 1 and using the property that in the Landau gauge condition the gauge fields
A, are transverse gives us

n ddql ddqn—l aal Zp a1ag Z(p + q2) an—1Qa Zp n
g PR AN (—a) > s AL (@ — a2) 52 e A (g g :
(2m) (2m) (p+aq1) (p+g2) p
(2.4.51)

Recall that when we compute Gribov’s no-pole conditions, we took the limit p — 0 because
o(p, A) decreases with increasing p. Therefore, applying this limit to Eq. (2.4.51) yields

g* [ dq d%q,_1 1 i,
_Z 1 . Adar(_ —Ame2 . 2, .. f9n-10 ). 9 4.52
d / (27T)d / (27T)d Y ( Q1) q% H2 (QI 92) q% m (qn 1) ( 5 )

It is interesting that by introducing the following matrix notation

iq

Agz = Azb(p — q)q—;, (2.4.53)
with the matrix multiplication defined as
= [ - Al - ) 245
g (2m)d m p 2 q 2 4

M. A. L. Capri et al., [68] were able to rewrite ¢(0, A) in a closed form

2

g o Syt (o) 0 v

n=0 pq

The Faddeev-Popov operator expressed using the same notiation reads

?
Fp,q) = ¢* (5ab5(p —q) — gAY (p - @%) = (I— A2, (2.4.56)

where §°§(p — q¢) = 1. The beauty of this notation lies in the fact that inverse of the
Faddeev-Popov operator can be rewritten as

‘F_l(p, g) = %[H — A]_l(p, q) = qu (H(gA)") (p,q). (2.4.57)

n=0

With this little notational trick, Capri et al. [68], were able to show that the exact expression
of (0, A) is equivalent to Zwanziger’s horizon function

B 9 d'p [ d%q “ivea geasn  H(A)
7(0.4) = ~ gt / P / AN F AT = ey (2:459)

From Eq. (2.4.58) we see that Zwanziger’s horizon function is exactly the ghost propagator
at zero momentum. Inserting the above-obtained result in Gribov’s no-pole condition yields

0(0,4) —1< ()\:j_/(z\f2 —1) - (H(A)) >0, (2.4.59)

which precisely represents Zwanziger’s horizon condition [68].
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Chapter 3

Geometrical Anatomy of Gauge
Theory

"In 1975, impressed with the fact that gauge fields are connections on fiber bundles, I drove
to the house of Shiing- Shen Chern in El Cerrito, near Berkeley.

[...] We had much to talk about: friends, relatives, China. When our conversation turned
to fiber bundles, I told him that I had finally learned from Jim Simons the beauty of fiber-
bundle theory and the profound Chern-Weil theorem. I said I found it amazing that gauge
fields are exactly connections on fiber bundles, which the mathematicians developed without
reference to the physical world. I added, “this is both thrilling and puzzling, since you math-
ematicians dreamed up these concepts out of nowhere.” He immediately protested, "No, no.
These concepts were not dreamed up. They were natural and real.”

Deep as the relationship is between mathematics and physics, it would be wrong, however, to
think that the two disciplines overlap that much. They do not. And they have their separate
atms and tastes. They have distinctly different value judgements, and they have different tra-
ditions. At the fundamental conceptual level they amazingly share some concepts, but even
there, the life force of each discipline runs along its own veins”. [69] Chen Ning Yang (1979) .

Another way of studying the Gribov ambiguity is from the perspective of differential ge-
ometry. There the problem is related to the absence of a global section on principal fiber
bundles. Before we can discuss the Gribov ambiguity and the possible solution proposed by
Hueffel and Kelnhofer, we have to introduce the concepts that are going to be relevant for
us and will be essential for our understanding.

3.1 Bundle Theory

In this section we will rely on the following literature [70-73].

A bundle of topological manifold is a triple (£, 7, M), where E and M are topological
manifolds called the total and the base space, respectively. The surjective map 7 : E — M
that projects the total space E onto M is called the projection map. Since 7w is a map
between two topological spaces, we want it to be continuous. For every point p in the base
space, the preimage of the set {p} under the map =, preim_({p}) = F,, is the fiber at the
point p [70-73] .

If (£, 7, M) is bundle such that for all the points p € M

preim_({p}) = F, (3.1.1)

then (E,m, M) is called fiber bundle with typical fiber F' [70-73]. For the case that the fibers
I have a structure of a vector space, we call that bundle a vector bundle. If the fibers F
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carry a Lie group structure then we talk about principal bundles, which are the ones that
will be the important one for us. We see that a fiber bundle is a less general object that a
bundle. Another essential object that we are going to need is that of a section.

A map 0 : M — E is called a section of the bundle (F,m, M if

moo =idyy, (3.1.2)

where id is the identity on the base space M [70-73]. Eq. (3.1.2) tells us that a map o
is a section if it maps a point p € M to the fiber at that point because only in this case 7
takes the point back to the base point p. Set of all such sections is denoted by I'(E). If the
bundle (F,m, M) is a vector bundle, then I'(E) is a vector space. For a group bundle, I'(E)
is a group. Consider a fiber bundle whose the total space is a product manifold £ = M x F
with F' being the fiber. Then the projection map 7 : M x F — M is defined as

m(p, ) = p, (3.1.3)

where p € M and f € F. Only, in this case, a section can be considered or instead con-
structed from a function s : M — F.

For two bundles (F, 7, M) and (E’, 7', M’) and two maps (u, f) defined as

uw: B — E and f:M—= M, (3.1.4)

the pair of functions (u, f) is called a bundle morphism if the following diagram commutes
[70-73] i.e., T ou= form

Two bundles (E, 7, M) and (E', 7', M") are called isomorphic as bundles if there exist bun-
dle morphisms (u, f) and (u™!, f~1). Such (u, f) are called bundle isomorphisms and they
are the relevant structure-preserving maps for bundles [70-73].

The definition of a bundle isomorphism is a strong condition and one usually weakens this
to local isomorphism of bundles.

A bundle (E, 7, M) is called locally isomorphic to (E',n’, M') if for every p € M there
exist an open set Y C M that contains that point p € U such that the restricted bundle
(preim, (U), T|preim_ @), U) is isomorphic to (£, 7', M") [70-73].

In the next couple of definition, we are going to introduce the terminology that is heav-
ily used in the literature.

A bundle (E, 7, M) is called trivial if it is isomorphic as a bundle to a product bundle
[70-73].

A bundle (E, 7w, M) is locally trivial if it is locally isomorphic to some product bundle [70-73].

It is evident that every bundle that is trivial is also locally trivial but not the other way
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around. A cylinder with the total space E = I x S;, where [ is some open interval, is an
example of a trivial fiber bundle. Whereas the Mobius strip is an example of a locally trivial
bundle. It is also important to note that for locally trivial bundles, locally any section can
be represented as a function from the base space to the fiber. For us, a special kind of
fiber bundles will be important the so-called principal fiber bundles. Before we can state the
definition of a principal fiber bundle, we need to define a Lie group action on a manifold.

If (G, e) is Lie group, and M a smooth manifold, then a smooth map
p:G X M— M,
satisfying

(1) ebm=m

(4) ga>(g1>m) = (g2 0 1) >m,

is called a left G-action on the manifold M, where e is the identity element in G [70-73].

Similarly, we can also define the right action on the manifold which is the relevant one
for principal bundles.

The smooth map < is called a right G-action <: M x G — M such that

(i) m<ae=m

(i) (m<g1) g2 =m<(g10ga)

Whenever we have a left action > on M, we can define the right action < as

m<dg=g '>m (3.1.5)

To really see that defined the right action, we need check that m <e = m,

mde = elovm=ecrm=nm, (3.1.6)
~—
by def.

and

(m<gi)<go= (g7 ' >m)<ga =g, > (g1 >m)= (g, ¢g; " )pm=(g10g) ' bm
=m< (g1 ga). (3.1.7)

Therefore, we conclude that < is in fact a right G-action.

For any point p € M, we define its orbit O,, C M under the action of the group as
the set [70-73]
On={qeM|3geG: grm=q}. (3.1.8)

The orbit is set of all points ¢ € M that we can reach from m by acting with an element
g € G [70-73]. We already encountered the notion of orbits in the context of configuration
space of the gauge fields. We say that two points p and ¢ are equivalent p ~ ¢ if there exist
a group element g € G such that ¢ = g p. In other words, two points are equivalent if they
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lie on the same orbit. We also saw that for gauge theories the physically important space
is the quotient space M/ ~= M /G which we called the orbit space. Another important
notion that we are going to need is that of the stabilizer.

For any m € M, we define the stabilizer S,, C G as the set of all points that leave the
point m invariant [70-73]
Sm={ge€G|lgpm=m}. (3.1.9)

Whereas the orbits are a subspace of M, the stabilizer is a subgroup of G.

An action > is called free if separately Vm € M the stabilizer at the point is just the
identity element S, = {e} [70-73].

A crucial property of an free action is that the orbits are isomorphic to the group G. Now,
that we are equipped with all the necessary tools, we are ready to state the definition of a
principal fiber bundle.

A bundle (E,m, M) is called a principal G-bundle if

(a)
(b) < is free
(o) (B,m,M) ~puae (E,p, E/G),

E is a right G — space

where the map p : E — E/G is the map that takes an element of E and maps it to its
equivalence class [70-73].

An explanation is in order. The first condition states that the total space E has to be
a right G-space, which simply means that F is equipped with a right action <. The sec-
ond condition states that this right G-action has to be free, which means that every orbit
is the group itself or isomorphic to the group. The last condition states that the bundle
(E,m, M) is considered to be a principal G-bundle if it is as a bundle isomorphic to the
bundle (E, p, E/G), whose fibers p~'[¢]' ~ G are the Lie group G.

Let (P,m, M) and (P’, 7', M’) be two principal G-bundles and (u, f) be two maps

w:P— P and f:M— M. (3.1.10)

Then (u, f) is called a principal bundle morphism if the following diagram commutes

P —— P

o e

Pt P

lﬂ l”'

ML M
where < and <" are two different right G- actions [70-73].

We observe that a principal bundle morphism must be first a bundle morphism i.e.,

Tou=for (3.1.11)

With e we labeled the equivalence classes.
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with the additional condition

ulm<ag)=u(m)< g, VgeG and Vm e M. (3.1.12)

A principal G-bundle (P, 7, M) is called trivial if it is isomorphic as a principal G-bundle
to the product bundle (M x G, 7, M) [70-73]. For completeness the map m, just projects
to the first factor,i.e., m1(m, g) = m. Further, the right group action < is defined as

(m,g) < g1 = (m,geaq). (3.1.13)

Diagrammatically, a principal bundle G-bundle (P, 7, M) is called trivial if there exist a
map u such that the following diagram commutes

P = > M x G
QGT qch
P “ > M x G
™ M‘/

Finding a principal bundle map u to prove that a principal bundle is trivial is often
very tricky. Luckily, there is a necessary and sufficient criterium which we will state in the
following theorem.

Theorem 3.1 A principal G-bundle (P, 7, M) is trivial if and only if there exists a smooth
section o : M — P [70-73].

Proof. (=) Suppose that (P, m, M) is a trivial bundle. Then there exist a principal bundle
map u from which we can constrict a section o : M — P as follows

o(x) =u*(z,idg), (3.1.14)

where idg is the identity in the group G. Tt is not hard to see that m o u™'(x,idg) =
m(z,idg) = idy, since u is a principal bundle map [70].

(<) Suppose that a section o : M — P is given. We choose a point in the principal
bundle which lies on some fiber, then by applying the projection map we project the point
p down onto the base space, and with the section o, we lifted it back up to the same fiber.
Since the points p and o(m(p)) lie on the same fiber there exist a group element g,(p) € G,
which depends on the chosen section o and the point p, such that o(w(p)) < g,(p) = p. The
uniqueness of g,(p) follows from the property that < is a free action. Therefore, we have a
map g, : P — G. We observe that Vg € G the following must hold

(o(m(p)) 99o(p)) <g =p<yg, (3.1.15)
and since < is a right action we have
(o(7(p)) < (4o (p) @ g) =pag. (3.1.16)

We observe that we can rewrite the right hand-side of Eq. (3.1.16) as follows
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p<g=o(n(p<ag))<g.(pag))
=o(m(p))d-(p<9)) (3.1.17)

where we used that 7(p) = m(p<g). From Eq. (3.1.16) we observe that

(a(7(p)) 2 (4o(p) @ g) = o(7(p))dos(p < 9)), (3.1.18)
due to the fact that < is a free action we conclude that
(G-(p) ®9) = G5(p 2 9). (3.1.19)

Now, we are in the position to define a map u, : P > M x G as

U (p) = (7(p), G (p))- (3.1.20)

The last thing we need to show is that such constructed map u, is, in fact, a principal bundle
map. First, we observe that u, is a bundle map 7 ou, = 7 since m; will just project the first
factor of u, out which by our definition is 7(p). For u, to be a principal map the following
relation must be true

us(p<g) =us(p) <y, (3.1.21)

where < is the right G-action on the product bundle (M x G, 7, M). By definition of u,,
we have

us(p<g) = (r(p<g),do(r<9))
= ((p), §o(p) ® 9)), (3.1.22)

where we applied Eq. (3.1.19). Using the definition of the right G-action on the product
bundle Eq. (3.1.13) yields

(7(p), 9-(p) ® 9)) = (7(p), §o(p)) < 9, (3.1.23)
which completes the proof [70].

Therefore, we conclude that we can have a globally well-defined section if and only if the
principal G-bundle is trivial. To define the push-forward and pull-back map, we need the
definition of the tangent bundle (M, 7, M) and the cotangent bundle (T*M, 7, M).

Given a smooth manifold M with a curve v : R — M such that at parameter value zero,
~(0) = p, where p € M. Then the directional derivative operator at the point p along the
curve 7 is the linear map X, , :

Xyp: CF(M) =R
f=(fo)(0), (3.1.24)

where the prime denotes the derivative. In differential geometry, the direction derivative
operator X, is called the tangent vector to the curve 7 at the point p € M [70-73].

The tangent vector space at p € M is the set of all tangent vectors X, , at the point p
equipped with the pointwise addition @7, and multiplication ®g, r¢. [70-73]

The tangent bundle (TM,n, M) is a bundle over M, whose fiber over a point p € M
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is the tangent space at that point. Total space T'M is the disjoint union of the tangent
spaces of M and the projection map 7 projects each tangent space 1,,M down to p [70-73].

The tangent bundle is an example of a vector bundle.

The vector space dual of the tangent space is called the cotangent space TyM = (T,M)*
[70-73].

The cotangent bundle (T* M, 7, M) is the dual vector bundle to the tangent bundle (M, 7, M)
[70-73).

Let M and N be two smooth manifolds with a smooth map ¢ : M — N. Then the
push-forward map ¢, : TM — TN is defined by

¢:(X)f = X(fo9), (3.1.25)
where f € C*(N) and X € TM [70-73]. Diagrammatically, we have

TM -2 N

lﬂ'T M lWTN

M—nN LR

Given two smooth manifolds M and AN with a smooth map ¢ : M — N. Then the
pull-back map ¢* : T*N — T* M is defined by

¢ (W)X = w(9.X), (3.1.26)

where w € T*N and X € TM. The mnemonic: ” Vectors are pushed-forward and covectors
are pulled-back” can be useful to remember these two maps. [70-73]

Given a principal G-bundle P 5 M, we define a connection on P as a Lie-algebra val-
ued one-form w : ['(T'P) — T,.G satisfying

() w(X4) =4
(i1) (< g9)'w = Adg-1,(w),

where X4 are the vector fields generated by a Lie algebra element A € T,G and Ad,, :
T.G — T.G is induced by the adjoin map Ad, : G — G with h — ge he g, [70-73]

In practice we want to restrict our attention to a local patch U; C M on the base manifold,
which in physics represents space-time. Therefore, for calculational purposes we consider

the following bundle (P, w,U).

If (P,m,U) is a principal bundle with a local section o; : U; — P. Then, we define the
Yang-Mills field A; : T(TU;) — T.G as [70-73]

A = otw. (3.1.27)

Choosing a section o; by which we represent the connection 1-form on space-time corresponds
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to picking a particular gauge. It is important to note that w lives in the principal bundle,
whereas the Yang-Mills in the local chart in the base manifold. We also know, that given a
local section we can define a local trivialisation of the principal bundle, called the canonical
local trivialisation h; : U; Xx G — P by
hi(m,g) = o;(m) <g. (3.1.28)

Having a local trivialization enables us to define the local representation of the connection-1
form as A wimn.g) : Tim,q)(Us x G) = T,,U; ®T,G — TP. The Yang-Mills field A; and the local
representation hjw, 4 are related by the following equation

B (X,7) = Ady1. (X)) + Z(7), (3.1.29)
where X € T,,U;, v € T,G and Z,(y) : 1T,G — T.G is the so-called Mauer-Cartan form,
which is a Lie algebra valued one-form on the group G [70-73]

The following diagrammatic representation could be useful to avoid any confusion.

L{ixGLP

S«

hiw ey x @ iy poeliveson oy

b

ves on

U, —9 gy, ues om i = oW

Given two overlapping local patches U; and U; with two sections o; : U; — P and
oj : Uy — P, which are related as 0; = 0, <¢g. The two Yang-Mills fields A; = o}w and
Aj = ojw are related by

Aj=g'Aig+ g dg, (3.1.30)

where d is the exterior derivative. In components A = A, dz" and d = J,dx", we obtain the
familiar gauge transformation of the gauge field

Ad = g Ag+g 10,9 (3.1.31)

For completeness, we define the the curvature 2-form Q : I'(TP) @ I'(TP) — T.G on the
principal bundle P as the covariant derivative of the connection 1-form w

Q= Dw e A*(P)® T.G, (3.1.32)

where AP(P) is the set of all the p-forms in P and the covariant derivative of a g-form ¢ is
defined as
D(Xi, ... Xpi1) 1= dpd(hor(X1), ..., hor(X,11)), (3.1.33)

where hor(X;) is the horizontal component of X; with d,¢ representing the exterior derivative
on P.Given a section o; Yang-Mills field strength is defined as the pull-back of the curvature
2-form €

F; = Riem; = ojw € A*(U;) ® T,G. (3.1.34)
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To recall: ”We started with a principal G-bundle over the local chart 4 C M: P 5 U
equipped with a local section o : Y — U x G. The first structure we defined was the con-
nection one-form w on the principal bundle. Then restricting ourselves to a local patch we
introduce the Yang-Mills field A := o*w € Q'(U) ® T.G as the pull-back of the section a;.
The second structure we defined was the curvature 2 := Dw, which when restricted to a
local patch gave us the Yang-Mills field strength F' := 0*Q € A*(U) ® T.G”. All of this can
be represented by the following bundle diagram

&

AN (PYRT,G>Dw:=Q lives on P g lives on . we AN(P)®T.G

ﬁC )>cr
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3.2 The Gribov ambiguity from the differential geo-
metric perspective.

We already know that for non-trivial principal bundles there does not exist a global sec-
tion. As is turns out the set of all irreducible connection 1-forms on a principal G-bundle
(P, m, M) form themselves a principal G-bundle (A, 7, A4/G = M), where A is the space of
all irreducible connections on P and the gauge group G is defined as all the vertical auto-
morphism on P reduced by the center of G. The fact that we cannot find a global section,
or in other words, that we cannot globally choose a gauge, is precisely the Gribov ambiguity.
However, it was shown by Mitter and Viallet in [74], that there exist a locally finite open
cover U = {U;} of M together with a set of background gauge fields {A}} so that we can
define a family of local sections I'; of A — M with

I, ={Bern ') | D} (B — Af) =0} (3.2.1)

Here Dzé is the adjoint operator of D A Us C M and A} € A is a background gauge field.

Once we have a section we can define the canonical local trivialisation y; : T'; x G — 7 1(U;)
as
xi(B,Q) =B =Q7'BQ + Q7 1dQ, (3.2.2)

where (2 € G and B € I';. Now, on this product bundle we define the expectation value of
gauge invariant observables f € C*°(A) on a local patch as

- fFigi detGie™" x; f

- tot Y 323
where G; is the induced metric on the I'; x GG, whose determinant is given by
_ 2 -1
detG; = v(detF;)"(detA )™, (3.2.4)

where F; = Dzi Dpg is the Faddeev-Popov operator and A Al = Djﬁ D Al is the covariant
0 0
Laplacian. Furthermore, the action S°* reads

S;-mt = Xz'Sinv + W(ESG; (325)

where S, is the gauge invariant Yang-Mills action expressed in terms of the constrained
field B, Sg € C*(G) is an arbitrary function on G such that

/DQ e 56l < o0, (3.2.6)
g

with 7¢ : I'; x G — G. The form of the action S}°*, was derived in [75] by generalizing
the stochastic quantization method of Parisi and Wu [76]. By modifying the drift and the
diffusion term of the stochastic process, in such a way that the expectation values of gauge
invariant observables where unchanged, they were able to take the equilibrium limit of the
Fokker-Planck distribution which gave the modified Yang-Mills action. For all the details
we refer the reader to [75] and the references within. To obtain global expectation values,
Hueffel and Kelnhofer [77] proposed to take the sum of Eq. (3.2.3) over all the patches. The
resulting equation reads

(f)= 2 Jry g VARG 57 G (f7y)
2oi Jp,wg Vet G S X T

where 7; is a partition of unity on the base space M. The global expectation value of f
given by (3.2.7) can be proven to be independent of the choice of the background gauge

(3.2.7)
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fields Aéi), of the choice of the partition of unity 7; and of the choice of the locally finite
cover U;. This approach is an alternative solution to the Gribov problem in the language
of differential geometry and one can, in principle, compute globally well-defined expectation
values of gauge invariant observables.
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Chapter 4

Local Issues in Gauge Fixing

4.1 Yang-Mills theory without Faddeev-Popov ghost
fields

This part of the thesis addresses local issues associated with the gauge fixing. Aspects such
as Gribov copies, the first Gribov region and fiber bundle techniques, which were introduced
i the previous chapters, will be now of minor interest to us. Here we will be working in the
perturbative regime where the gauge fixing condition is ideal. However, some of the meth-
ods learned before might be of future use, as both the Zwanziger’s horizon function (see Eq.
2.4.25) and the action S¢ (see Eq. (4.1.25)) are sharing similar structures. The goal of this
section is to eliminate the Faddeev-Popov ghost fields from the theory by introducing specific
finite contributions of the pure gauge degrees of freedom.

When restricted to a local patch Eq.(3.2.7) takes the form

() = [ DB det Fge 5nlBl f(B) [ DQ e 5ol
[ DBdet Fge=SnlBl - [DQe~56lU

where f(B) is the gauge invariant quantity that we are interested in computing, B,, is the
constrained field satisfying the Lorentz gauge condition 0,5, = 0 and det Fg = det 9,D,
is the determinant of the Faddeev-Popov operator in the Lorentz gauge. We recall that the
additional term Sg[()] was characterized by the fact that the integral [DQ e[ is finite.
However, we can always cancel the contributions from the integral over the gauge group,
as gauge invariant quantities are independent of them. Canceling them leads to the usual
Faddeev-Popov formula, which when written in terms of the constrained gauge fields B,,,
reads

(4.1.1)

() = [ DB det Fge 5wl f(B)
[ DBdet Fp e SnlB]
On the other hand, we can perform a transformation from the fields (B,,{2) to the un-

constrained fields A,. In terms of the unconstrained fields A,, the expectation value of f
reads

(4.1.2)

[ DAe SmA-So0AN f(A)

<f> B fDA e~ Sinv[A]—=Sg[Q2(A)] (4.1.3)

It is important to note that by converting to the original gauge fields A, the Faddeev-Popov
determinant has been eliminated by the Jacobian of the field transformation. Of course,
this transformation would not make sense in the standard Faddeev-Popov path integral
prescription as the resulting integration would be divergent and therefore ill-defined. The
roll of the action Sg is twofold. First, it has to eliminate the gauge redundancy and second
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it has to reproduce the effects of the FP ghost fields. In our paper [78], we suggested to
specify Sg as

So[Q(A)] = % / 'z Tr ((@G(A)u)(&,@(A)V)T), (4.1.4)
where
0(A), = (9,2A) ) Q(A) (4.1.5)

is defined in terms of the group element Q(A) fulfilling

0 = 0,(2A)" 4, 2(4)) - gau«am(m-lmm». (4.1.6)

We are trying to find the group element Q[A] that takes a gauge field A, to the gauge fixing
surface. Solutions to Eq. (4.1.6) can only be obtained by expanding 2(A) in a power series
ND=e"=1+iv— % where v = v1g+v2g% + O(g?) and calculating the coefficients vy, vy, ...v,,
order by order in the perturbation theory. Since we are going to compute gauge invariant
quantities up to O(g?) the only relevant coefficients are v; and vy. To make the calculations
more transparent we rearrange the terms in Eq. (4.1.6) as

0,(QAA) A, Q(A)) = ga,L((am(A)-lm(A))' (4.1.7)

A g
Vv
LHS ~ ~~ -
RHS

The left-hand-side (LHS) can be computed with the use of the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff
formula

1
e“Be ! = B+ A, B] + 5[A, [A, B]] + ..., (4.1.8)

where setting A = —vi and B = A, leads to

LHS = 8, (A, — i[v, A,))
= 0,A, —igd,([v1, A]). (4.1.9)

To compute the right-hand-side (RHS) we expand the group element in a power series {2 =

1+ iv1g + g*(ivg — %v%) and insert it in Eq. (4.1.7)

RHS = 0%v1 + ¢ (821}2 + %au[ﬁuvl, vl]) , (4.1.10)

where we used the shorthand notation 9* = 9,0,. Therefore, we find that the coefficients
v1 and vy are given by

vy = 9,4, (4.1.11)
and .
821)2 = 2'(9“ (5[1}1, 8“1}1] — [Ul, AH]) . (4112)
Here the inverse of the Laplacian is defined by its action on a test function f(x) as
1
1@ = [ dyGola) (), (4.1.13)

where Go(x,y) represents the unique Green’s function.

We recall that restricting the path integral to the first Gribov region led to the break-
ing of BRST symmetry. Due to this fact, one is forced to consider non-local gauge invariant
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transverse field (‘%Aft2 = 0, which are determined by minimizing the functional Tr [ dz AgAS
along the gauge orbit (see Eq. (2.1.7)). The reader should be familiar with this expression as
it is the functional that was used in determining the first Gribov region. The group element
Q(A) that ensures the condition 9,A;} = 0, is determined from Eq. (4.1.6) following the
same steps as we did above. The obtalned transverse gauge field A , can be written in the
following nice form

0u0y , ig
AS = <5MV — #) <Al, — zg[vl, Ay] -+ E[Ul, (9,,1)1]) -+ O<A3) (4114)
This was the starting point for M. A. L. Capri et al., [65] in deriving an exact nilpotent
non-perturbative BRST transformation. It is our intention however to use €2(A) in order to
determine S¢[Q] and not A

Once we obtained the coefficients v; and vy, we can insert them into Eq. (4.1.4) and start
calculating the contributions the gauge fixing action Sg = S + S& + S& + . .. order by order
in perturbation theory. However, we observe that the action in Eq.(4.1.4) has in front of
the integral a factor of = e and as we are interested in computing Sg up to the second order,
we would have to expand the integrand up to the fourth order in perturbation theory. But
fortunately for us, we can use Eq. (4.1.7) to rewrite S as

&muAn:1/w%ﬂM@«xAr*Aqu»xaauAy4AAXA»» (4.1.15)

It is easy to see that at the zeroth order expansion, we obtain the standard gauge fixing
term of Yang-Mills theory in the Feynman gauge

S0 = / diz T [(auAM)Q} - / d*a (0, A%)(0, AL)Tr [X°X] = % / d (9,A%)°  (4.1.16)

The first order expansion in the coupling constant ¢ leads to a new triplic gauge field inter-
action term

zg/d4xTr )81,[1)1,14,,]} + h.c.
Zg/d4x r A,) 0, [881;1 VA, H + h.c.
_ —zg/d4:c a A%) ) (angAC)] Tr (Xa[Xb,XC]) +he

— _ig / d'w [(9,43) 0, (88’3%0)](@' £ Te[X XY + hec.

aoc a a AI; (&
— _gfeb /d4x [(a,,aﬂAH) ( oA )] (4.1.17)
The second order expansion in g provides us with new quartic gauge field interaction terms
SZ = — ng/d4x Tr ((auAu) 0y va, Al,]>
L2 4 0 Al (O A
—50* [ d'a T ((@ufer A,) @[ AL))

_ %gz/dzxx T (@Au) 8, [v1, [Ul,Ay]]) + hec.. (4.1.18)

Like in the previous equation, we need to evaluate the trace over the Lie algebra indices to
derive the appropriate Feynman rules. For the first term in Eq. (4.1.18), we have
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ig? / de Tr (8,A4,) Do, A)) = ig? / a2 Tr ((9,4,) 9, (A, 1))

_igz/d4xTr (0,40, [Ay, 22 (1[211,801] [UI,AT])])7

(4.1.19)

where in the last line we inserted Eq. (4.1.12). The first part of Eq. (4.1.19) reads

2 c d
g o) 0- (0,47 0y AL . .
-5 /d% (0,A%)0 <Ab 5 ( = aT( 5 >)) Tr(X (X° [X ,Xd]>, (4.1.20)

whereas for the second part we obtain

9, A¢
92/d4x (0,A%)D, (A322 ( aQPAd)) Tr(X“[Xb, [XC,Xd]>. (4.1.21)

Evaluating the traces reads

0, [ 0,AC 10, [0,AC Dy Al
92fabefcde/ (8 o Aa)Ab (82 ( anAg) _ 5@ ( '?32’)87 ( o2 ))) , (4122)

where we multiplied the result by 2 to account for contributions coming from the hermitian
conjugate part. For the second of Eq. (4.1.18), we have

0, A% 0,A¢
——/d4xTr o1, AL)) (0, [vr, A — __/d4 V( #Ab> aa( aszd)

x Tr ([X“, xb|[xe, Xd]>

2 0, A 0,A¢
9" rabe pede 4 2 b P pd

(4.1.23)

where again the factor 1/2 coming from Tr[X?X’] = §%/2 was canceled by the hermitian
conjugate part. The final part of Eq. (4.1.18) reads

2 d, Ab 0,A
—%/d‘*xTr ((aﬂAH)a (o1, [0, A,]]) = —%/d‘* (9, A%)) ( = ’52”145’) Tr (X“[X”, [Xc,Xd]]>
2 abe prcae a aVAIb/ a AC
— _Ef be ped /d4x(agauAu) ( = g2pA§> .
(4.1.24)

In principle, one could compute S¢ up to any order in g which will lead to higher and higher
multi-point gauge field interaction terms.

We recall that in the first two chapters the inverse Faddeev-Popov operator played a signifi-
cant role. It was the critical part of Zwanziger’s horizon function as well as Gribov’s no-pole
condition. It is indeed possible to rewrite the infinitesimal form of S in terms of the inverse
of the Faddeev-Popov operator as

1

Salf(4)) = / a' Ty ((0(F3'0,4,))(0"(F3'0,A.)' ). (4.1.25)
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where we used the fact that the infinitesimal form of Eq. (4.1.7) is given by

0=0,A,+Faw = v=—-F,'0,A,. (4.1.26)

The infinitesimal form of S shares a similar structure as Zwanziger’s horizon function. Both
Eq. (4.1.25) as well as Zwanziger’s horizon function are non-local due to the presence of the
inverse Faddeev-Popov operator. We hope that with the introduction of auxiliary fields also
in our case it will be possible to eliminate the inverse Faddeev-Popov operator and to bring
Eq. (4.1.25) into a local form. However, the task of localizing Eq. (4.1.25) might not be
straightforward as it was for the horizon function. A difference between Eq. (4.1.25) and
Eq. (2.4.25) is that the former is quadratic in F~! whereas the latter is only linear.

4.2 Feynman Rules

Before we calculate gauge invariant observables in perturbation theory, we have to derive the
Feynman rules corresponding to the new multi-point gauge interaction vertices. We start by
separating the full action into the free-particle and interaction component, compute Zg[J]
and introduce interactions via the perturbative expansion. For the rest of this theses, we
will be working in four-dimensional space-time. The free part of the generating functional
Zp[J], reads

Z()[J] _ e—%fd4;pd4y(]u(a:)D,‘j?,(x—y)Ju(y)’ (4'2_1)

where D/‘jl; (x — y) is the gauge propagator in the Feynman gauge

d*k )
ab _ gcab —ik-(z— 14
The new three-point gauge interaction vertex was given by
new-3 abc 4 a aVAZ c
Suew3[A] = _gfabe | gy [(apauA#) ( - Ap>]. (4.2.3)

To derive the corresponding Feynman rule we have to compute the following contribution to
the partition function Z|[J]

_grew (%) Zo[J] = [gfdef / d'z (32575%) (%5J§(m)) (wg (a:))}

1
X exp {—5 / d*yid yo I3 (y1) D (1 — yz)Ji(yz)} : (4.2.4)

It is important to emphasize that not all terms from Eq. (4.2.4) are relevant for us. To
understand why this is the case we have to look at the quantity we want to compute. As we
said, our goal is to calculate the Feynman rule for the new 3-point gauge interaction vertex
and to do so we have to compute the vertex part of

J=0

(01T (A% () A% (2) A5 ()} 0) = [( ) ( 5J§<z>> (5770 ) (=510
(4.2.5)

This implies that in the end when we set J = 0, all terms that have a multiplicative J
dependence, apart from the one in Zy[J], drop out. It is easy to convince ourselves that the
only term that gives a non-vanishing contribution to Eq. (4.2.5) is
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ala/: 8/ /
S Zo[J) = — gf ! / d'z ( / d*y2039; Dy (w — yz)Ji(yz)) ( / d4y§§DJif($ — yé)Jif(yé))
X ( / dyy DI — y3) T4 (yg)> ZolJ]. (4.2.6)

The six different possibilities of performing the derivations in Eq.(4.2.5) read

QT LA AL A5 HO) = =05 [ A0;01Dile = ) ( GoDuste = 2)) D = )
vl — D —w

0)

a.’ﬂ
~af* [ (@05 Dt~ ) (HDusle -

o (z

o
~af™ [ @05yt~ 2) (G

)

~af*? [ A2@0Dyle - ) (iD= w) Dysle )
)
)

9,
— gfeab / d%(@ﬁ@ﬁDW(x —w)) (—2Dm(x —y) | Dyg(z — 2)
9y
_ gfbea / d4$(0§83DM5(93 —2)) (EDW(Q: —w) | Dpo(z —y).
(4.2.7)
Inserting the momentum space representation of the gauge propagators
d4p —ip(xz—
Dya(r —y) = / We i y)Dua(p)7
d*q _.
D . _ —zq(x—z)D
Vﬁ(x Z) / (27‘(’)46 lwé(Q)a
d47” —ir(x—w
Dy (2 — w) = / ¢ Dualr), (4.2.8)

yields the following result

(0| T{ A% (y) A (=) A% (w) }0) = / (‘5;;4 (3754 (;lﬂ: itz i ped () Dl (o) D (1)

X (271')4(54(}7 +q+ T)Vud,i{cp(pa q, 7”),
(4.2.9)

with
Vdef,new _ s, fdef _ % — & — T—p 4.2.10
delnew (p q,r) = igf*F | (pupy W,J)QQ + (r,m, qup)p2 + (@t = Popu) 5| - (42.10)

The delta function (27)*0*(p+q+7r) came from [ d*ze~®+7) Now, we turn our attention
to the new 4-point gauge interaction vertices. It will turn out to be advantagues to split
the new 4-point gauge interaction terms into terms where only two 2 of gauge fields are
transverse and the rest. Why this is useful will be evident in the next chapter. The first

4-point gauge interaction term where only two of the gauge fields are transverse comes from
Eq. (4.1.23)
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2 d,A 0,A 2 0,0, A¢ 0,0,A¢
%fabedee/d%a”( MaZ“Ab)a ( pa2pAd) ngabefwe/d%( o “b)( 7 pAd)
0,0, A 0,A¢
g2fabef6de/d4l‘ ( 02 #Ab> ( aQﬂa 4(1)

2 0L A 0,A¢
g aoe pfcae
+ 2fbfd /d4ZL‘ ( 82#8 Ab) ( 82/)8 Ad)

(4.2.11)

where for now, we are going to be interested only in the first term. Therefore, the first
4-point gauge interaction vertex reads

2 0,0, A? 0,0,A¢
S?ew—4.1[A] _ %fabedee/d4l' (%) Alb/ (%) Acdr (42]_2)

We are going to follow the same steps as we did in the case of the new 3-point gauge
interaction vertex. The contribution to the partition function Z(J) is given by

) 1 0,0, 0 o (0,0, O )
new-4.1 _ | _ = 2 rabe pcde 4 vy pro s
— <5J) ZolJl = { 29 1 /d x( o2 wg) e < o2 5J;> wg}

1
X exXp |:—§/d4y1d4y2J;<y1)DZt)\<yl — yz)z];(yg)] . (4213)

As we are interested only in connected 4-point functions

J

J=0

(OIT LA (1) A5(2) A5 () A%} 0) = [( ) ( 5J§<z>> (5257) (s ) 5722002

(4.2.14)
the only relevant term from Eq. (4.2.13) is

5 2 zor
—spt () zalsl = g [ e ([ atn Sk Do - o)
< ([ ot - o)

a;caz " " " "
(/ d4 g 82p Dzl;\//( - yg)Jiu(yg)) (/ d4 ,”D;i.t>\1u< /”)Jt///( )) eXp[]
(4.2.15)

There will be 24 different ways that the four derivatives % in Eq. (4.2.14) can act on
—Spew-417,1J]. As it would be redundant to write them all out here, we are going to state

the result only. Therefore, the solution to the connected 4-point function reads
’ ’ ’ ’ d4p d4q d47° d43
T{A () A% (2) A (w) AL 0) = /
<0| { « (y) B(z) 'y(w) § (U>}| > (271_)4 (27’(’)4 (27T)4 (27_‘_)46
X Dau(p)*Dgu ()" Doy (1) Dso () (20)*6* (0 + g + 7 + 5)
x Vabed My g s) (4.2.16)

pvpo

—ip-ye—iq~ze—ir-we—is~v
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with

abed, (1) 2 [ abe pede [ PuPv— qudv T'pl's  SpSq
Vuypo' (p? q,7, 3) - g -f f ( p2 q2 7”2 82
2 [ ace rbde pﬂp/? T,lt TP qvls SvSo
-9 f f ( 2 T2 > ( ¢ g2 )]
2 [ ade pbce pupU SMSU qul/ Tp/rl/
—g [ ( PER ) ( 2 )} (4.2.17)

The last term for which only two of the gauge fields are transverse comes from the first part
of Eq. (4.1.22)

0, (0,AS 1 [0,0,A
g2fabefcde (a o Aa>A282 ( paQPAZ> — g2fabefcde (a ) AG)A?/82 ( 82 PAd)
0,A¢
+92fabefcde/ (a o Aa)Albja2 ( 82Pa Ad> )
(4.2.18)

The second 4-point gauge interaction vertex with only two transverse gauge fields is

1 [0,0,A
S}lew—4.2 _ 92fabefcde/ (a o Aa>A1b/82 ( 52 pAd> (4219)

which leads to

d*p d*q dr d's
(2m)1 2" (2m)* (2m)1°

—ip-ye—iq-ze—ir-we—is~v

(OIT{AL () A5 (2) A5 (w) Af (0)}]0) = /

X Dayu(p )“,“Dﬁy(q)b/bDw(r)c/cD&,(T)d/d(Qﬂ)454(p +qg+r+5s)

x |/ abed: ( )(p, q,7,S) (4.2.20)

uvpo

with the following vertex factor

Qv po (7, + 8)2 ,r.2 32 (p+ q)2 p2 q2

abe abe ce-ppu_q%/ ToTs SypSo e — SpSe DuPy quqy
Vbd (p7qus):_ngbfd (H e )(p P >_|_<,0 p )(,LL Y

)

ace e-pp —rur ql/qo' SZISO' quqo'_Sl/SG' pp rpT
_ng fbd (up up)( )+( )(up pu)}

(q+s)? ¢ s (p+7)? pr

2

. ngadefbce -(p.upff B S,HSU> (QVQp Tl/rp) + (QVQp - Tl/rp) <p,upa SO'S,LL>:| .

2 2

52
(4.2.21)

(q+1)? r (p+ )2

q p

These were the only 4-point gauge interaction vertices where two of the gauge fields are
transverse. The reason why we separated them from the others is that these will be the only
ones that will lead to non-vanishing contributions for the gauge invariant quantity that we
are going to calculate in the next chapter.

For the rest of this section, for completeness, we are going to write out the other 4-point
gauge interactions and their corresponding Feynman rules. Combining the second part of
Eq. (4.1.22) where we act with the partial derivative 0, on the second term in the bracket

2 0,A
_%fabefcde/ (8 ) Aa)Al;aQ < ngﬁ Ad) (4222)

and the second term of Eq. (4.2.18)
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1 [0,AS
+g2fab6fcde/d4x (@@LAZ)AII’/@ ( ?92”80142‘5) , (4.2.23)

leads to the following Feynman rule

Vade’ (3) (p q,7 S) _ g2fabef6de _(pupr/ - QMQV) (rpsa . rp50'> i (7',07'0 - QpQU) Puqv . Puqv
pvpo R 2 L (r+s)? r2 52 (p+q)? p? q?
. 92facefbde -(pupp - Turp) QvSo  QvSo i (QVQU - 51/30) PuTp  PuTp
2 | (g+9)? ¢ s (p+7)? prr?
o 92fadefbce -(pupcr - Sp,sa> qup . ql/Tp + (qqu - Tllsp) p/J,SJ _ pusa
2 i (q + 7")2 q2 T2 (p + 8)2 p2 82 :
(4.2.24)

The action in Eq. (4.1.24),

2 Ab 0,AC
S}lew—3.4 — _%fabefcde deI(aga“AZ) <8V82V paQ,OAZ) , (4225)

gives us the following Feynman rule

Vabcd, (4) (p7 q,r7, 8) _ . .

PSS [Pubot Ty PudidoTy _ PuPpdiSe | PudidpSs _ GToTuSo . PuTiTpSo
pvpo 2 QQTQ p2r2 p2q2 p252 q282 p282

+92f"”€f”’e [ 845007 purpsusa} g2 foce fhde [pupaqﬂp PuduTTo +puqup801

9 2L P22 9 Pr2 D2 252
+g2facefbde  PuPuTpSo QuduTpSa | DPulvTpSo | QuTpSuSe  PulduSpSe
9 i 7252 1252 252 2r2 02
LSS TPy PuloTols | PubplSe  PuPuTySs _ GuduTpSe  GuTulpSe
9 2 D2 252 1252 1252 252
92 fadefbce 'p,u,r.psysa PuvSpSo 199
+ 5 PR — oy (4.2.26)

The Feynman rule for the second last term of Eq. (4.2.11)

8,0, A? 0, Ac
S?ew—4.5 — g2fabef6de/d4$ ( a}; “AZ) ( g2anAg) (4227)

is

[ Pubv qu.qv TpSo TpSo oo SpSo Puqv Puqv
Vabcd, (5) .q, 7, 8) = — 2 rabe pcde 12 _ dp ( p _'p ) + ( 14 _°p > 1% P
g (D057 ) gy \ 2 @ r2 52 r2 52 P2 e

2 race rbde [ DuPp Tulp QSo Qo Qo SvSa buTp  PuTp
AR _<p2 - 7“2)(612 - 82>+(q2 - 82)(292 - 7“2)]

2 rade rb [ PuDo SuSeo QTp qQTp qvdp Ty PuSa PusSa
_gfaefce( P s )<q2 - 7‘2>+(q2 - T2><p2 2 )}
(4.2.28)

The last term of Eq. (4.2.11)

2 0, A® d,A°
S}leW-4.6 _ %fabefcde/d4$ ( ”82“&,14?,) ( pa2pagAi), (4229)
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leads to the following Feynman rule

abed, (6) _ 2 i abe pede [ Pudv . Pudv TpSa . ToSa
Vivpe " (P1¢;7,8) = — g S ( i R
2 [ ace rbde p,ﬂ”p p,ﬂ“p qvSo sta
| () ()
2 [ ade rbce p#SU p#SU ql/'rp (Jﬂ’p
—g | [*"f ( PER )( 2 )] (4.2.30)

For completeness, the standard Yang-Mills 3-point gauge interaction vertex is given by

Vere(p,q.r) =i f*l(q = 1)u0up + (r = D)ubup + (0 — @) p0u]- (4.2.31)
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Chapter 5

Proof of the equivalence between the
Faddeev-Popov method and its
modified version

5.1 Calculation of Fj F],

In the previous chapter, we saw that the expansion of Sg leads to new interaction terms
between the gauge bosons with complicated Feynman rules. The goal of this chapter is
to implement the newly obtained Feynman rules and show that they reproduce the same
contributions as the standard Faddeev-Popov ghost fields. Expanding Fj, F}, up to second
order in the coupling constant g yields

iy (3 ()P 0 = [ iz [ e 5 2m 000 = p = pUER D) e

(5.1.1)
with
<Fﬁu(p)Fﬁu (P'))new = (27")454(10 +7) (p25/w - pupu 5ab Z Hab (Z igfabcpujz?z;c/( )|-
(5.1.2)

The subscript "new” refers to the contributions arising from the new three- and four-point
gauge field interaction vertices!. The HZZ,),’(Z) (p)’s are the one particle irreducible Feynman
diagrams contributing to the two-point function and 2% (p) is defined as

V;w

d*q  dr 111
]abc . 2 454 Vabc 1
50 = [ Gt Cn S o gt ) G Vi ), (519

The first diagram contributing to H“b which we are considering is

> > 1 diq d*r 11
b7 vV — Hab,(l) _ _/ Vadc,(new) Vbcd e
P P uv (p) 9 (271') (271_) q 7,2 uop (p7 q,T ) upa( T, Q)
x (2m)* 6 (p+q+7). (5.1.4)

!The quantity F? has been rescaled by a factor of 1/2.
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Here the new three-point gauge field interaction vertex is represented by a solid dot whereas
the vertex without an unique label corresponds to the standard three-point Yang-Mills ver-
tex. Inserting the corresponding Feynman rules in Eq. (5.1.4) gives us

1 dq dr 11
Hab,(l) — 42 racd bcd_/ ~ N , 92 454 515
() = g [ 2r) @ e @2m)*0*(p+q+r), (5.1.5)
with
N . T.q_p.q_r.p_xr.q /’n2_q_7a_p.,r. p2 q2_pq p2_q_,’,,
pv —PuPv C]2 r2 +quV pQ 2 + ? +p,ﬂ”l, ]? ? + ﬁ 5
r-p r-p p-r p-q
+ 4udv [7} —quTy |: q + _:| + Tuly [?] . (516)

In principle, we would have to compute the same diagram with the solid dot on the second
vertex instead on the first one. As both diagrams lead to the same contribution, we just mul-
tiply Eq. (5.1.6) with a factor of 2. Thus, the first contribution to the lim, . (Fg, () F5,(y))
is

dp 1 d'p d'q d'r
[ G0~ pp b IO 0) = (a7 [ S on) O+ g

(2m)* p* 2m)* (2m)* (2m)
Nl VA
o) 2] o

The only other possible combination that can arise is the one where both interaction vertices
are the new three-point gauge field vertices,

iy e Vi O (=p, =1 —q)

> > 1 dq dr 11
b7 vV — Hab:(Q) —_

. . w () =3 / (

x (2m)16D (p+ g+ ). (5.1.8)

Inserting the appropriate Feynman rules gives us the following contribution

1 diq d*r 11
Hab acd rbed ~ / M 2 45(4) 5.1.9
'(p) = g* e f 2n)i 2n ) £ (21)0 Y (p+ g + 1), (5.1.9)
with
(p-7r)q-r) (g-p)r-p)  (r-q)p-q) p-q, p* _pr P
M, = pupy e —2 po +2 ot o —2—p + 5
[t —2(r-q)* +¢* (p-r)g-r) r(q-r)=(r-q)¢> p-q
Py p* ] +p“q”{ e pPr2 T ]
p - v (roqrt—q*(q-r o7 : r?(q-1) —¢*(r-
o, |24 P _(r-q 2261(q )}+qupy{p2 AU (g )25( Q)}
L q q ¢*p r r pPr
r 2 2 2
qg-r p-r rqg-1) Py r q
T T T E T T T } T [q_Q] ~Tude ¥ Gl [ﬁ} '
(5.1.10)
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Thus, the second contribution to lim, . (Fy, () F5,(y)) from the combination new-new is

d'p 1 wbrra ube d*p d'q d*r
/ 2y — (D8 — Pup) 0TI (p) = (g ) / 2y ) (2ﬁ)4(2ﬂ)45(4)(p+q+7“)

PP —(p-q)? [+
p2q27»2 p27»2 :

X (5.1.11)

Equations (5.1.7) and (5.1.11) are the only contributions to lim,_,.(Fy, (z)Fy,(y)) at O(g%)
coming from the new 3-point gauge field interactions. The story does not end here since we
also have contributions from the new 4-point gauge field interactions to lim, . (Fy, (z)F};,(y))
which are provided by the following diagram

1 diq d*r 1
— Hab,(S) — _/ _~ y/yabcd _ . . cd 2 454 ]
o (P) =3 2m)i (27)] q2VWp(p, P a4 —q)0ps 0 (2m)° 0" (p+ g + 1)

a, p b,v
v (5.1.12)

Here V;jgf; is the new 4-point gauge interaction vertices derived in the previous chapter.
(3)

Inserting the Feynman rules from equations (4.2.17) and (4.2.21) in I leads to

a acd b d*q d*r 11
e (p) = g*f df”/(%) TR g (O(l)+O(2)>(27r)4(54(p—|—q+r), (5.1.13)
whereby
r’ r’(p-q) r*(p-q) r’
O,Slu) = —DPuDv Lﬁ} + quDy {W] + Pudy [W] — quv {?} . (5.1.14)
and

4P, B q] (5.1.15)

0% = —2p,p, — 2qqy+2pqu{ }Jrqpy{ +—
1 H H H p H p q

Throughout the calculation, we used several symmetry arguments one of which was the
invariance of the integrand under p — —p, or any of the other momenta. Equation (5.1.13)
is the only non-zero contribution to the lim, ., (F¢, (z)F5,(y)) stemming from Sg). All
the other contributions from SG are annihilated by the action of (p®d,, — pup,) on II,,’s.

Therefore, the full contribution from the new 4-point interactions to lim, . (Fj, (z)F},(y))
at O(g?) reads

d4p i 2 . aby7ab,(3) — abc)2 d4p d4(] d'r T 45(4) r
[ G0 = pp b IO 0) = (a7 [ g on) 5+ g1

P’ —(p-q)? [—2r* — ¢
p q 7-2 p2r2 :
(5.1.16)
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The final Feynman diagram contributing to [ 3,36”

A\

-1 4 4
d d 111
_ Jabe (p) _ / q r 1/ abe

vuv 79 \4.9 9 9o
/p

2m) (2m)ip2 g2 2 v
Multiplying the vertex factor V,2%(p, ¢,r) with p, reads

vy

gives

(p,q,m)(2m)* 0 (p+ q + 7).

(5.1.17)

puVire(pq,r) = igf*"p, [(ﬁ — TZ)Z—Z +((r-p)r, — (q -p)qu)]% +((q-7)gu — (r -p)pu)r—lz}

q2 + p2 + r2

O e 0 S R T R G
(5.1.18)

The second term in Eq. (5.1.18) as well as terms p?(p - q)/q* — p*(p - r)/r? vanish since they
are anti-symmetric in r and ¢q. Hence, we are left with

2 . . .
Vi (p,a,r) = igf* {—T (Zz D), rigq p)}
— g fee qu L G G el U q)qj | (5.1.19)
q r

where we used momentum conservation. We notice that also the terms (r - q)(r?/q¢* — ¢*/r?)
vanish as they are anti-symmetric in 7 and ¢ whereas the integral is symmetric. Therefore,

(r- Q)Q]

r2

puv,jfﬁ(p, q, T) = igfabc |:712 -

. abe (p-q)°

= igf® [qZ— el (5.1.20)
p

where in the first term, we interchanged the momentum r with the momentum ¢ and in the

second term the momentum 7 with p. Thus, the final contribution to lim, . (Fy, (z)F},(y))

at O(g?) turns out to be

4 4 4 4 N2
S B R e e

5.2 Faddeev-Popov ghost field contributions in Fj Fj,
In the first chapter, we spent some time talking about the origin of the ghost fields and
the essential role they play in the BRST symmetry. The goal of the fifth chapter is to
show that for the gauge invariant quantity lim, ., (F, (z)Fy,(y)) the gauge field interactions
arising from Sg lead to the same outcome as the ghost fields in the standard Yang-Mills
theory. In this section, we are going to take a little detour to the standard Yang-Mills
theory where the ghost fields are still present and calculate their contributions to the quantity
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limy . (F}, (z)Fy,(y)) up to the second order in the coupling constant g. Feynman rules for
the ghost fields are

‘5ab
(@ (p)c(q)) = ZF(%)‘*&@ +q) (5.2.1)
with the ghost-gauge field vertex given as
(@ (p) (@) AS(r)) = fpu(2m) 0 (p + q + 7). (5.2.2)

A point that we already mentioned about the ghost fields is that they represent fictitious
particles, meaning that in Feynman diagrams they can only appear as internal lines. This
observation together with the fact that they only interact with gauge bosons via a ghost-
antighost-gauge interaction implies that the only contribution to lim, ., (F}, (z)F}, (y)) from
the ghost fields comes from the following diagram

b v =TIE (p) = —¢° /

5 (f*q) (= ") (2m) 6% (pgtr),

(5.2.3)
where we added the minus sign in front of the integral since ghosts are anti-commuting fields.
The one-particle irreducible ghost diagram in Eq. (5.2.3) reads

dq dr 11
Hab’(gh) — 2 pacd bcd/ -
2% (p) g s (271')4 (27T) @r 5

ac C d4q d47’ 11
== bd/ (2m)" (27)1 g2 55 (@ + am ) @)+ g+ 1), (5:24)

r,(2m) 6 (p+q + 1)

where we used the fact that r, = (p + q),. Applying p*P,, = (p*0,, — pup,) gives us the
ghost contribution to lim, .., (F5,(z)F5,(y)) up to the second order in perturbation theory

. . . ube d4 d4 d4 2.2 . q)2 1
iy (5 (0 i) = (0™ [ s om0 g+ Pl O [ 2],

(5.2.5)
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5.3 Final Result

To obtain the final result, we need to add all the contributions to lim, . (Fy, (z)F},(y))
arising from Sg at O(g?). Thus,

3
) d4p
. a a _ 2 ab ab, (i . abc
hnlyﬁm<Fuu(x)Fﬂy(y)>neW - / (271')4 p4 (p 5;W - pupV>5 E :Hw/( )(p) - ng / T

dip 1

dip diq d*r

~ o™ [ ¢

o)t (2m)4 (21)A

VIabc
2 2ni? (D)
2 2 2
P’ —(p-q)
(2m)* W (p+q + N @ BB,
(5.3.1)

where the function B(p, ¢, r)? encodes the different contributions from the various diagrams,

see Table I.

|

2=

Table 5.1: Various contributions to B(p, q,r). The solid dot represents the new three-point
gauge field interaction vertex and the solid square the new four-point gauge field interaction
vertex. Vertices without any special labeling correspond to the standard Yang-Mills ones.
In the second last line of the table is the sum of the four diagrams displayed in the first
four lines. The bottom line of the table displays the standard Faddeev-Popov ghost field

contribution [78].

2We want to mention that all the prefactors in front of the two-point function and three-point function

in F F?

puvspy

have been accounted for.
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Inserting the various contributions from Table 1 into Eq. (5.3.1) yields

: o (3 g abe d'p d'q d'r ¢ —(p-q)?
hmy%x<Fuu($)Fuu(y)>new =(gf ’ )2/ (2m)* (27)* (2)* (27T)45(4) (p+q+r) 222
2 1 2 2 2
“\ 72 3T2 _2__2__gr2 2
b p p p p p
d'p d'q d'r P’¢* —(p-q)*
abc\2 2 46(4) _
08" [ i 20 g+ ) |
(5.3.2)
Hence,
hmy—m <F5u(x)Fﬁu(y)>HeW - hmy—m <F5u(x)Fﬁu(y)>gh - 07 (533)

which proves that, up to second order in the coupling constant g, the modified Yang-Mills
action without the Faddeev-Popov ghost fields yields the same result as one would obtain
by using the standard Yang-Mills action.

5.4 Outlook

The efficiency of our method improves dramatically by employing software like Mathemat-
ica. Notice that within our approach only bosonic variables appear which reduces the com-
putational complexity significantly. This cost reduction could be of importance also for
computations in lattice QCD. One of our future projects will be to develop a Mathemat-
ica package that implements our approach and makes it accessible to the physics community.

We plan to test our method on various other gauge invariant quantities and for different
gauge fixing conditions in order to compare its efficiency and performance with the usual
Faddev-Popov procedure. We also intend to use our approach in order to address the issue
of Gribov ambiguities because we expect that it will shed new light on this problem.

As P. W. Anderson said: 7 Physics is the study of symmetries.” Therefore, an exciting
line of work will be to investigate the new symmetries of the modified Yang-Mills action
since the elimination of the ghost fields led to the loss of the BRST symmetry which was
a crucial part of proving the renormalizability and unitarity of the theory. With the help
of this new symmetry, we plan to develop generalized Slavnov-Tayler identities in order to
set up a renormalization program. We hope that this new symmetry could be helpful in
explaining some of the problems that we are facing within theoretical and mathematical
physics, today.
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Chapter 6

Summary

In the first chapter, we reviewed non-abelian gauge theories and their singular structure due
to the gauge redundancy of the Lagrangian. A manifestly covariant way of eliminating the
gauge degrees of freedom was developed by Faddeev and Popov [14]. As a consequence of
fixing the gauge, fictitious particles called Faddeev-Popov ghosts emerge.

In the second chapter, we discussed issues associated with the extension of the gauge fixing
procedure beyond the perturbative level. We saw that in the presence of Gribov copies
the Faddeev-Popov determinant vanishes, calling for modifications of the Faddeev-Popov
method. To avoid the Gribov copies, we had to restrict the path integral to the first Gribov
region Cy. By using Gribov’s no-pole condition and Zwanziger’s horizon function, we were
able to implement the restriction, which led to the modification of the IR behavior of the
gauge and gluon propagators. In both of the approaches, the gluon propagator gets excluded
from the physical spectrum which can be taken as a sign of confinement.

In the third chapter, we looked at the Gribov ambiguity from a more mathematical per-
spective. In the language of differential geometry, the absence of a global section on a
principal bundle is equivalent to the Gribov problem. We looked at Huffel’'s and Kelnhofer’s
[77] proposal for dealing with the issue of the Gribov ambiguity in the differential geometric
setting. Their idea was to partition the configuration space into local patches, where it is al-
ways possible to choose a gauge, and by summing over all patches to obtain the global result.

In the fourth chapter, we saw that by restricting Hiiffel’s and Kelnhofer’s equation for com-
puting global expectation values of gauge invariant observables to a local patch leads to a
modification of the Faddeev-Popov path integral density by introducing specific finite con-
tributions of the pure gauge degrees of freedom. The presence of the new degrees of freedom
does not affect gauge invariant quantities, and in principle, they can be eliminated. However,
Hiiffel and Kelnhofer proved in [75] that by keeping the contributions from Sg, it is pos-
sible to eliminate the Faddeev-Popov determinant by a field transformation which leads to
the quantization of Yang-Mills theory without Faddeev-Popov ghost fields. As a byproduct
of eliminating the ghost fields new multi-point gauge interactions appear with complicated
Feynman rules.

In the fifth chapter, we were able to show in a specific example that up to the second order

in perturbation theory the newly obtained Feynman rules reproduce the same contributions
as the Faddeev-Popov ghost fields.
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