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The quantization of Yang-Mills field theories requires the introduction of a gauge fixing which
leads to a violation of the Local Gauss Law described by the so-called Gauss operator. We discuss
the local quantizations of Yang-Mills theories in terms of the possible Gauss operators, which are
argued to have a more physical meaning than the gauge fixings.

We focus the attention on the local quantizations which leave the global gauge group and a
subgroup of local gauge transformations unbroken, as the Feynman quantization of quantum Elec-
trodynamics, and show that in the non-abelian case such properties cannot be realized together with
Lorentz covariance; thus, quite generally, one cannot have the structural properties of the Feynman
quantization of Quantum Electrodynamics.

By relaxing the condition of Lorentz covariance, we obtain a classification of Gauss operators,
which satisfy gauge covariant conservation laws and generate non-trivial residual subgroups of local
gauge transformations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Given a Lie (global) gauge group G, the correspondent
local gauge group G is conventionally obtained by replac-
ing the constant group parameters of G by infinitely dif-
ferentiable functions, which is convenient to choose of
compact support in space and of slow (i.e. at most poly-
nomial) increase in time1.

A classical gauge field theory is defined by a La-
grangian Linv invariant under a local gauge group G,
with the fields (which enter in the definition of Linv)
transforming as representations of G. In order to have
a well posed Cauchy problem, i.e. a deterministic time
evolution of the fields, one must add a gauge fixing LGF ,
which need not break G to the identity (as implied by the
functional integral argument), but only to the extent of

∗ bruno.bucciotti@sns.it
† franco.strocchi@sns.it
1 Regularity conditions on the gauge functions are needed, since

the quantum fields are operator valued distributions, so that the
transformations induced by the action of G should have the prop-
erty of multipliers of the related test functions. The requirement
of compact support in space guarantees the very useful property
of space localization of the gauge transformations and it also pro-
vides the needed clear cut distinction between the global and the
local gauge group. For the time dependence it is enough a slow
increase in time; the condition of compact support in time would
exclude the local gauge transformations in the temporal gauge
and it is not required. Technically, the group parameters of G

are required to belong to D(R3) × OM (R)). Very problematic
is the generalization of the local gauge transformations with the
gauge functions replaced by field operators, since it involves the
singular (actually divergent) multiplication of operator valued
distributions at the same point. For more detailed motivations
and useful consequences of such choices see [1].

allowing a deterministic field dynamics [1] (for example,
the Feynman gauge in electrodynamics leaves the unbro-
ken residual group with parameters satisfying �ε = 0).

The introduction of a gauge fixing is crucial for a quan-
tization of the field algebra since, according to the prin-
ciples of quantum mechanics, the dynamics is described
by a unitary operator U(t) = e−itH , and therefore in
order to have quantum fields the dynamics of the field
operators must be deterministic.

Thus, a quantization of a gauge field theory is defined
by the choice of a gauge fixing, different gauge fixings
identifying different quantum field algebras F , even if
the resulting representations of the observable field sub-
algebra Fobs are all equivalent; one of the main roles of
the field algebra F is to allow, through its vacuum repre-
sentation, the construction of the representations of Fobs

beyond its vacuum sector [1], namely the expectations of
the observables on the states with non-trivial G charges.

We consider quantizations of Yang-Mills field theories
(with G a compact Lie group) defined by vacuum rep-
resentations of local field algebras F , in a vector space
V = FΨ0, obtained by gauge fixings which do not break
the global gauge group G, satisfy locality and leave a resid-
ual local gauge subgroup Gr ⊂ G unbroken .

We briefly mention the motivations for such a choice.
Gauge fixings which break the global gauge group G

down to the identity (like the unitary gauge and the ξ
gauges) involve a mean field parameter which is difficult
to justify beyond the perturbative approach and it is at
most allowed for the discussion of the phenomenon of
gauge symmetry breaking, as in the electroweak theory.

A residual local gauge group Gr is very useful for ex-
ploiting the related Ward identities, a crucial tool for the
proof of renormalization, as displayed by the prototypical
case of Feynman gauge in Quantum Electrodynamics.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.01492v2
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Furthermore, the unbroken residual group allows us to
exploit its topology for codifying the interplay between
gauge invariance and other symmetries, in particular chi-
ral symmetries. Indeed, the representation of the topol-
ogy of the residual group yields a non-perturbative solu-
tion of the U(1) problem in Quantum Chromodynamics,
without relying on the semi-classical instanton approxi-
mation, which is not free of mathematical problems [1].

The consideration of local field algebras, i.e. of gauge
fixings which do not violate locality, is motivated by
the fact most of what is known on quantum field the-
ories at the non-perturbative level relies on locality [2],
which is also shared by the (perturbatively) renormaliz-
able gauges.

Another ingredient of our analysis is the distinguished
role of the Gauss operators, for the classification of the
possible quantizations of Yang-Mills theories, since they
have a more physical status than the gauge fixings, as
argued below.

In fact, the presence of the gauge fixing invalidates the
conclusion of the second Noether theorem, namely the
validity of Local Gauss Law

Ja
µ = ∂νF a

ν µ, (1)

satisfied by the currents Ja
µ , (a = 1, ...n, n = the dimen-

sion of G), which generate the infinitesimal transforma-
tions of G on the field algebra F :

δaF = lim
R→∞

i [Qa
R, F ], ∀F ∈ F , (2)

where Qa
R is a suitably regularized integral of Ja

0 over a
sphere of radius R.

Hence, instead of eq. (1) one rather gets

Ja
µ = ∂νF a

ν µ +Ga
µ, (3)

where Ga
µ, henceforth called the Gauss operator, depends

on the choice of the gauge fixing.
The unbroken global group G implies that ∂µJa

µ = 0
and therefore eq. (3) and the antisymmetry of Fν µ yield

∂µGa
µ = 0, (4)

i.e. the Gauss operator satisfies a continuity equation.
Thus, it plays the role of an “external” conserved current,
(a meaning not shared by the gauge fixing).

Moreover, for any physical state Ψ (typically obtained
by a non-local construction through the vacuum repre-
sentation of F , as for example in the Gupta-Bleuer quan-
tization of QED), the Local Gauss Law holds (for more
details and proofs, see [1]):

(Ψ, (Ja
µ − ∂νF a

ν µ)Ψ) = (Ψ, Ga
µ Ψ) = 0. (5)

Actually, such a property qualifies the physical states (in
Quantum Electrodynamics amounts to the validity of the
Maxwell equations on the physical states), so that, by
eq. (5), the Gauss operator provides the characterization
of the physical states.

In addition, by the locality of the field algebra it has
been shown [3] that in the Feynman quantization of QED
and in general in the temporal gauge of Yang-Mills theo-
ries the Gauss operator generates the infinitesimal trans-
formations of the residual local gauge group in the given
representation of F , so that it belongs to the commutant
of the Fobs and therefore it classifies the representations
of Fobs contained in the representation space of F . In the
abelian case, the Gauss operator even belongs to Fobs and
therefore to its center.

The role and meaning of the Gauss operator in such a
construction of the physical states become more evident
in connection with locality.

In fact, the Gauss law, eq. (1), implies that the flux of
F a
i 0 at infinity, briefly called Gauss charge and denoted

by Qa
G, coincides with the total charge, a suitable inte-

gral of Ja
0 , called the current charge and denoted by Qa

J .
Then, since by locality the Gauss charge has vanishing
expectations on local states, so does the charge Qa

J and,
as a consequence, the global gauge group G acts trivially
in the representation space of a local field algebra F .

Hence, the role of the Gauss operator is to
screen/compensate the contribution of the current charge
to the flux of F a

i 0 at infinity allowing for local states with
non-zero charge and, consequently, for a non-trivial ac-
tion of G in the representation space of F .

Furthermore, a clever choice of the Gauss operator may
make more explicit the hyperbolic and elliptic contents
of eq. (3), which in the abelian case is equivalent to:

�Fµν = ∂µJν − ∂νJµ − ∂µGν + ∂νGµ, ∂iFi 0 = J0 −G0.
(6)

In fact, in the abelian case the choice of the tempo-
ral gauge Gi = 0, which implies ∂0G0 = 0, leads to a
standard hyperbolic equation for Fi j,

�Fi j = ∂iJj − ∂jJi, (7)

without involving the Gauss operator, which only enters
in the “elliptic” constraint involving Fi 0 and J0, consis-
tent with the time evolution of Fi 0

∂0F0 i = ∂jFi j + Ji. (8)

Thus, the role of G0 is that of a screening static charge
density which is seen by the local states but not by the
non-local physical charged states.

Furthermore, in the temporal gauge the Gauss opera-
tor satisfies a (gauge) covariant conservation law, namely
DµGµ = 0, in agreement with its interpretation as the
current of a (fictitious) charge distribution.

A similar role and meaning of the Gauss operator oc-
curs also in the temporal gauge of the non-abelian case.

For these reasons, for the characterization of the pos-
sible (local) quantizations of a gauge field theory, the
Gauss operator is better qualified than the gauge fixing,
which does not have such properties.

The aim of this note is to discuss the constraints on the
Gauss operators in the non-abelian case (and therefore on
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the possible quantizations) and point out the general ob-
struction for a quantization with the properties similar to
that of the Feynman gauge in Quantum Electrodynam-
ics.

We show that it is impossible to have a quantization of
non-abelian Yang-Mills field theories which satisfies local-
ity, Lorentz covariance and leaves the global gauge group
G and a subgroup Gr ⊂ G of local gauge transformations
unbroken. This provides a general argument for the re-
course to BRST quantization in the case of non-abelian
Yang-Mills theories.

In addition, we obtain a classification of the Gauss
operators which satisfy a (gauge) covariant conservation
law. This property yields that the gauge fixing and the
corresponding Gauss operator minimally affect the gauge
group geometry of the Yang-Mills equations, being re-
quired in particular if the current which generates the
global group has to be left unchanged by the gauge fix-
ing.

As a consequence, one has the desirable property that
the action on the matter fields by the Gauss operator
and by the topological operators (namely, the operators
which describe the topology of the residual group) is the
same as that of the current in the absence of gauge fixing.

This pattern does not seem to be available in the BRST
quantization [4]: the invariance group of the Lagrangian
is no longer the group G of local gauge transformations
but rather the BRST group which involves field transfor-
mations with parameters which are field operators. As
discussed above, the mathematical control of such trans-
formations, which involve singular multiplication of dis-
tributions at the same point, is rather problematic, be-
yond the perturbative approach.

The BRST gauge fixing does not leave a subgroup Gr

of local gauge transformations unbroken and the singular
(distributional) properties of the fields which parametrize
the BRST transformations preclude the possibility of
considering their topological properties.

From this point of view, the quantization of the tem-
poral gauge proved more effective for a non-perturbative
analysis of non-abelian Yang-Mills theory, at the only
expense of losing manifest Lorentz covariance. In ex-
change, the vacuum representation of the field algebra
of the temporal gauge satisfies positivity and does not
involve ghosts (so that the fields may be defined as op-
erators in a Hilbert space), whereas the vacuum repre-
sentation of the BRST field algebra is indefinite and,
in particular, the ghosts are not operators in a Hilbert
space. Needless to say, the identification or construction
of the Hilbert space of physical states is much easier if the
vacuum representation of the field algebra has a Hilbert
space structure.

II. GAUSS OPERATORS IN YANG-MILLS

GAUGE THEORIES

For the reasons discussed above, in the following we
consider the possible realization of a Gauss operators Gµ

which has the following properties:

i) it leaves the global gauge group G unbroken,

ii) it leaves a residual group Gr of local gauge transfor-
mations unbroken; this allows for the exploitation of
the corresponding Ward identities, and in the non-
abelian case the effect of the topology of Gr on the
properties of the physical states,

iii) it defines a local field, in the representation space V
of the local field algebra,

iv) it allows a simple characterization of the physical
states in terms of the subspace of the representation
space of F , or of a suitable completion of it, with
vanishing expectation of Gµ.2

A. Group theoretical constraints on Gauss

operators

Since by ii) the Gauss operators under our consider-
ation are related to residual subgroups of local gauge
transformations, the characterization of such subgroups
provides group theoretical constraints on the analysis of
possible Gauss operators.

As mentioned above, the local gauge group G is
parametrized by the set of infinitely differentiable func-
tions of compact support in space, εa(x), a = 1, ...n,
which form not only a vector space V with the sum de-
fined by

(ε1 + ε2)
a(x) ≡ εa1(x) + εa2(x),

but also an algebra E with product

(ε1 ∧ ε2)
a(x) ≡ ifa

b cε
b
1(x) ε

c
2(x).

The abelian subgroups Gi of G, stable under G by i), are
identified by subspaces Vi of V , whereas the non-abelian
subgroups are identified by sub-algebras Ei of E , since in
the non-abelian case the group composition law requires
stability under the above product (see the Zassenhaus
formula below).

The stability of Gi under the global group G requires
that if εa(x)T a belongs to the Lie algebra of Gi so does
[ εb T b, εa(x)T a ], ∀b, i.e. if εa belongs to the parameter
space of Gi so does εc(x) = f c

a bε
a(x), ∀b.

2 For examples which realize such a structure see [1].
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The above properties must be satisfied by the local
gauge subgroups related to the Gauss operators and
therefore provide a first classification of them.

Another restriction comes from the condition that the
Gauss operators admit a derivation from a Lagrangian.

The invariance of the gauge fixing under the residual
group Gr , with gauge parameters εr is codified by the
following equations in terms of the gauge fixing LGF :

Lµ
a ∂µε

a
r ≡ (9)

{

δLGF

δAa
µ

+ iT a
bc

[

δLGF

δ ∂µAb
ν

Ac
ν +

δLGF

δ ∂µBb
Bc

]}

∂µε
a
r = 0,

Lµν
a ∂µ∂νε

a
r ≡

δLGF

δ ∂µAa
ν

∂µ∂νε
a
r = 0, (10)

where for simplicity, we omitted the presence of matter
fields and considered gauge fixings LGF which are func-
tions of Aa

µ and of fields Ba, of the Nakanishi-Lautrup
type, which transform according to irreducible adjoint
representations of G, taken to be a simple group.

In conclusion, in the case of an abelian global group
G the possible residual groups, equivalently the possible
Gauss operators, are identified by G invariant subspaces
of V with gauge parameters εr(x) satisfying eqs. (9)
and (10).

For non-abelian G the characterization is provided by
G invariant sub-algebras of E with gauge parameters
εr(x) satisfying eqs. (9) and (10).

Explicit cases are discussed below.

B. Feynman Gauss operator

A distinguished choice of the Gauss operator is that of
the Feynman gauge in Quantum Electrodynamics, which
preserves locality and covariance: Gµ = ∂µL, with L a
massless longitudinal field.

In addition to the properties i)-iv), the Feynman Gauss
operator in QED satisfies

v) it is Lorentz covariant, allowing for a Lorentz covari-
ant field algebra,

vi) it provides a simple subsidiary condition, which lin-
earizes the constraint eq. (5) for the identification of
the physical states,

vii) it does not require ghost fields, since it involves only
the vector potential and possibly the Nakanishi-
Lautrup field B.

The technical advantages of such a choice are well
known, in particular for the control of renormalization,
the explicit construction of the physical charged states,
etc. (see e.g. [1]). It is then natural to ask whether a
Gauss operator with such properties may be obtained
also in the non-abelian case.

A negative answer has been presented in the literature
and it is part of the standard textbook presentation of the

need for BRST quantization. However, such a negative
conclusion has been reached for the choice of a gauge
fixing which is a literal transcription of the Feynman
choice, namely for the gauge fixing 1

2
ξ(∂µAa

µ)
2 or for its

Nakanishi-Lautrup variations, e.g. Ba∂µAa
µ+

1

2
ξ(∂µAa

µ)
2.

One may reasonably ask whether in the non-abelian
case a more clever choice of the gauge fixing may work.
Quite generally this leads to investigating the possible
Lorentz covariant solutions of the equation ∂µGµ = 0.

For simplicity, we discuss the problem in the absence
of matter fields and consider gauge fixings LGF which
are functions of Aa

µ and of fields Ba, of the Nakanishi-
Lautrup type, which transform according to irreducible
adjoint representations of G, for simplicity taken to be a
simple group. Then, the invariance of the gauge fixing
LGF under the global gauge group G requires

T a
b c

[

δLGF

δAb
µ

Ac
µ +

δLGF

δBb
Bc+ (11)

+
δLGF

δ∂νAb
µ

∂νA
c
µ +

δLGF

δ∂νBb
∂νB

c

]

= 0 (12)

The additional restriction of Lorentz covariance plays
a crucial role, requiring the Lorentz covariance of the
subspaces of gauge parameters in the abelian case and
of the sub-algebras of E in the non-abelian case. Then,
the group parameters of Gr should define a vector space
stable under G and under Lorentz transformations. Now,
since G does not have invariant subgroups, eq. (9) cannot
provide restrictions on the index a, and similarly there is
no linear subspace invariant under the Lorentz transfor-
mations to be spanned by the four vectors ∂µε

a.
Then, in the absence of restrictions on the group pa-

rameters, in order to satisfy eq. (9) the expression in curly
brackets should vanish

{

δLGF

δAa
µ

+ iT a
bc

[

δLGF

δ ∂µAb
ν

Ac
ν +

δLGF

δ ∂µBb
Bc

]}

= 0. (13)

It is instructive to check that eq. (9) provides restric-
tions on the gauge parameter εr if Lorentz covariance
is not required, as it happens for the temporal gauge.
In fact, in this case the term in square brackets and
δLGF /δA

a
i , i = 1, 2, 3 vanish, (see below), and eq. (9)

gives the restriction ∂0εr = 0, i.e. the residual group of
the temporal gauge.

It remains to exploit eq. (10), which (assuming Lorentz
invariance) yields the following characterization

δLGF

δ ∂µAa
ν

+
δLGF

δ ∂νAa
µ

= gµνL
a, � εar(x) = 0, (14)

with La 6= 0, a scalar function of the fields. Clearly, if
La = 0, the condition � εa = 0 is not required, but then
the absence of conditions on the εa would imply Gr = G,
i.e. no effective gauge fixing.

Hence, the possible residual subgroup should be char-
acterized by gauge parameters εa(x) satisfying the (free)
wave equation. Indeed, as we shall see, this works in the
abelian case, but not in the non-abelian case.
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In fact, in the non-abelian case there cannot be a resid-
ual group Gr characterized by gauge parameters εr sat-
isfying �εr = 0, since this condition keeps being satis-
fied by linear combination of such functions (vector space
structure), but not by their products in conflict with the
group composition rule.

This is displayed by the Zassenhaus formula, [5, 6],
which is known to converge for small values of the pa-
rameters; in fact, it gives

eiε
a

1
(x)ta eiε

b

2
(x)tb = eiε

a

1
(x)ta+iεb

2
(x)tb e−

1

2
εa
1
(x)εb

2
(x)[ta, tb]...

The first term on the right hand side is the exponential of
an element of the Lie algebra, and therefore an element
of the group, but the other factors, which do not vanish
in the non-abelian case, do not define elements of a gauge
group characterized by the above gauge parameters, be-
cause the product of gauge functions which satisfy the
wave equation does not satisfy the wave equation.

In conclusion, quite generally in the non-abelian case it
is impossible to have a covariant Gauss operator satisfy-
ing i)-ii), as a function of Aa

µ and possible Nakanishi-
Lautrup fields ; hence the properties of the Feynman
Gauss operator are in general excluded. Lorentz covari-
ance can be rescued by relaxing the condition of a non-
trivial residual gauge group, as in BRST quantization.

C. Gauss operator and covariant conservation law

By the defining eq. (3), ∂µGµ = 0, where Ja
µ is the

current which generates the unbroken global gauge group
G thanks to Noether theorem.

Now, in the absence of a gauge fixing, the Gauss law
may also be written as

DνF a
ν µ = jaµ(ψ), (15)

where Dµ denotes the covariant derivative and jaµ(ψ) is
the contribution to the conserved current by the matter
fields (the so-called matter current). Both terms of this
equation satisfy a covariant conservation law

DµDνF a
ν µ = Dµjaµ(ψ) = 0. (16)

One may then ask whether such covariant conservation
laws, strictly related to the gauge group geometry, keep
holding also in the presence of a gauge fixing. Thus we
look for Gauss operators which satisfy a covariant con-
servation law (besides the ordinary conservation law), i.e.

DµGa
µ = 0. (17)

We allow for gauge fixings which are functions of Aa
µ

and of auxiliary fields of the Nakanishi-Lautrup type
Ba

i , i = 1, ...k, which transform as the adjoint represen-
tation of G, and possibly G invariant fields Bi.

We shall see that if
a) the gauge fixing does not depend on the derivatives of
Aa

µ, and

b) the current

jaµ(B) =
δL

δ∂µBb
i

δaBb
i =

δLGF

δ∂µBb
i

δaBb
i

satisfies a covariant conservation law (in particular
jaµ(B) = 0 if LGF does not depend on the derivatives
of the Ba

i )

then, the corresponding Gauss operator satisfies a covari-
ant conservation law. Indeed we shall see that, contrary
to what implicitly argued in the literature, there are so-
lutions of eq. (17) and of the continuity equation.

We denote by L0 the gauge invariant Lagrangian , so
that L = L0+LGF . By Noether theorem, the invariance
of L under the global gauge group G determines the con-
served current Ja

µ which generates the transformations of
G:

Ja
µ = i T a

bc

[

δL

δ ∂µAb
ν

Ac
ν +

δL

δ ∂µBb
i

Bc
i

]

+ jaµ(ψ) = (18)

= i T a
bc

[

δL0

δ ∂µAb
ν

Ac
ν +

δLGF

δ ∂µBb
i

Bc
i

]

+ jaµ(ψ) = jaµ(A) + jaµ(Bi) + jaµ(ψ), (19)

where jaµ(ψ) denotes the contribution of the mat-
ter fields, the so-called matter current, and jaµ(A) =

−iT a
b c (A

b)νF c
νµ.

The second Noether theorem applied to L−LGF pro-
vides information on the effect of LGF in yielding eq. (3).

The coefficient of ∂µε in the infinitesimal variation of

L0 = L − LGF must vanish and one gets

Ja
µ +

δL

δAa
µ

−
δLGF

δAa
µ

− jaµ(Bi) =

Ja
µ + ∂ν

δL0

δ∂νAa
µ

−
δLGF

δAa
µ

− jaµ(Bi) = (20)

= Ja
µ + ∂νF a

µ ν −
δLGF

δAa
µ

− jaµ(Bi) = 0, (21)
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where we have used that
1) LGF does not depend on the derivatives of Aa

µ,
2) L0 does not depend on the auxiliary fields Ba

i , so that
the derivatives of LGF with respect to the fields Ba

i and
to their derivatives may be replaced by the corresponding
derivatives of L, allowing to use the equations of motion
for the fields Ba

i .
Hence, the Gauss operator is given by

Ga
µ =

δLGF

δAa
µ

+ jaµ(Bi). (22)

and eq. (21) gives

DνF a
νµ = jaµ(ψ) + jaµ(B)−Ga

µ. (23)

Now, the matter current satisfies a covariant conservation
law and, by assumption so does also jaµ(Bi):

Dµjaµ(Bi) = 0.

Then, since DνDµF a
ν µ = 0, eq. (21) gives

DµGa
µ = 0. (24)

D. Solutions of the equations ∂µGa
µ = 0, DµGa

µ = 0

Given a solution Ga
µ of the conservation law ∂µGa

µ = 0,
the additional covariant conservation law requires

T a
b c (A

b)µGc
µ = 0. (25)

The vanishing of the left hand side may be due either to
the summation over the Lorentz indices or to the summa-
tion over the G-group indices b, c (for each Lorentz index
µ).

We have already shown that in the non-abelian case
the equation ∂µGa

µ = 0 does not have Lorentz covariant
solutions fulfilling our requirements. One can see that in
the non-abelian case also eq. (25) does not admit Lorentz
covariant solutions.

In fact, the invariance of the solutions under the cor-
responding residual group requires

T a
b c ∂

µεbr(x)G
c
µ = 0.

Since the parameters ∂µεr(x) span a Lorentz covariant
vector subspace and no such subspace exits except the
whole Lorentz covariant vector space,

(vb)µ T a
b cG

c
µ = 0, (26)

for any Lorentz vector vbµ. Therefore Gc
µ = 0 and Gr = 1.

Thus, one must look for solutions which violate Lorentz
covariance, still keeping the conditions i)-iv).

Now, the covariance of eq. (3) under the unbroken
global group requires that the Gauss operator must trans-
form according to the adjoint representation.

Therefore, from a group theoretical point of view,
in terms of the (irreducible) adjoint representation of
SU(N), eq. (24) may be written in the form of scalar
product

(G, T aA) = 0,

where A and G are vectors of the (irreducible) adjoint
representation.
Now, in an irreducible representation given any vector by
applying the generators T a and the identity one reaches
any other vector; therefore the above equation requires
G ∼ A.

Thus, the solutions of eq. (24) are Ga
µ = Aa

µB, with B
an operator invariant under G transformations. This is
easily obtained in the caseG = SU(2), since then eq. (24)
requires the vanishing of the vector product Aµ ∧Gµ.

A very relevant example is provided by the Gauss
operator of the temporal gauge, characterized by Ga

i =
0, ∂0G

a
0 = 0.

It is uniquely selected by the condition of rotational
covariance ofGa

µ. In this case if vbµ = (vbi , v
b
0) is an allowed

vector, so are the space-rotated ones Rvbµ = ((Rvb)i, v
b
0)

as well as Rvbµ− v
b
µ = ((Rvb)i− v

b
i , 0) for any rotation R.

The set of such vectors spans the whole three-dimensional
space and therefore eq. (26) implies Gc

i = 0.
Its explicit form is obtainable by the gauge fixing term

LGF = Aa
0 B

a, with Ba a Nakanishi-Lautrup field which
plays the role of a Lagrange multiplier leading to Aa

0 = 0.
Then, one has

Ga
µ = δLGF /δA

a
µ = δµ,0B

a, (27)

and eq. (24) is obviously satisfied since Ga
i = 0 and Aa

0 =
0.

In this case, the residual local covariance group
of eq. (3) is given by time independent gauge parameters,
which characterize the temporal gauge. Indeed, the con-
straint of eq. (9) is satisfied by unrestricted ∂iε

a, which
requires δLGF /δA

a
i = 0, and by ∂0ε

a = 0, which allows
for δLGF /δA

a
0 6= 0.

This realization of the temporal gauge is particularly
convenient because it directly provides the violation of
the Local Gauss Law in terms of the time independent
Nakanishi-Lautrup local field Ba. It is one of the basic
fields which generate the local field algebra and it does
not arise as a composite field with the related problem of
point splitting regularization; thus, its algebraic proper-
ties are derivable from canonical quantization.

A similar pattern is realized by the axial gauge or by
variations of it, like e.g. the nµAa

µ = 0 gauges, with nµ

timelike, spacelike or lightlike. In this case, rotational co-
variance is replaced by the covariance under the stability
group of nµ.

III. CONCLUSION

We have shown that it is impossible to quantize Yang-
Mills gauge theories with the properties of the Feynman
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quantization of Quantum Electrodynamics, namely with
a Gauss operator which is Lorentz covariant and pre-
serves a residual subgroup of local gauge transforma-
tions. If the covariance condition is relaxed, one may ob-
tain a classification of the Gauss operators, which satisfy
(gauge) covariant conservation laws and generate non-
trivial subgroups of local gauge transformations.

It is worthwhile to remark that most of the non-
perturbative results on gauge field theories (see the dis-
cussion in [1]). have been obtained by using such a class
of Gauss operators, thanks to their properties of a) pre-
serving locality, b) leaving a residual local gauge group
unbroken (helpful for renormalization), whose topology
plays a crucial role in solving the U(1) problem and
c) satisfying a covariant conservation law, which allows
for a simple control of its action on the matter fields.
Moreover, the vacuum representation of the correspon-
dent field algebra satisfies positivity and therefore has a
Hilbert space structure.

Thus, on one side our results provide a general argu-
ment for justifying the recourse to Becchi-Rouet-Stora-
Tyutin (BRST) quantization in non-abelian Yang-Mills
theories in order to have manifest Lorentz covariance and
locality, even if the residual group is not a subgroup of
local gauge transformations and involves transformations
with ghost fields as group parameters, violating positiv-
ity. On the other side it adds further support for the
distinguished role of the temporal gauge, which proved
very useful for a non-perturbative approach and results
in non-abelian gauge theories.
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