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Abstract. Beyond perturbation theory gauge-fixing becomes more weebbue to the
Gribov-Singer ambiguity: The appearance of additionabgazopies requires to define a
procedure how to handle them. For the case of Landau gaugértioture and properties
of these additional gauge copies will be investigated. Basethese properties gauge
conditions are constructed to account for these gauge £opie

The dependence of the propagators on the choice of thesdetengauge-fixings will
then be investigated using lattice gauge theory for YantisMieory. It is found that
the implications for the infrared, and to some extent midsrentum behavior, can be
substantial. In going beyond the Yang-Mills case it turnstbat the influence of matter
can generally not be neglected. This will be briefly discddee various types of matter.

1 Introduction

The determination of the gauge-dependent correlatiortifums, especially propagators and vertices,
is a long-standing challenge [1-6]. One of the main problenthat the concept of a gauge itself
becomes more involved beyond perturbation theory. Theore&s this is the appearance of the
Gribov-Singer ambiguity, essentially the presence ofysbsdtively absent additional gauge copies.
This obstructs any perturbative gauge-fixing from being plete, i. e. able to fully specify how the
gauge orbit should be sampled|[7, 8]. Thus, extended sagpiscriptions are necessary to provide
well-defined gauges.

While formulating complete gauge fixings is possible in pijite, the remaining practical obstacle
is to find such prescriptions which can be implementedfiedént methods. The motivation for such
comparisons of gauge-dependent, rather than gaugedntaguantities is that none of the available
non-perturbative methods is truly exact. A comparison sfits at the level of gauge-dependent
quantities has turned out to be quite useful to identifyfacts due to approximations [4]. Reporting
some preliminary results for steps along the way to this gotile aim here. This extends previous
results provided in [4,/9-11] and will be completed elsewt{&e].

The problem of constructing a complete gauge-fixing usuadlijs down to the fact that after
perturbative gauge-fixing a set of Gribov copies remainse#ds to be specified how to treat them,
i. e. how to sample the residual gauge orbit. This is done tgdinicing some weight function with
which to average over this residual gauge orbit. This has bestigated using anything from an
average over the full residual gauge orbit [13—16], a subsisitte residual gauge orbit/[4,/11,/14, 17—
19] to as-function-like weight|[5, 6,9, 15, 20—28].
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Here, the case of a class of gauges averaging over a part céglarial gauge orbit will be an-
alyzed, namely averaging over the so-called first Gribovoregto be defined below. The prime
interest is, whether this has any (sizable) influence on theetation functions, here the gluon and
ghost propagators, as well as the running coupling derinad them in the miniMOM scheme [29].
The reason for this interest is that these correlation fanstcan be calculated with various methods
[1-6]. If they are sensitive to the choice of gauge, they camsed as a marker to compare if the
implementation of the same gauge fixings iffelient methods agree.

The design of the gauges utilizes knowledge of the struaitithe first Gribov region obtained
from [30]. All of this will be done using lattice gauge theoiy which the implementation of such
gauges is straight-forward, as discussed_in [4]. The teethmietails of these simulations will be
presented elsewhele [12], but essentially follow [9, 30].

Of course, if the outlined program is eventually successhi$ can be turned into a feature: By
choosing a suitable gauge, the correlation functions caangaeered such that calculations become
simpler. This idea, which is also implemented in pertudratheory, is behind the term gauge engi-
neering.

2 Defining the gauges

The gauges to be investigated here are defined in a thregistepss. The first step is to implement
the perturbative Landau gauge [4]. This creates a hyperseiiti the space of gauge-orbits, which cuts
every gauge orbit such that no second cut occurs for any te§inial gauge transformation. Thus,
the residual gauge orbits are a set of discrete gauge copitgeayauge orbit. These gauge copies,
the so-called Gribov copies, are then classified accorditiget number of negative eigenvalues of the
Faddeev-Popov operator. Of these, only those copies aiaedtwhich have no negative eigenvalues,
which make up the so-called first Gribov region [6]. See [3f]details of how this is done in the
lattice calculations presented here. Finally, the remair@ribov copies will be weighted with the
weight function

w(é, Q) = exp(N + % f d’xd?yaxc ()9 (y) - é f ddxA;‘A;), (1)

whereN is a normalization factor, are the gluon fields; andc are the ghost fields, anland¢
are additional gauge parameters The gauges studied|in/§426, 14| 15, 17—-28] all correspond to
particular values of both gauge parameters. The most welvkk gauges of these are the minimal
Landau gauge @t = ¢ = 0, the absolute Landau gauge&at 0 and/ = —co and the extreme Landau
b gauges af = +c0 and¢ = 0 [4,19,(10/ 1P].

In practical lattice calculations of these gauges therévemecaveats. One is that it is not possible
to include all Gribov copies, as it is numerically not possite obtain all, even if a constructive way
of generating them would be available, which is not. In fatgady to diferentiate between filerent
Gribov copies is a non-trivial issue_[30]. Thus, especiédly large absolute values of the gauge
parameters, tails are usually not adequately sampled., Bhysesults on the gauge dependence can
be at most a lower limit, as will be discussed in more detasiiatioriB. The sample of Gribov copies
used here is obtained by the method described in [30]. Thensecaveat is that any given gauge-
fixing algorithm could introduce an additional, algoritinfiias. Though results so far do not show
any indications that this is the casel[10-12], there is nofpro

As it turns out that finite values @fand¢é smoothly interpolate between the results obtained from
sending the gauge parametersto [11,/12], here only the extreme cases, as welf as¢ = 0, will
be studied.
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Gribov horizon and FMR for a=0.092 fm and V=(4.4 fm)3 Gribov horizon and FMR for a=0.17 fm and V=(7.9 fm)3
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Figure 1. The first Gribov region in three dimensions folffdrent lattice volumes and discretizations. Open
blue triangles have the smallest valuesFofound, the so-called fundamental modular region (FMR), sed
open circles the largest value bf each found on their respective gauges orbits. Black fotles are Gribov
copies satisfying both criteria. See![30] for more detdflssults are in three dimensions, using the noted lattice
parameters.

Itis interesting to compare the layout of the Gribov region@mparison to how it is sampled. For
this purpose, the Gribov copies sampled at some of the egg@fthe gauge parameters are plotted
in terms of their weight functions, abbreviated as

b = f dxd?yac(X)9%c(y)
F - —1+€fddfo}Af},

in figure[1. Shown are those Gribov copies which mininfizand maximizeb. Both areas tend to
more strongly decompose the larger the physical volume.s;Timaleed, gauges triggering to these
extreme values will sample fiierent parts of the first Gribov region. On the other hand, thag to
wash out the dependence on the other coordinate, as theyare pr less, equally distributed.

3 Impact on the correlation functions

The gauge-dependent quantities, which arguably have liedied most, are the gluon and ghost
propagators [1+6]. It is also these quantities which wiltbasidered here. How they are determined
for any given Gribov copy can be found In [31]. As only the lowementum behavior will be studied,
in all cases the momenta are chosen along an axis. To obaifintl result, they will be averaged
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over the Gribov copies obtained in the lattice simulatiomsighted by[(lL). After that, they will be
averaged over configurations as described.in [31]. As helsetba extreme gauges are considered,
this is equivalent to choosing only the Gribov copy which tlesmost extreme corresponding value
or, for the minimal Landau gauge, a random copy. In fact,dimélues of the gauge parameter only
interpolate between these choices [11, 12].

The running coupling in the miniMOM schemie [29] can be olzdifrom these correlation func-
tions directly, as this coupling is given by

()

o(p?) = @-DMNZ-1p PP Di(p, 12)(DE(P%, 12))%,

wherey? is the renormalization pointl the dimensionalityiN, is the number of color®,, is the usual
transverse projectonjE is the gluon propagator, armgb is the ghost propagator. The dependence
on the renormalization drops out in this process. As it is@lpct, it is particularly sensitive to the
modifications of the correlation functions, and therefara suitable indication for the severity of the
effect. Moreover, the running coupling is an important ingeedin many approximation schemes for
hadronic physics [1) 2], though dependencies on its low-erdm behavior for hadronic observables
appear to be rather smell [32, 33]. This is as it should besrgihe result below that this behavior is,
in fact, strongly &ected by the gauge choice.

As it turns out|[30], the averaging is hampered by the fadtttiranumber of Gribov copies found
is even on moderately (physically) sized lattices much Enahan the actual number of Gribov
copies, by orders of magnitude. Thus, any numerical resuithe considered to be at most a lower
limit to the actual sensitivity to Gribov copies and thus geaige choice. To illustrate this, in the
following also the dependency of the correlation functibtha lowest momentum on the number of
sampled Gribov copies is determined.

The results are shown in figure§ P-4 for the gluon, the ghost,the running coupling, respec-
tively. The gluon propagator shows essentially no statfiii significant influence on any gauge
choice. Its values also converges as a function of Griboiesogery quickly to its (presumed) limit of
all Gribov copies included. The limit is actually estimateain an ansate + a/N, of the correspond-
ing quantity in the number of Gribov copies, averaging oesesal choices of fitting range [12]. This
weak dependence is in accordance with other investigatibesme of the presented gauge choices
[4,5,9/11]| 20,21, 23, 24, 26].

The situation is very dierent for the ghost. The impact strongly depends on the etafigauge.
Choices, which utilize the quantity show, however, also very little change, again in accordance
with previous investigations [[4) 5| 9,111,120, 21| 23, 124,. 28] this case also the dependence on
the number of Gribov copies is mild. This drastically changénen studying gauges based on the
quantityb. Here, the impact is already at about half a GeV statisticsithnificant. This is even
more pronounced in the case of the running coupling. Thisisuarprising, as the gluon propagator
essentially does not change, and there is hence nothirffstt the squarediect from the ghost. This
has also corresponding implications for the dependenckenumber of included Gribov copies.

However, most notable is that there appears to be nonesiradegualitative change, as was origi-
nally hoped forl[9, 23] - eventually deep enough in the irdchthe qualitative behavior changes always
to the one in minimal Landau gauge, in accordance with theepions of/[15]. Only reaching this
point requires more and mor&ert. Thus, it appears that all possibilities to select Gribopies in
the first Gribov region studied so far lead to the same quigitabut not quantitative, behavior. The
latter is at least true for all lattice volumes studied sddathis range of gauges|[4, 9,112, 26].
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Extreme gluon propagators

I

Minimal Landau gauge
min B Landau gauge
max B Landau gauge
Absolute Landau gaugq
Inverse Landau gauge

D(p) [GeV™]
w
(3]

mH<«OoO

i i i i [
0 0.5 1

p [GeV]
Ratios to minimal Landau gauge

;E
Evolution with # of copies
QE 1.12
% 11
S 108 ! I
106 AIINETEENL H HEHLE LI L
1.04 1 l
1.02 I. 1 1
1 1
0.98
oot ‘T‘,‘,‘"""""-'-Jnll'l rrrr'.,hnm""lm, UL LR RN
oo ML uluull“lmluuu1,“,-;;l-lulu,muuuu,uu
L [ L L [
0‘90 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 )
# copies

Figure 2. The gluon propagator for various gauges (top panel) anditiieeto its value in minimal Landau gauge
(middle panel). The bottom panel shows the evolution of gterat zero momentum as a function of included
(genuinel[30]) Gribov copies. Results are in three dimemsiith a lattice spacing™ = 1.20 GeV and a volume
of (Na)® = (48a)% = (7.9 fm)3. Full lines in the bottom panel are from extrapolations ia ttumber of Gribov
copies, see text.
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Extreme ghost dressing function

G(p)

10 Minimal Landau gauge

min B Landau gauge
max B Landau gauge
Absolute Landau gaugq
Inverse Landau gauge

mH<«OoO

i i i i i i i i [ i i i i i i i i
0 0.5 1 15 2

Ratios to minimal Landau gauge

Evolution with # of copies

mi

6 )G ()

# copies

Figure 3. The ghost dressing function for various gauges (top pameltfae ratio to its value in minimal Landau
gauge (middle panel). The bottom panel shows the evolutidheoratio at the lowest possible momentum on
this lattice, 157 MeV, as a function of included (genuine€]]%Bribov copies. Results are in three dimension with
a lattice spacing? = 1.20 GeV and a volume oiNa)® = (48a)® = (7.9 fm)2. Full lines in the bottom panel are
from extrapolations in the number of Gribov copies, see text
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Figure 4. The ghost dressing function for various gauges (top pamel tfae ratio to its value in minimal Landau
gauge (middle panel). The bottom panel shows the evolutidheoratio at the lowest possible momentum on
this lattice, 157 MeV, as a function of included (genuine€]]%Bribov copies. Results are in three dimension with
a lattice spacing? = 1.20 GeV and a volume oiNa)® = (48a)® = (7.9 fm)2. Full lines in the bottom panel are
from extrapolations in the number of Gribov copies, see text



EPJ Web of Conferences

4 Summary and the role of matter

The bottom line of this investigation is that some correlafiunctions, most notably the ghost propa-
gator and quantities derived from it, depend strongly orcti@ce of gauge for momenta at or below
roughly 500 MeV. However, this behavior is only quantitatin all cases studied. Furthermore, an
estimate of the precise size of this quantitatiiee is obstructed by the quick rise in the number
of Gribov copies with volume. Nonetheless, this implies th@omparison of results fromftierent
methods makes for some quantities only sense if the same ggmcigosen. Especially for the compar-
ison of lattice and functional methods, this implies thdt some dfort needs to be invested to have
full control over the implementation of the same gaugel[459, Still, expressions liké{1) are already
a step towards a continuum formulation, as they no longereneaklicit reference to Gribov copies,
but only to fields, and thus are easier to handle in continlarmdlations. It is also encouraging that
these formulations give the same result as the ones basér andividual manipulation of Gribov
copies|[11, 12].

A last issue concerns the influence of matter on the reswdtsepted here. The gauge conditions
employed here, the (non-aligned|[16]) Landau gauges aredeéhed in the presence of any matter
fields. However, they never include the matter fields exghiciEspecially, the presence of matter
fields cannot turn a gauge copy in Landau gauge into sometigggor remove it from the gauge
orbit. Thus, matter fields can at most givédient residual gauge orbitsiirent weights in the path
integral.

While this subject has not yet been studied in great detaihpears that matter in QCD-like situa-
tions does not have any significant impact on this questidn3s]. However, this drastically changes
when a Brout-Englert-Higggkect is at work|[34]: In marked contrast to the situation hére,stan-
dard algorithms do find no Gribov copies [34]. Whether thiansalgorithmic deficiency or whether
indeed the residual gauge orbits in this case havéfardint number of Gribov copies is unclear. At
any rate, the corresponding implications are far reactand,deserve a better understanding. This is
especially true, as also continuum investigations supgpattange of behavior [36]. In this respect,
studies of the superconformal case, as a third possihitigy also be useful, as also in this case a
different behavior is motivated by continuum investigatiors|E8].
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