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Gauge dependence of the quark gap equation: An exploratory study
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We study the gauge dependence of the quark propagator in quantum chromodynamics by solving the gap
equation with a nonperturbative quark-gluon vertex which is constrained by longitudinal and transverse
Slavnov-Taylor identities, the discrete charge conjugation and parity symmetries and which is free of
kinematic singularities in the limit of equal incoming and outgoing quark momenta. We employ gluon
propagators in renormalizable R; gauges obtained in lattice QCD studies. We report the dependence of the
nonperturbative quark propagator on the gauge parameter, in particular we observe an increase,
proportional to the gauge-fixing parameter, of the mass function in the infrared domain, whereas the
wave renormalization decreases within the range 0 < £ < 1 considered here. The chiral quark condensate
reveals a mild gauge dependence in the region of £ investigated. We comment on how to build and improve
upon this exploratory study in future in conjunction with generalized gauge covariance relations for QCD.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Gauge symmetry and its innumerable consequences have
played a fundamental role in the development of modern
quantum field theory during the past century. Amongst its
celebrated implications, the Ward-Takahashi identities
(WTIs) [1,2] in quantum electrodynamics (QED) and the
corresponding Slavnov-Taylor identities (STIs) [3,4] of
quantum chromodynamics (QCD) relate different n-point
Green functions to each other. In particular, the WTI and
the STI connecting the divergence of the fermion-boson
vertex to the fermion propagator help us identify the
longitudinal part [5-7] of this three-point vertex, whether
it be the quark-photon or the quark-gluon vertex. These are
exact nonperturbative relations which are observed order
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by order in perturbation theory. There exists a plethora of
work within the nonperturbative exploration of Dyson-
Schwinger equations (DSEs) which incorporates these
identities in studying dynamical chiral symmetry breaking
(DCSB) via the electron/quark gap equation.

Whereas the usual WTI or STI relates the divergence of
the three-point fermion-boson vertex to the inverse fermion
propagator, there exist transverse Takahashi identities
(TTIs) and transverse Slavnov-Taylor identities (TSTIs)
which play a similar role for the curl of the fermion-boson
vertex [8—12]. The TTIs and TSTIs are richer and more
complicated in their structure, and they shed light on the
transverse part of the fermion-boson vertex. They have
been employed to compute the critical coupling and study
its gauge independence, as well as the quark condensate
and pion decay constant [13—-17].

While the longitudinal and transverse gauge identities
relate different n-point Green functions with each other,
another important consequence of gauge covariance in
QED are the Landau-Khalatnikov-Fradkin transformations
(LKFTs), which describe how the individual Green func-
tions respond to an arbitrary gauge transformation [18,19].
The LKFTs are a well-defined set of transformations which
leave the DSEs and related WTIs of the fermion-boson
vertex form invariant. While the STIs are the QCD
generalization of the WTIs, the equivalent generalization
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of the LKFTs has only recently been derived by two groups

employing two different methods: (i) ABG in Ref. [20]
through direct generalization of the method employed by
Landau and Khalatnikov, and (ii)) MDSDB in Refs. [21,22]
based on the introduction of a gauge invariant transverse
gauge field. Moreover, the Nielsen identities allow us to
study the variation of Green functions as derivatives with
respect to the gauge parameter [22,23]. Nevertheless, even
with these formal results available, starting from the
knowledge of Green functions in a given gauge, their
explicit extraction in another gauge remains a nontrivial
problem in QCD even at one loop in perturbation theory.
This is already the case for two-point Green functions, let
alone their nonperturbative transformation and that of
three- and higher n-point Green functions.

These local transformations are in no simple manner
amenable to straightforward comparisons of Green func-
tions in different gauges, especially in momentum space,
nor to explicitly prove the gauge invariance of physical
observables. However, it has explicitly been shown in
QED, and verified in QED3 by constructing a nonpertur-
bative vertex [24], studying gauge covariance relations
[25,26] and generating numerical solutions of the electron
gap equation, that the electron condensate is manifestly
gauge independent once its propagator is correctly LKF
transformed from a given covariant gauge to other covariant
gauges [27,28]. Moreover, the ABG and the MDSDB
generalizations of LKFT in QCD confirm the formal
gauge-invariance of the quark condensate after the quark
propagator has been adequately gauge transformed.

We are not able to directly verify this result by gauge
transforming every Green function computed in the Landau
gauge to repeat the calculation in any other gauge—it
remains a prohibitively difficult task for the time being.
We thus follow a more modest approach to study the gauge
dependence of the quark propagator in QCD and solve the
associated DSE, employing quenched gluon propagators in
R: gauges from lattice QCD [29], and the dressed quark-
gluon vertex constructed in Ref. [17], invoking the STI and
TSTI. Our approach not only allows for a comparison of
the DSE solutions in R; gauges, i.e., the mass and wave
renormalization functions of the quark for gauge parameters
in the range & € [0, 0.5], extrapolated to the Feynman gauge,
& = 1, butalso to compute the quark condensate as a function
of the gauge parameter within this interval. We emphasize
that this is an initial, exploratory study which we expect to
shed light on how far we are from obtaining the gauge
independence of the condensate. This invariance would be
obtained through formal incorporation of the local gauge
transformations of every Green function in the gap equation,
i.e., the gluon propagator, the quark-gluon vertex, as well as
the ghost propagator and the ghost-quark scattering kernel.

Within the limitations of this hybrid approach, we
demonstrate how the numerical solutions of the quark
propagator vary as function of the gauge parameter in R

gauges, and that this behavior leads to a slightly gauge-
dependent quark condensate up to Feynman gauge within
the error estimates involved. Nonetheless, to our knowl-
edge, we present the first DSE solutions for the quark
obtained with all 12 vector structures of the nonperturbative
quark-gluon vertex and the gluon and ghost propagators in
covariant R gauges. Our findings are encouraging and
represent an important first step as they incorporate the
gauge covariance into the DSEs through the formal
implementation of gauge identities for the Green functions.
This is a necessary, though not sufficient, requirement for
calculating gauge-independent bound-state properties.

This article is organized as follows: in Sec. II we describe
our functional approach to QCD and discuss the quark-
gluon vertex, the lattice-extracted gluon, and ghost propa-
gators and the quark-ghost form factor in different gauges.
In Sec. III, we solve the quark gap equation and obtain the
mass and wave renormalization functions in different
gauges and calculate the quark condensate. Final remarks
are given in Sec. IV.

II. DYSON-SCHWINGER EQUATION IN R,
GAUGES

The DSEs are the relativistic equations of motion in
quantum field theory, see, e.g., Ref. [30] for a review. For a
given flavor and in the R: gauge, the DSE of the inverse
quark propagator in Euclidean space reads

S:'(p) = Zaiy - p 4 Zym(u)

A
+ Zyanat [k A (g)y, 1°S(k)TE (k, p)
197 (2”)4 ,uz/qyu 13 v »P)s
(1)

where m(pu) is the renormalized current-quark mass,
Zi(u,N), Zy(u,N), and Z,(u,A) are the vertex, wave
function, and mass renormalization constants, respectively,
while T'%(k, p) = Ti(k, p)t is the dressed quark-gluon
vertex and 1* = 1¢/2 are the SU(3) group generators in the
fundamental representation. The gluon propagator in R;
gauge with momentum g = k — p,

. : 9,4y e
(a) = 5% (8, = 24 )aclar) + e @)

is characterized by a nonperturbative transverse dressing
function, Ag(y?) = 1/4%, and was studied with different
lattice and functional approaches, e.g., Refs. [29,31,32].

The most general Poincaré-covariant form of the sol-
utions to Eq. (1) is written in terms of covariant scalar and
vector amplitudes:

_ 1 _ Z:(p?)
iy - pA:(p*) + Be(p?) iy p+M:(p?)

Se(p) (3)
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In the self-energy integral, A is a Poincaré-invariant ultra-
violet cutoff and p is the renormalization scale imposed
such that A > pu. This scale is implicit in our convenient
notation: A(p?) = A(p?, u?) and B(p?) = B(p?, u?), asisa
flavor index f for these quantities and for all renormaliza-
tion constants. The flavor- and gauge-dependent mass and
wave renormalization functions are, respectively,

M¢(p*) = B:(p*. 1*)/Ae(p*. 1%), (4)
Z:(p* o u*) = 1/A(p* 1?). (5)

We choose the renormalization scale, u = 4.3 GeV, for a
twofold reason: (i) we consistently renormalize the DSE at
the scale at which the transverse dressing function A,:(qz)
in R; gauge is renormalized [29], and (ii) we can compare
the dressed functions M(p*) and Z:(p* A?) with the
solutions of lattice regularized QCD at this scale [33,34].
We therefore impose [35,36] Z:(4*) =1 and M:(u*) =
m(u?) =25 MeV.

For the dressed quark-gluon vertex we employ the
decomposition detailed, e.g., in Ref. [16],

Ti(k, p) = i (k, p) + Th(k, p)
8

4
= "Xk p)Li(k.p) + > _ 7 (k. p)Ti(k. p).
i=1 i=1
(6)

where the transverse vertex F,fg(k, p) in Eq. (6) is naturally
defined by iq-T7¢(k, p) = 0. The usual STI [3,4] con-

strains the longitudinal vertex, I'5°(k, p), to four indepen-
dent structures but leaves the transverse components
undetermined. The remaining eight tensor structures can
be explored with TSTI derived from the symmetry trans-
formation that involves the Lorentz transformation acting
on the usual infinitesimal gauge transformation.

The TSTI [13] constrain but also couple the vector and
axial vector vertices. However, as shown in Refs. [14,16],
these can be decoupled and merely one identity for the
vector vertex is sufficient to obtain analytic expressions for

the transverse form factors Tf(k, p). The full vertex is thus
described by the form factors derived in Refs. [17,37],

Kk p) = 5 G@X @A) + A2 (7)

A.»:(kz) _Af(Pz)

%k p) = G(*)X5(4) =5 = Fa O
B(kp) = Gl 2=
2k, p) =0, (10)

for the longitudinal part and by

Y

Tf(k’l’):_z(kz_pz)v(k’p)’ (11)
Ys —3Y
Ak p) =~ 303 _sz)vzk’p), (12)
2\ _ 2
&k, p) = %G(cf)xé(qz) [%]
Y (k+p)P(Ys—Ys)
+ 4V(k2, p) - 8(k* — p2)%(k, ;) ' (13)
6V, 4V (k+ p)*Y3
7k p) == 8V(k,p)6 8k - p2>V(lZ,p) 4
2\ _ 2
(k. p) = —G(¢*)X5(q?) [%ﬁi(p)]
2Y,+ Y4
- 2(4]{; ! pg), (15)
ST Ly s CR £hh (TS

4(k> = p*)V(k.p) 8V(k.p)’

_ (6Ys+Yg) Y3
7k p) = 4(k* = p42)V(/§, p) 4V(k,p)’ 1)
2\ _ 2
(k. p) = =G(¢*)X3(q?) [W]

2y
k2 _ p2 ’

(18)

for the transverse components, where the Gram determi-
nant is defined as V(k, p) = k*>p*> — (k- p)>.

The form factors 4;(k, p), i =1,2,3, and 7;(k, p), i =
3,5, 8 are proportional to the ghost-dressing function G(g?)
defined by the propagator

2
Dab(q2> — _5ab&q2)’ (19)
q
and are renormalized as G(u?) = 1; X5(¢?) is the leading
form factor of the quark-ghost scattering amplitude [38,39],
H(k, p) = H*(k, p)t“, which can most generally be
decomposed as

HE(k, p) = X5(k, p)1p + iX5(k, p)y - k
+iX5(k. p)y - p + X5(k. p)ly - kv pl. - (20)

Calculated in one-loop dressed approximation [35,40],
Xg(k, p) can be projected out from the integral equation
for the quark-ghost scattering amplitude. We do so in the
simplified kinematic configuration k = —p = ¢/2, thus
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omitting an angular dependence between k and p, which is
expressed by the following integral:

1
X;(¢%) = ZTrCDHg (q/2,—q/2),

A 4
:1+—g/ %Afw(ﬂmﬂq)

x Trp [Gysg<f+%>r,€ <K+g,—g>} (21)

Here, C, =3 is the Casimir operator in the adjoint
representation,

Gl/ = l(fv + qy)Hl - l-fsz (22)

is the dressed ghost-gluon vertex for which the form factor
H, was calculated in Ref. [41], £ is the gluon momentum
exchanged between the quark and the ghost, and in this
configuration ¢ coincides with the gluon momentum in the
DSE (1). The trace is over color and Dirac indices. Beyond
Landau gauge, the integral in Eq. (21) diverges since the
gluon propagator (2) is not transverse anymore and does
therefore not project out the £, terms of the ghost-gluon
vertex (22). The divergence is mildly logarithmic and given
that we employ lattice-QCD propagators for momenta
p <8 GeV, no renormalization constant is necessary in
the numerical integration, even for large A. Nonetheless,
we multiply the left-hand side of Eq. (21) with a renorm-
alization factor Z and impose X, (u?) = 1.

We neglect the remaining Xf(k, p) form factors as they

are suppressed with respect to Xf)(k, p) [6] in the Landau
gauge. One may ask whether this approximation is justified
in other gauges as the form factors may vary in strength
with the gauge parameter. This dependence is depicted in
Fig. 1 for Xg(qz) and discussed in more detail in Sec. IIL. It

turns out that setting Xg(qz) =1 has only modest quanti-
tative effects on M¢(p?) and Z;(p?), at least for & € [0, 1].
Therefore, we make bold to assume that our observation is
valid for the other form factors and will analyze their
behavior as a function of £ in a forthcoming study. We will
see in Sec. III that the contribution of X;(¢?) to DCSB is
small compared with the effect of the transverse vertex.

The Y EA’S) functions represent the form-factor decom-
position of the Fourier transform of a four-point function in
coordinate space in the TSTIL. The latter involves a line
integral over a nonlocal vector vertex and a Wilson line to
preserve gauge invariance. As its matrix elements are rather
complicated expressions, we refer to the discussion in

Ref. [13]. We note that the Y ,(.A’S) functions are a priori
unknown and have been constrained by us [16] with the
vertex ansatz in Ref. [42]; i.e., we equated our transverse
form factors (11)—(18) with those of Ref. [42] and derived

expressions for the Y;(k, p) that depend on A(p?), B(p?),

Quark-Ghost Form Factor
14—

| 1
1
AT AT AT AT ATATA

1.3

1.2

HOOOOO0O0O0O
O N U Lo b0 =

Xo(q?)

107! 10° 10! 102
q° [GeV?]

FIG. 1. Gauge-parameter dependence of the form factor Xf)(qz)
associated with the quark-ghost scattering amplitude.

and X, (p?). On the other hand, if the Yl(-A’S> form factors were
known exactly, so would be the vertex. However, additional
input, e.g., from the generalized LKFT that describes the
vertex itself, would be required for its full determination. We
remind that we do not solve the BSE of the quark-gluon
vertex; hence we do not truncate the vertex form factors.
Therefore, the expressions in Egs. (7)—(18) represent a most
complete form factor decomposition of the vertex that
satisfies SU(3) gauge symmetry and the C and P symmetries
of the bare vertex, and which is not plagued by kinematic
singularities in the limit £k — p.

In principle, one must also solve the gluon and ghost
DSE which are coupled to the gap equation (1). We
deliberately abstain from doing so, as our interest is in
employing quenched gluon and ghost propagators in R;
gauge from lattice QCD [29]. For practical reasons in their
numerical implementation, we fit the gluon dressing
functions with the parametrization [43]

7 2 MZ 2 MZ 7l
. (q . 1) 4{1+wln<q - 0)] ,
q" +M5q”~ + Mj Agep

(23)

As(q?)

where @ = 11N a,(u)/127, Agep = 0.425 GeV, and
Ye = (13 =3&)/22 is the 1-loop anomalous gluon dimen-
sion. The renormalization scale is y = 4.3 GeV at which
the strong coupling is chosen to be a@; = 0.29 in Landau
gauge [44]. This parametrization is motivated by the
refined Gribov-Zwanziger tree-level gluon propagator in
the infrared domain and by the one-loop renormali-
zation group behavior for large momenta, which amounts
to a renormalization-group improved Padé approximation.
We collect the values Z, My, M|, M,, and M5 as a function
of the gauge parameter ¢ in Table 1. It turns out that all fit
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TABLE L.

Parameters of the gluon-dressing parametrization (23) as a function of the gauge parameter . Note that the bare gluon

propagators of Ref. [29] were fitted which must be renormalized as Az(u?) = 1/u*. The values &£ = 0.7 and & = 1 are obtained from a
linear extrapolation.

& z M3 [GeV?] M? [GeV?] M3 [GeV?] M% [GeV*] y/d.o.f.
0.0 8.407 £ 0.031 0.071 +0.023 2.783 £0.128 0.532 £ 0.055 0.380 +0.012 1.209
0.1 8.321 £0.023 0.071 +£0.018 2.712 £ 0.099 0.517 £ 0.043 0.374 + 0.009 0.734
0.2 8.238 £0.018 0.074 +£0.015 2.677 +£0.076 0.515 £ 0.033 0.371 £+ 0.007 0.421
0.3 8.160 = 0.012 0.069 + 0.010 2.617 £+ 0.051 0.499 + 0.023 0.367 £ 0.005 0.205
0.4 8.072 £0.011 0.076 £0.010 2.595 4 0.046 0.499 + 0.020 0.363 & 0.004 0.178
0.5 7.996 =+ 0.009 0.075 £ 0.009 2.570 £ 0.041 0.500 £ 0.018 0.362 & 0.004 0.162
0.7 7.831 0.077 2.488 0.487 0.354

1.0 7.585 0.080 2.378 0.473 0.344

parameters depend linearly on £ and we take this feature to
our advantage to extrapolate the parametrization to £ = 1.

The bare lattice data [45] for the ghost propagator is
parametrized with an analogous expression,

q2 m‘l1 Vgh
2 m2
ol —""0) |,
AQCD

independent of &, as supported by a preliminary study in
lattice QCD [46]. The anomalous ghost dimension is
Yen = —9/44, while @, Agcp and u are as in Eq. (23). A
least-squares fit yields y*/d.o.f. = 0.247 and the param-
eters: Z =5.068 +£0.012, M7 =19.281 4+ 0.552 GeV*,
M3 =27.721 £ 0.696 GeV?, M3 = 7.695 £ 0.329 GeV*,
M3 = 24.340 £+ 0.565 GeV?, mj = 0.527 +1.263 GeV?,
m} = 0.018 £ 0.035 GeV*; this fit must be normalized

Z(q* + M3q*> + M})
q*+ M3q> + M3

G(q?*) =

Mass Function

—_— — =0
1.0 F — £=01
= ~-£=03
08 F—-—. O\ £
R —-£=04
=z Fo SN — =05
O 06+ s \\‘\\\‘ -=§(=07
< NS —¢=10
3 ~N\
wr \\‘\
E 4

by a factor N = 1/4.706 to ensure the renormalization
condition G(4.3 GeV) = 1.

III. GAUGE DEPENDENCE OF THE QUARK
PROPAGATOR AND INVARIANCE
OF THE QUARK CONDENSATE

With all the calculational tools and elements at hand
in the gauge-parameter interval between the Landau and
Feynman gauges, we can evaluate the gauge dependence of
the quark’s mass and wave-renormalization functions as
well as that of the quark condensate.

A. Gauge dependent mass
and wave-renormalization functions

Since the gauge propagators and the quark-gluon vertex
are now determined we can proceed to solve the DSE (1).
After taking the color trace, and with the renormalization
procedure detailed in Ref. [17], the DSE becomes

Wave Function Renormalization

1.1 ; : :
1.05 {?
1.0 f%
0.95 / _
o F
% 0.9 Sk — &=0
N Y =0.1
’_z//.// &' .
I L 4 £=02
085 =m0 .
-/ - -£=03
- ’ _— :04
08k — — = — - 3
. — =05
—- -=-£=07
07 | . —-£=10
1071t 10° 10t 102

FIG. 2. Mass function M¢(p?) and wave renormalization Z:(p?) as functions of the gauge parameter & obtained by solving the DSE
(25) with the gluon and ghost propagators in Egs. (23) and (24), respectively, and the vertex I'; f,(k, p) of Eq. (6) with corresponding form

factors A5(k, p) and 5 (k. p).
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1.2

O — M¢(0) [GeV]
11 |H— Z(0)

1.0

0.9

0.8

0.7

M(0) [GeV]

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3 L L L L L L L L L
0.0 0.1 02 03

FIG. 3. Increasing and decreasing dependence of the mass
function M;(0) and wave renormalization Z;(0), respectively, on
the gauge parameter &.

S:'(p) = Zyiy - p + Zym(p)

16205 (A d*k
s M@ Tk p).

+Z, m

(25)

We plot the solutions of this DSE in Fig. 2, which clearly
exposes that the mass function M¢(p?) increases with &
below the renormalization point 4 = 4.3 GeV, whereas the
wave renormalization Z¢(p?) is suppressed. In fact, M,(0)
increases rather continuously with &, whereas Z(0) slowly
decreases as a function of &, as can be read from Fig. 3.
We remark that the gauge dependence is threefold in
Eq. (25), namely ¢ enters directly via the longitudinal
component and indirectly via the dressing function of the

4.0 I I —&=0
£=0.1
35 | £=02
- = £=03
— 3.0 —=—¢=04
= k — =05
Loas i -—£=07
3 —- (=10

=< \\\ I3
N

2.0 PR b

1.5

1.0

transverse component, Ag(qz), of the gluon propagator (2)

but also via the gauge-dependent strong coupling a for
which we use the parametrization [44]

& = 0.29 + 0.098£ — 0.064£2. (26)

The mass-function enhancement in Fig. 2 is due to the
feedback of the gauge dependent A:(p?) and B:(p?)
functions in the dressed quark-gluon vertex, namely
Egs. (7)—(18), as Mg(p2) also increases when we keep
the coupling a, = 0.29 constant for all values of £&.
Moreover, M¢(p?) slightly decreases with & in the rainbow
truncation, % (k, p) = Yu» Wwhile the DSE solutions
employing " ,Izé(k, p) with Egs. (7)—(10) show an enhance-
ment of the mass as a function of £. We emphasize that the
overwhelming contribution to mass generation is due to the
massive terms in the expressions for 45 (k, p) and 75 (k, p).
While Xg(qz) is gauge dependent, as becomes clear from
Fig. 1 where an enhancement of this form factor with
increasing values of ¢ in the low-momentum region is
observed, setting X5(¢?) = 1,& € [0, 1], leads to a 10%
reduction of M._,(0) in the Feynman gauge and to almost
no variation of Ms_o(p?) in the Landau gauge. Neglecting
Xg(qz) does not qualitatively alter our results; in particular
our conclusions about the quark condensate remain the
same.

We also illustrate the gauge-variation impact on the
strength of the quark-gluon vertex in Fig. 4 with the form
factors if(k, p) and ig(k, p) obtained in the symmetric
limit k = —p and with the solutions for M:(p?) and Z¢(p?)
in Fig. 2. Both form factors are enhanced, though this is
more so the case for /1§ (=p, p). The latter is proportional to
the mass function B(p?) whose variation with & is more
prominent.

o
_ S P s
S 03t T T TS
; I S _
I g £=01
%-04—.«-/// / £=0.2
= A — - £=03
05 . - —=¢=04
— =05
06 -— =07
—- £=10
0.7 ' :
1 2 3 4
p [GeV]

FIG. 4. The form factors /1"’:(—]), p) and lg(— p, p) as functions of the gauge parameter &, obtained with Eqs. (7) and (9) in the
symmetric limit k = —p. Note that the dimensionless quantity pﬂg is plotted.
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0.3 . . T T
0.28 |
>
[}
O 0.26
S 0.24 F
A
&
Vo 0.22 |
L
0.2
0.18 . . . .
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
£
FIG. 5. Gauge dependence of the quark condensate. The

horizontal pink-shaded band indicates the admissible region of
a gauge-independent chiral quark condensate as implied by the
LKFT in QCD.

B. Quark condensate and gauge invariance

As a practical application, we calculate the quark
condensate which is an order parameter for DCSB and
was shown to be a manifestly gauge-invariant quantity in
any SU(N) theory using the generalized LKFT (ABG)
transformations [20]:

~(@9)0 = Z.N, / %t SUm. (@)

To this end, we obtain M,(p*) and Z:(p?) in the limit
m(u) — 0 with which we compute (—(g¢)?)"/
function of £. The result is presented in Fig. 5, where
the central value exhibits a moderate dependence on ¢, i.e.,
a maximum deviation from the Landau-gauge value of 7%
for £ = 0.3 after which its dependence on & appears to
become milder. The green-shaded band depicts an error
estimate due to the statistical error of £10% of the gluon
propagator. This is because the lattice calculations of the
gluon propagator in R: gauges were performed using
smaller physical volumes, V =~ (3.2 fm)*, and smaller
gauge ensembles than for the ghost propagator for which
the fit reproduces the simulation results in a large physical
volume, V ~ (8.1 fm)*, and with an ensemble of gauge
configurations that is about three times larger. Therefore,
the main error source is due to the gluon propagator and we
neglect a statistical error associated with the ghost.

Our error estimate only enters via the transverse part of
the gluon propagator (2), yet with increasing values of the
gauge parameter the contribution of the longitudinal
component is more important. This is the reason why
the error band is wider in Landau gauge and narrows
towards the Feynman gauge. We did not include the
uncertainty of the strong coupling (26) and the systematic

as a

error due to our treatment of the nonlocal four-point
functions in the TSTL

IV. FINAL REMARKS

We have calculated the quark propagator’s dependence
on the gauge parameter ¢ in covariant gauges. It turns out
that the gluon propagator parameterization and M:(0) can
be fitted with linear functions of & within the gauge-
parameter interval, £ € [0,0.5], while Z;(0) decreases in
a proportionate manner. Furthermore, the strength of the
quark-gluon interaction increases with & which illustrates
the gauge dependence of the quark dynamics. Having
said that, studying the local gauge transformation of
the nonperturbative quark propagator directly from its
solution in a given gauge is illuminating, as were similar
QED3 studies [28] that explicitly demonstrated the
gauge independence of the fermion condensate. Both the
Nielsen identities and the generalized LKFTs (ABG and
MDSDB) [20-23] formally provide the basis for this
endeavor. However, it is not a straightforward exercise
in QCD, even at the perturbative level [47].

While Green functions are not physical observables, they
are essential objects for the elucidation and understanding
of strong interactions. They enter each and every hadron
observable computed from QCD’s elementary degrees of
freedom, namely quarks and gluons (and ghosts within
covariant gauges). How the dependence on £ is washed out
in the building of physical observables is a nontrivial
problem that constrains the truncated kernels of Bethe-
Salpeter and Faddeev equations and deserves further
attention. The quark mass function inserted in a bound-
state equation conspires with an intricate interaction kernel
involving quarks and gluons at all energy scales in a
manner that preserves the axial vector Ward-Takahashi
identity in addition to all other gauge identities and trans-
formations mentioned in the text in detail, yielding gauge-
independent physical observables. Any variation of these
observables with the gauge parameter is a measure of our
departure from the full implementation of the generalized
LKFT and the Nielsen identities.

Our analysis of the DSE relies on the dressed vertex (6)

described by form factors A(k, p) and 75 (k, p), which
are plotted for £ =0 in Ref. [37] and show to be in
reasonable agreement with those obtained in lattice QCD
simulations [48]. We are thus encouraged by our explor-
atory study on the gauge dependence of the quark propa-
gator, as they provide a valuable initial step in the numerical
representation of the generalized LKFT and Nielsen iden-
tities in QCD despite the current limitations. However,
further efforts must be made to include all Xf(k, p) form
factors of the quark-ghost scattering amplitude, along
with their angular dependence, to derive a true analytic
expression for the four-point function in the TSTI and to
explore the dependence on these hitherto ignored features
in the current analysis.
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