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We study the nonperturbative behavior of two versions of the QCD effective charge, one obtained from
the pinch technique gluon self-energy, and one from the ghost-gluon vertex. Despite their distinct
theoretical origin, due to a fundamental identity relating various ingredients appearing in their respective
definitions, the two effective charges are almost identical in the entire range of physical momenta, and
coincide exactly in the deep infrared, where they freeze at a common finite value. Specifically, the
dressing function of the ghost propagator is related to the two form factors in the Lorentz decomposition
of a certain Green’s function, appearing in a variety of field-theoretic contexts. The central identity, which
is valid only in the Landau gauge, is derived from the Schwinger-Dyson equations governing the dynamics
of the aforementioned quantities. The renormalization procedure that preserves the validity of the identity
is carried out, and various relevant kinematic limits and physically motivated approximations are studied
in detail. A crucial ingredient in this analysis is the infrared finiteness of the gluon propagator, which is
inextricably connected with the aforementioned freezing of the effective charges. Some important issues
related to the consistent definition of the effective charge in the presence of such a gluon propagator are
resolved. We finally present a detailed numerical study of a special set of Schwinger-Dyson equations,
whose solutions determine the nonperturbative dynamics of the quantities composing the two effective

charges.
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L. INTRODUCTION

The infrared behavior of the QCD effective charge is of
considerable theoretical and phenomenological interest
[1-4]. This quantity, when correctly defined, provides a
continuous interpolation between two physically distinct
regimes: the deep ultraviolet (UV), where perturbation
theory works well, and the deep infrared (IR), where non-
perturbative techniques must be employed. In fact, the
effective charge is intimately connected with two phe-
nomena that are of central importance to QCD: asymptotic
freedom in the UV, and dynamical gluon mass generation
in the IR [1,5]. Thus, while perturbatively it captures
asymptotic freedom, it also exposes, due to the appearance
of the Landau pole, the need of a nonperturbative regulat-
ing mechanism. Therefore,its low-energy behavior con-
veys valuable information about the way the theory cures
the IR instabilities, namely, through the nonperturbative
generation of a dynamical mass scale, which tames the
perturbative Landau pole. What makes the effective charge
such an interesting quantity to study is its strong depen-
dence on the detailed characteristics of some of the most
fundamental Green’s functions of QCD, such as the gluon
and ghost propagators. Indeed, the basic ingredients that
enter in its definition must contain the right information
and be combined in a very precise way in order to endow
the effective charge with the required physical and field-
theoretic properties.
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In this article we will focus on two characteristic defi-
nitions of the effective charge, frequently employed in the
literature. The first definition is obtained within the pinch
technique (PT) framework [1,4,6], and its correspondence
[7,8] with the background-field method (BFM) [9]. The PT
effective charge, to be denoted by apr(g?), constitutes the
most direct nonabelian generalization of the familiar con-
cept of the QED effective charge. The second definition of
the QCD effective charge, to be denoted by agy,(g?), in-
volves the ghost and gluon self-energies, in the Landau
gauge, and in the kinematic configuration where the well-
known Taylor nonrenormalization theorem [10,11] be-
comes applicable. agh(q2) has been employed extensively
in lattice studies (see for instance [12,13] and references
therein), where the Landau gauge is the standard choice for
the simulation of the gluon and ghost propagators, as well
as in various investigations based on Schwinger-Dyson
equations (SDEs) [14,15]. Even though the theoretical
origin of the two aforementioned effective charges is rather
distinct, it turns out that, quite remarkably, by virtue of a
powerful nonperturbative identity, they are almost identical
in the entire range of physical (Euclidean) momenta. In
fact, most interestingly, they are exactly equal in the deep
IR (i.e., at vanishing momentum transfer, g> = 0).

As we will see shortly, in the definition of the two
effective charges appears a common ingredient, namely,
the gluon propagator (in the Landau gauge), and two
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ingredients that are not common. These two noncommon
ingredients are, a-priori, not related to each other; the role
of the aforementioned identity is to furnish a nontrivial
connection between them. Specifically, it relates the dress-
ing function of the ghost propagator, denoted by F(g?),
entering into the definition of g, (g?), with a certain
function, denoted by G(g?), appearing in the definition of
apr(g?). The function G(g?) is the form factor multiplying
guv in the Lorentz decomposition of a special Green’s
function, denoted by A, (g), which appears in a variety
of field-theoretic contexts. Most notably, A ,,(¢) enters in
all “background-quantum” identities, i.e. the infinite tower
of nontrivial relations connecting the BFM Green’s func-
tions to the conventional ones [16,17]. Notice also that
G(q?) plays a central role in the new SDEs derived within
the PT framework [18]; due to the special properties of the
Green’s functions involved, these new SDEs can be trun-
cated in a manifestly gauge-invariant way [5]. The identity
in question connects the two noncommon ingredients of
the two charges, F(g?) and G(g?), to the second form factor
of A,,,(g), denoted by L(g?), in the way shown in Eq. (3.4).

To the best of our knowledge, the identity of Eq. (3.4)
was first derived in [19] in connection with the so-called
Kugo-Ojima confinement criterion [20]. The same identity
was proved in [21], where the general algebraic properties
of SU(N) Yang Mills theories in the background Landau
gauge were studied; however, no connection with the
conventional R, Landau gauge was established. In addi-
tion, to date, the dynamical equations for the quantities
appearing in this identity remain largely unknown. More
recently, the aforementioned identity was revisited in [22],
where a new relation between the Kugo-Ojima parameter
and the Gribov-Zwanziger horizon function has been ad-
vocated. It is important to emphasize, however, that several
of these issues, and, in particular, the alleged relation of
[22], constitute the subject of intense scrutiny [23-26], and
no definite conclusions have been reached so far.

In the present work we derive the central identity start-
ing from the SDEs that govern the dynamics of the relevant
functions, namely F(g?), G(g?), and L(g*). These SDEs
allow for a detailed study of the individual properties of
these three functions, both perturbatively and nonperturba-
tively. Most importantly, they expose the way these func-
tions depend on the gluon propagator, and furnish a self-
consistent framework for studying how an IR-finite gluon
propagator affects their IR properties. These properties, in
turn, are responsible for the mild discrepancy between the
two effective charges mentioned above.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, after
introducing the necessary notation and definitions, we out-
line the basic theoretical ingredients entering into the
construction of the two (dimensionful) renormalization-
group (RG) invariant quantities, from which the two (di-
mensionless) effective charges, apr(g?) and ag,(¢%) will
be extracted. Then, we focus on the timely question of how
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to identify the correct nonperturbative scale in the presence
of an IR-finite gluon propagator. The central identity of the
paper is derived in Sec. III, starting from the defining
SDEs. The renormalization procedure that preserves the
validity of the identity is carried out, and various properties
are studied in the UV and IR kinematic limits; most nota-
bly, we establish that if the gluon propagator is IR finite,
then L(0) = 0. The implications of the identity on the two
effective charges are discussed, and a relation between
them is established, which is valid for the entire range of
Euclidean momenta. A detailed numerical analysis and
comparison of the two effective charges at different renor-
malization scales is carried out in Sec. IV, using as an input
the nonperturbative solutions of the SDEs corresponding to
the various functions appearing in their definition. Finally,
in Sec, V we present our conclusions.

II. TWO NONPERTURBATIVE EFFECTIVE
CHARGES

In this section we will first introduce some of the basic
filed-theoretic ingredients necessary for the definition of
the two effective charges we want to study. Then, we will
briefly outline the basic construction and the assumptions
involved in the definition of either charge. Finally, we will
discuss in detail the important issue of how to extend the
two definitions to the nonperturbative regime, and, in
particular, the identification of the correct scale in the
presence of an IR-finite gluon propagator.

A. Definitions and ingredients

Let us first introduce the notation and define some of the
basic quantities entering into the problem under study.

In the covariant renormalizable (R;) gauges, the gluon
propagator A ,,(¢) has the form

. 9.9
A(g) = —l[PW(q)A(qz) + f’;—f]y 2.1
where ¢ denotes the gauge-fixing parameter, and P, (¢) =
Cuv ~ 9udy /q? is the usual transverse projector. Finally,
ANg?) = ¢* +ill(¢?), with II,,(¢q) = P,,(¢)11(g%)
the gluon self-energy [notice that since II(g*) has been
defined with the imaginary factor i pulled out in front, it is
simply given by the corresponding Feynman diagrams in
Minkowski space]. In addition, the full ghost propagator
D(g?) and its dressing function F(g?) are related by
iF(q*)
D(q*) = et

2.2)

Moreover, the all-order ghost vertex (after factoring out the
color structure and the coupling constant g) will be denoted
by I',(k, q) with k representing the momentum of the
gluon and ¢ the one of the antighost. The tensorial structure
is given by
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- F,u,(k’ Q) = B](k, q)Q,u, + BQ(k’ q)k,u,

Thus, at tree-level FE?)(k, q) =T,k q) = —q,.
An important ingredient for what follows is the two-
point function A ,,(g) represented in Fig. 1, defined by

(2.3)

Ap(q) = —ig?C, ﬁ HOD(k + AP () H.,, (k. q).

quqy
= 2,,G(¢%) + ’;TL(qZ), (2.4)

where C, the Casimir eigenvalue of the adjoint represen-
tation [C4 = N for SUN)], and [, = u>*Q2m)~? [ d%,
with d = 4 — € the dimension of space-time. The function
H,,(k, q) (see Fig. 1 for a diagrammatic definition) is in
fact a familiar object [11]: it appears in the all-order
Slavnov-Taylor identity satisfied by the standard three-
gluon vertex, and is related to the full gluon-ghost vertex
by

qVH,u,V(k’ CI) = _ll—‘,u,(k’ Q) (25)

At tree-level, HE??, = ig,,- Finally, using the most general
Lorentz decomposition of H,,,,

- ZH,MV(k7 Q) = Al(kr Q)g/.LV + A2(k) Q)q,U,QV
+ A3(k’ Q)k,uku + A4(ky Q)qp,kv
+ AS(k) Q)k,uQV’

we obtain from (2.3) and (2.5) two constrains for the
various form-factors, namely,

B (k, q) = Ai(k, q) + q*Ay(k, q) + (k- q)A4(k, q),
BZ(k’ Q) = (k . Q)Az(k’ 6]) + quS(k’ C])

(2.6)

2.7)

B. The pinch technique effective charge

The QCD effective charges constructed within the PT
uses QED as the basic reference point [27]. In QED, one
begins by considering the unrenormalized photon self-

energy T19,5(q) = ¢*P.p(9)T1°(q%), where P,p4(q) =

k,o \
L]’,ér/O\/% ,
Hy,(k,q) = HY) + , vi >
<

VN
o
k+q
Auy(q) - gJO\q?D . gr/O\/g/O\/%y
R\ b4 R\ E AR b4
NO/ \O‘, \O‘,

FIG. 1. Diagrammatic representation of the functions H and
A.
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8ap — dadp/q” and I1°(¢?) is a gauge-independent func-
tion to all orders in perturbation theory. After the Dyson
summation, we obtain the (process-independent) dressed
photon propagator between conserved external currents
Al 5(q) = (gap/aP)A(g?),  with  A%g*) = —i[1 +
ilI°(g*)]"!. The renormalization procedure introduces
the standard relations between renormalized and unrenor-
malized parameters: e = Z, e, = Zfol‘/ 2Zl_leo and 1 +
ill(g%) = Z,[1 + il1%(¢?)], where Z, (Z;) is the wave-
function renormalization constant of the photon (fermion),
Z, the vertex renormalization, and Z, is the charge renor-
malization constant. The Abelian gauge symmetry of the
theory gives rise to the fundamental Ward identity (WI)
q“To%(p.p+9) =S5 (p + q) — S (p), where T, and
So(k) are the unrenormalized all orders photon-electron
vertex and electron propagator, respectively. The require-
ment that the renormalized vertex I', = Z,T'% and the
renormalized self-energy § = Z LS, satisfy the same iden-
tity, implies Z; = Z, from which it immediately follows
that Z, = Z;l/ 2. Given these relations between the renor-
malization constants, and after pulling out the trivial factor
8ap/ g%, we can form the renormalization-group invariant
combination, known as the effective charge,

62 6'2
alg?) = HOT A%(g?) = o= A(g?). 2.8)

In QCD, the crucial equality Z; = Z; does not hold,
because the WIs are replaced by the more complicated
Slavnov-Taylor identities), involving ghost Green’s func-
tions [11,27]. Furthermore, the gluon self-energy depends
on the gauge-fixing parameter, already at one-loop order.
These facts render the QCD generalization of a QED-like
effective charge more complicated; however, the theoreti-
cal framework of the PT makes this definition possible
[1,6]. The PT rearranges the conventional gauge dependent
n-point Green’s functions, to construct individually gauge-
independent Green’s functions, which, in addition, obey
naive (ghost free) WIs. One important point, explained in
detail in the literature, is the (all-order) correspondence
between the PT and the Feynman gauge of the BEM [7,8].
In fact, using the methodology introduced in [28], one can
generalize the PT construction in such a way as to reach
diagrammatically any value of the gauge-fixing parameter
of the BFM, and, in particular, the Landau gauge. In what
follows we employ the aforementioned generalization of
the PT, given that the identity we will eventually derive is
valid only in the Landau gauge.

The PT definition of the effective charge relies on the
construction of an universal (i.e., process-independent)
effective gluon propagator, which captures the running of
the QCD B function, exactly as happens with the vacuum
polarization in the case of QED (See Fig. 2). To fix the
ideas, the PT one-loop gluon self-energy reads
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FIG. 2. The universal PT coupling.

2
AP = q2[1 + bg? ln<q—2)], (2.9)
y72
where b = 11C, /487 is the first coefficient of the QCD
B function. Because of the Abelian W1s satisfied by the PT
effective Green’s functions, the new propagatorlike quan-
tity At (g?) absorbs all the RG logs, exactly as happens in
QED with the photon self-energy. Then, the renormaliza-
tion constants of the gauge-coupling and of the PT gluon
self-energy, defined as

A p?) = 2 (A4,
(2.10)

g(u?) = Z; ' (u?)go,

where the “0” subscript indicates bare quantities, satisfy
the QED-like relation

Z, =7, 2.11)

Of course, Z, must be obtained under a given renormal-
ization prescription, and the PT gluon self-energy will be
then renormalized imposing (2.11). Thus, regardless of the
renormalization prescription chosen, the product

do(¢?) = g8ho(¢?) = (HA(P 1) = d(g?), (2.12)
retains the same form before and after renormalization, i.€.,
it forms a RG-invariant (@-independent) quantity [1].

For asymptotically large momenta one may extract from
d(g?) a dimensionless quantity by writing

1 < @)
) == 3

(2.13)

where 2%(g?) is the RG-invariant effective charge of QCD;
at one loop

2

) = -

1+ bg*In(g*/u?)  bn(g*/Adep)
where Agcp denotes an RG-invariant mass scale of a few
hundred MeV.

Equation (2.12) is a nonperturbative relation; therefore it
can serve unaltered as the starting point for extracting a
nonperturbative effective charge, provided that one has
information on the IR behavior of the PT-BFM gluon
propagator A(g?). Interestingly enough, nonperturbative
information on the conventional gluon propagator A(g?)

(2.14)

may also be used, by virtue of a general relation connecting
A(g?) and A(g?). Specifically, a formal all-order relation
known as “‘background-quantum” identity [16,17] states
that

A(g®) =[1 + G(g®>)PA(g?).

Note that the above relation must be preserved after renor-
malization, since its origin can be traced back to the
Becchi-Rouet-Stora-Tyutin (BRST) symmetry of QCD.
Specifically, denoting by Z, the (yet unspecified) renor-
malization constant relating the bare and renormalized
functions, A)” and A#”, through

gH + A (g 1) = Za(wg + YT (@) (2.16)

then from Egs. (2.11) and (2.15) follows the additional
relation

(2.15)

z;' =7’z (2.17)

which is useful for the comparison with the coupling
discussed in the following subsection.

It is now easy to verify, at lowest order, that the 1 +
G(g?) obtained from Eq. (2.4) restores the B function
coefficient in front of the UV logarithm. In that limit [29]

9Cg2 q2
1+ G(g?) =1+ 22 1(—),
(a°) 44872 T\ 2

B 13 Cug®> . (q°
A1 () = 2[1+7A71 (7)]
() =4 2 4872 "\ 2

(2.18)

Using Eq. (2.15) we therefore recover the A_l(qz) of
Eq. (2.9), as we should.

Then, nonperturbatively, one substitutes into Eq. (2.15)
the 1 + G(g?) and A(g?) obtained from either the lattice or

SD analysis, to obtain A(g?). This latter quantity is the
nonperturbative generalization of Eq. (2.9); for the same
reasons explained above, the combination
&0
[1+ G

is an RG-invariant quantity.

d(g?) = (2.19)

C. The effective charge from the ghost-gluon vertex

In the previous subsection it has become clear that the
PT construction involves a particular combination of two-
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point functions only, with no explicit reference to any of
the full vertices of the theory. Thus, as happens in QED, the
effective charge so obtained is universal (i.e., it does not
depend on the details of the process where the PT propa-
gator is embedded), and depends naturally on a single
scale, namely, the physical momentum exchange of a given
process.

In principle, a definition for the QCD effective charge
can be obtained starting from the various QCD Vertices,1
i.e., the ghost-gluon vertex, the three- and the four-gluon
vertices, the quark-gluon vertex, etc [31]. However, a
priori, such a construction involves more than one scale,
and further assumptions about their values need be intro-
duced, in order to express the charge as a function of a
single variable. As a general rule in all such a constructions
one identifies a RG-invariant quantity formed by a judi-
cious combination of the vertex form factor and the self-
energies associated with the fields entering into the vertex.
Let us assume, for example, a vertex with three entering
fields ®;(¢;), i = 1,2,3, and ¢; + g, + g3 = 0. Denoting
the corresponding propagators by A;(g;), the relevant ver-
tex form factor by V(q,, ¢», q3), by Z; the corresponding
wave-function renormalization constants, and by Zy the
vertex renormalization constant, one can renormalize the
coupling such that® Z, = Zy(Z,Z,Z;)""/2, from which
follows that the combination

a1, 42 93) = 82V (q1, 42, 43)A1(q1)A2(q2) As(g3)
(2.20)

is a RG-invariant quantity. As mentioned above, the com-
plication with this definition is that #(g;, g5, g3) is a func-
tion of two kinematic variables. Thus, some additional
assumption on the preferred kinematic configuration is
usually introduced, such as, for example, ¢? = g3 = ¢35 =
g* (and therefore ¢, q, = q1 93 = q2 " g3 = —¢*/2),
which fully specifies the kinematic of the renormalization
point.

For the case of the ghost-gluon vertex, let us define in
general the following renormalization constants:

Alg? 1?) = Z (uH)Ao(47),
F(g* p?) = Z: () Fo(q?),
I(k, g, u?) = Z ()T (K, q),
¢/(u?) = 7 ()go @21

Notice that a priori Z, defined as Z, = ZIZXI/ZZZI, does
not have to coincide with the Z, introduced in (2.10);

In fact, as has been explained in detail in [30], an effective
charge may also be defined from the gauge-invariant three-gluon
vertex [4].

’In the “momentum subtraction scheme” prescription (re-
ferred as MOM in what follows), for instance, Z, is determined
by requiring that the renormalized vertex at the subtraction point
assumes its tree-level value.
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Taylor

P (e
kinematics
k+q v a4q 0 v a4
FIG. 3. The ghost-gluon vertex and the Taylor kinematics.

however, as we will see in the next section, they do
coincide by virtue of the basic identity we will derive there.
In the Landau gauge, the form factor B, of Eq. (2.3) is
UV finite at one loop, and therefore, no infinite renormal-
ization constant needs to be introduced at that order; of
course, B, must be UV finite in all gauges, and to all
orders, otherwise the theory would be nonrenormalizable.
In order to obtain information about the UV behavior of B,
beyond one loop, one usually invokes the nonrenormaliza-
tion theorem of Taylor, which states that for a vanishing
ghost momentum (see Fig. 3), one has that B,(—gq, g) +
B,(—gq, q¢) = 1, to all orders in perturbation theory. Given
that B, is finite to all orders (for any kinematic configura-
tion), it follows that B,(—g, g) is also finite to all orders.
In particular, for the Taylor (vanishing incoming ghost
momentum) kinematics, Z; will be determined as above
explained by demanding that the relevant form factor be
equal to its tree-level value after renormalization,’ i.e.,
Z\[(By(—q, q) + B,(—q, ¢)] = 1. Then, one will have that

Z,=27,2y*z, =1, (2.22)
from which follows that
z' =27,z (2.23)

Thus, the product

#q?) = g% A(g*; P F2(q%; 1) = g3Ao(g*) F5(g),
(2.24)

forms either a dimensionful x-independent combination or
a UV cutoff independent one. Provided that we renormal-
ize the propagators in the MOM scheme with Taylor
kinematics (named as “Taylor scheme” in [13]), #(g?) is
a RG-invariant combination.

Therefore, for asymptotically large g2, in analogy to
Eq. (2.13) one can define an alternative QCD running
coupling as

52 (2
i) = D,
q
Notice that g,,(¢”) has been shown to display the same
behavior at any loop order as the ghost-gluon coupling for
the Taylor kinematics (see Fig. 3) in [13].

(2.25)

*Recall that the form factor emerging at the Taylor kinematic
limit k,, — —¢q, is B; + B,.
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Using then Eq. (2.18), and the fact that

. 9Cug® (4
(a°) 4487 "\u2

(2.26)

it is straightforward to verify that g.,(¢) and g(¢*) display
the same one-loop behavior, since, perturbatively, the func-
tion 1 + G(g?) is the inverse of the ghost dressing function
F(g%). As we will see in the next section, this is nothing
more than the one-loop manifestation of the more general
identity relating G(¢?) and F(g?).

D. Effective charges from massive gluon propagators

It is clear from the above analysis that before actually
defining the effective charge with either method one con-
structs two dimensionful RG-invariant quantities, given in
Eq. (2.19) and (2.24), with mass dimension —2. These two
quantities share an important common ingredient, namely,
the scalar cofactor of the gluon propagator, A(g?), which
actually sets the scale. The next step is to extract a dimen-
sionless quantity that would correspond to the nonpertur-
bative effective charge. Perturbatively, i.e., for
asymptotically large momenta, it is clear that the mass
scale is saturated simply by ¢?, the bare gluon propagator,
and the effective charge is defined by pulling a ¢~2 out of
the corresponding RG-invariant quantity.

Of course, as has been firmly established by now, in the
IR the gluon propagator becomes effectively massive;
therefore, particular care is needed in deciding exactly
what combination of mass scales ought to be pulled out.
The correct procedure in such a case was explained long
time ago in the pioneering work of Cornwall [1], and has
been applied in various occasions [32]: a massive propa-
gator, of the form [g? + m?(¢*)]”" must be pulled out,
where m?(g?) is a dynamical (i.e., momentum-dependent)
mass.

Before applying this (correct) prescription to the two
RG-invariant quantities in question, it is interesting to
compare the situation with the more familiar, and concep-
tually more straightforward, case of the electroweak sector,
where the corresponding gauge bosons (W and Z) are also
massive, albeit it through an entirely different mass gen-
eration mechanism. Specifically, while the W and Z bosons
become massive at tree-level, through the standard Higgs
mechanism (i.e., fundamental scalars developing a vacuum
expectation value), the gluons acquire their (momentum-
dependent) masses nonperturbatively, through the dynami-

“This is equivalent to the standard MOM prescription for the
coupling definition.
>Within the MOM phllosophy one ma 2y implement the correct
prescription by imposing A~ (u?) = u? + m*(u?) as the (non-
perturbative) MOM renormalization condition for the gluon
propagator. This prescription is equivalent to the standard one
in the UV, while in the IR it introduces to the anomalous
dimensions genuine nonperturbative (Borel nonanalytical) terms
of the type exp(—1/gg(¢g?)), which vanish as g — oo.
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cal realization of the well-known Schwinger mechanism
[33]. Despite the difference in their origin, the masses act
in a very similar fashion at the level of the RG-invariant
quantity associated with the corresponding gauge boson.

Thus, in the case of the W boson, the corresponding
quantity would read (Euclidean momenta)

=2 2
v oo &w(@d) 597
with

g3 = g%mn[l + bygi(w)

1 2x(1 — x) + M? ~1
x[dxln(q Al —x) MW)—...] :
0 Iz

(2.28)

where by, = 11/2472, and the ellipses denote the contri-
butions of the fermion families. Clearly, dy(0) =
gy(0)/M5,  with  g5,(0) = g (w1 + by ghy(u) X
In(M3,/*)]~'. Evidently, in the deep IR, the coupling
freezes at a constant value; Fermi’s constant is in fact
determined as 4+2Gy = 2%,(0)/M3,. Note that in the
case of QCD the corresponding combination,
22(0)/m?(0) would be similar to a Nambu—Jona-Lasinio
type of coupling [34]: at energies below the gluon mass m,
the tree-level amplitude of four quarks starts looking a lot
like that of a four-Fermi interaction.

This property of the “freezing” of the coupling can be
reformulated in terms of what in the language of the
effective field theories is referred to as ‘‘decoupling”
[35]. At energies sufficiently inferior to their masses, the
particles appearing in the loops (in this case the gauge
bosons) cease to contribute to the running of the coupling.
Possibly large logarithmic constants, e.g., In(M3%,/u?),
may be reabsorbed in the renormalized value of the cou-
pling. Of course, the decoupling as described above should
not be misinterpreted to mean that the running coupling
vanishes; instead, as already mentioned, it freezes at a
constant, nonzero value. In other words: the decoupling
does not imply that the theory becomes free (noninteract-
ing) in the IR.

This last clarification is not without relevance for the
question at hand, namely, the definition of a physically
meaningful effective charge. In particular, if one wants to
extract an effective charge from an IR-finite gluon propa-
gator (obtained from, e.g., SD studies [29] or from lattice
simulations [36-38]), it would certainly be unwise to insist
on the perturbative prescription, and simply factor out a
1/g%. Even though one is merely redistributing a given
function, namely dy(¢2), into two pieces, factoring out
1/q* deprives both of them of any physical meaning.
Returning to the electroweak example, the effective cou-
pling so defined would be given by the expression
22(¢») = ¢*dy(q?), and so 22,(0) = 0; evidently, one
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would be attempting to describe weak interactions in terms
of a massless, IR divergent gauge boson propagator and a
vanishing effective coupling (see the dashed curves in
Fig. 4). Given that the gluon propagator is finite in the
IR, if this latter (wrong) procedure were to be applied to
QCD, it would furnish a completely unphysical coupling,
namely, one that vanishes in the deep IR, where QCD is
expected to be (and is) strongly coupled.

As emphasized from the outset, the correct procedure is
to factor out of the corresponding RG-invariant combina-
tion a massive propagator; in the PT case, we write the
d(¢?) of Eq. (2.19)

(2.29)

Given that d(¢?) = g>A(g?), substituting Eq. (2.29) into
(2.15) we obtain

a(p?)A(g®)

apr(q?) = [¢* + mz(qz)]my

(2.30)
where we have used apr(q?) = 2%(¢%)/4m. As already
mentioned, the dynamical mass m?>(g?) appearing in the
definition of a(g?) is itself running; the explicit form of
this running will be discussed in Sec IV. Similarly, from the
RG-invariant quantity defined starting from the ghost-
gluon vertex, given in Eq. (2.24), we have that

ag(q?) = o' (u?)(g* + m*(g»)A(g*) F*(q?),

where a/(u?) = géh(,uz)/477'.

(2.31)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 80, 085018 (2009)

Since A(0), F(0), G(0), and m(0) = m, are all finite
(nonvanishing), in the deep IR both couplings assume finite
values given by

agh(0) = mia'(u?)A0)F>(0),

apr(0) = m2a(u?)AO)1 + G(0)] 2 (232

II1. DERIVATION OF THE IDENTITY FROM THE
DYNAMICAL EQUATIONS

In this section, we derive the central identity, valid only
in the Landau gauge, relating the ghost dressing function
with a particular combination of the form factors G(g?) and
L(g?) appearing in the tensorial decomposition of A, in
Eq. (2.4). The proof hinges crucially on working in the
Landau gauge (¢ = 0), where the entire gluon propagator
A, (k) [and not just its self-energy II,, (k)] is transverse,
ie., k*A,, (k) = 0. As we will see shortly, the operational
consequence of this last property is that one can write
g*A,, (k) = (g + k)*A,,(k), thus generating for free the
appropriate ghost-gluon vertex, as needed.

A. Deriving the relation

The central relation is obtained as follows. First, con-
sider the standard SD equation for the ghost propagator
(Fig‘ 5)’

iD"\(¢?) = ¢ + ig?C, [ TeA (DT (k )D(g + k).
k
3.1

4, @

T

—— RGI quantit

T T
—————— divergent propagator
——finite propagator

Ay (@)

T
vanishing coupling
——finite coupling

9,/(a")

FIG. 4 (color online).

0 m q

The same RG-invariant quantity decomposed in two different ways, one giving a divergent propagator and a

vanishing coupling, and one giving a finite propagator and a finite coupling.
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e ()

q q q k+q

FIG. 5. The SDE for the ghost.

Then, contract both sides of the defining equation (2.4) by
the combination g*¢” to get

[G(@®) + Lg)]g? = £C; [k 4,077 (K)g"H o (k. q)

X D(k + q). (3.2)

Using Eq. (2.5) and the transversality of the full gluon
propagator, we can see that the right-hand sice of
Eq. (3.2) is precisely the integral appearing in the ghost
SDE (3.1). Therefore

[G(¢*) + L(gP)]g* = iD'(¢*) — ¢%,

or, in terms of the ghost dressing function F(g?) [viz.
Eq. 2.2)]

(3.3)

1+ G(g*) + L(g*) = F7'(¢?)
The relation of Eq. (3.4), derived here from the SDEs of the
theory, was first obtained in [19], and some years later in
[21], in the framework of the Batalin-Vilkovisky quantiza-
tion formalism. As was shown there, the relation is a direct
consequence of the fundamental BRST symmetry.

Let us study the functions G(g?) and L(g?*) more closely.
From Eq. (2.4) we have that (in d dimensions)

(3.4

1
G(qg*) = W(QZAZ —q*q"A,,),
(3.5)

L) = 1)2<dq 0" Ay — AL,

(d

which then gives, in terms of the SDE integrals

G(q?) =

£ G [ [ 877 00H . D+ 0

+ i; ﬁ q° A, (k)7 (, q)D(k+q)],

2CuT. d
L) =545 [,

" ﬁ AP (R)H,, (K g)D(k + q>].

(k)T (k, q)D(k + q)
(3.6)

Inserting the decomposition of Egs. (2.3) and (2.6) into
Eq. (3.6), and setting

(k - q)*
k2q2 ’

fk, q) = (3.7)

we obtain

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 80, 085018 (2009)
Glg) = 54 G [{ — DAk @) — [1 — f(k )]
X [B(k, q) — ¢*Ay(k, @) IA(k)D(k + g),

[k {1 = Ak ) +[1 — fk )]

q*Ay(k, @) IIA(K)D(k + q),
(3.8)

L(g*) = %

while from Eq. (3.1)

Fl(q?) = 1+ g2C, jk [1 - f(k ¢)1B,(k ¢)

X A()D(k + q). (3.9)

Clearly, Eq. (3.4) is automatically satisfied.

B. Renormalization

Of course, all quantities appearing in Egs. (3.8) and (3.9)
are unrenormalized (we have suppressed the corresponding
subscript 0 for simplicity); in particular, Eq. (3.4) involves
unrenormalized G(g?), L(g*), and F(g?). It is easy to
recognize, for example, by substituting in the correspond-
ing integrals tree-level expressions, that F~1(¢?) and G(g?)
have the same leading dependence on the UV cutoff Ayy,
namely,

A2
38°C, ln( UV), (3.10)

Fiy(g?) = Guy(g?) = o "\ 2
while L(g?) is finite (independent of Ay ) at leading order.
The next step is therefore to carry out the necessary
renormalization.

As already mentioned above, the origin of the basic
relation of Eq. (3.4) is the BRST symmetry of the theory;
in that sense, Eq. (3.4) has the same origin as the Slavnov-
Taylor identities of the theory. Therefore, just as happens
with the Slavnov-Taylor identities, Eq. (3.4) should not be
deformed after renormalization. Of course, the prototype
examples of such a situation are the Ward identities of
QED:; the requirement that the fundamental Ward identity
q*T, =5"'(p+¢q)— S '(p) should retain the same
form before and after renormalization leads to the well-
known textbook relation Z; = Z, between the correspond-
ing renormalization constants [27]. Similarly, for the case
at hand, the renormalization must be carried out in such a
way as to preserve the form of Eq. (3.4). Specifically, using
the definition given in Eq. (2.16), in order to preserve the
relation (3.4) after renormalization, we must impose that

Z\ = Z.. @3.11)

In addition, by virtue of (2.5), and for the same reason
explained above, we have that, in the Landau gauge
I',(k, g) and H,(k, g) must be renormalized by the same
renormalization constant, namely, Z,; [viz. Eq. (2.21)]; for
the Taylor kinematics, we have that Z; =1 [see Eq. (2.22)].
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Then, it is straightforward to renormalize Egs. (3.8) and
(3.9); using

F UG p?) = Z(Afy, w2)Fy (@2 Agy),
1+ G(g% u?) = ZAAZy, pI[1 + Golg* A3y)]

L(q? 1?) = Z(Agy, #)Lo(q% Ady), (3.12)
we have that
F~'(q*) = Z. + g*C4 [k[l — f(k, q)1B;(k, q)
X A(k)D(k + q), (3.13)
and
1+ G(g*) = — DA, (k, q)

—[1 = f(k, @B, (k, q) — ¢*As(k, ¢)]}
X A(K)D(k + q), (3.14)

while the equation for L(g?) remains unchanged, i.e., one
simply replaces in the second equation of (3.8) the un-
renormalized quantities by renormalized ones. This is con-
sistent with the general observation made in [21],
according to which L(g?) does need its own counterterm,
i.e., one proportional to g,, ¢, in order to get renormalized.
The situation is similar to what happens with the o ,,q"”
part of the standard QED vertex: The renormalizability of
the theory forbids of course a counterterm proportional to
such a tensorial structure; the magnetic form factor [usu-
ally denoted by F,(g?)] is made finite (beyond one loop)
after multiplication by the renormalization constant Z;
(whose counterterms are proportional to ). Thus, while
the one-loop answer for F, is finite, at higher orders one
gets divergences proportional to o, g” which are, how-
ever, canceled exactly (order-by-order) by the inclusion of
the Z; counterterms in the Feynman graphs of the previous
order. For this reason, just as F,, despite its one-loop
finiteness L depends in general on the UV cutoff Ay, as
indicated explicitly in Eq. (3.12).

C. Calculations and approximations

In order to study the relevant equations further, we will
approximate the form factors A,(k, ¢) and B,(k, q) with
their tree-level values, i.e., A;(k, g) = B,(k,¢) = 1, and
A,(k, g) = 0; according to lattice studies [39], this appears
to be a very good approximation. Then, we obtain from
Egs. (3.8) and (3.9)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 80, 085018 (2009)
F{g) = Z, + ¢2C, f [1— f(k QJAGRD(k + g),

1+G(q2)—Z+ [[(d 2) + £k q)]

X A(k)D(k +q),

L(g) = [ [1— dfk )JARD(K + ). (3.15)

Now, it turns out that if F and A are both IR finite, then

fk [1 = df(k )IARDK + @l = 0. (3.16)

To see this, one may use the result [, k, k,F(k)A(k) =
g Wd_1 [ F(k)A(k), or, equivalently, go to spherical co-
ordinates and use that®

fﬁ dfsin?0(1 — dcos*6) = 0. 3.17)
0

Thus, from Eq. (3.15) we obtain the important result

L(0) =0, (3.18)

under the assumption that F and A are IR finite. In addi-
tion, using (3.16), we obtain

M f AK)D(K).

(3.19)

F10)=1+G0)=2Z

Note that perturbatively, at one loop, Eq. (3.16) does not
hold, because in that case A(k) is not IR finite; conse-
quently, at one loop L(0) # 0. Specifically in this case,

using dimensional regularization, we obtain the
g-independent result
fl—df(k,q)__3 i (3.20)
r K (k+ g)? 2 1672’ '
which gives
e
c
Lo(¢®) =4 321
o(q?) = 32 (3.21)

If instead we were to use an IR-finite gluon propagator,
modeled simply by A~!(k) = k> — m?, the same calcula-
tion would show that L,,(¢?) depends nontrivially on g?
[see Eq. (3.26) below], and in fact, L,,(0) = 0.

We next go to the Euclidean space, by setting —¢* = g3,
and defining Ag(¢3) = —A(—q}), De(qg}) = —D(—q),
and for the integration measure [, =i [, . Then, using
Eq. (2.2) and suppressing the subscript “E,” we obtain
from Egs. (3.8) and (3.9)

T n+l T
SRecall that [7 dfsin"6 = "2 niz)(z .
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F ) = Z, — §2Cy [k [1 = £k IARD(K + ),

2
1+ Glg) = 2.~ 554 (1@ -2+ k)
X A(k)D(k + q),
__¢gc¢ _
Lig) = ~ 554 11— dp(e IAWD(Kk + g).

(3.22)

Next let us introduce spherical coordinates. Setting g> = x,
k* =y, we have that k-g = /xycosf, and so (k-

9)*/q* = ycos*d, and (k+ g)* = x +y + 2, /xycos6.
Moreover, at d = 4, the measure is given by

fd“k — 27 /” dBsin26 /m dyy.
0 0

Let us first consider the case in which the ghost propa-
gator assumes its tree-level form, namely D(k + ¢) =
1/(k + g)*. Then, using the results

(3.23)

™ sin“6 71 1
=—|-0Okx—y)+-0((y —
fo d x+y+2/xycosd Z[x (=) y O x)],

[ﬂde sinZfcos26 77[1(1
0 x+y+2/xycosd 8Lx

+ §(1 + ;—C)@)(y - x)], (3.24)

+9®u—w

where ©(x) is the Heaviside step function, one obtains
[ o D
oo

[izf dyy2A(y)+x/ dy A(y)]
FrW =2~ 16CA[ fdyy<3_ )A(y)

[ afe- ]

with a; = g?/4. Substituting into the equation for L(x)
the tree-level value for A(y) we obtain the constant result
Ly(x) of Eq. (3.21). On the other hand, using A(y) = (y +
m?)~!, we find

a,Cy[1[x? 5 . X
1S27T {;[E—mvam 1n<1+ﬁ)]

2
(i)
m X

from which we clearly see that L,,(0) = 0. In addition, for
large x, L,,(x) goes over to the massless limit of Eq. (3.21).

1+Gx)=2Z.—

L(x) =

(3.25)

L,(x) =

(3.26)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 80, 085018 (2009)

The general case for an arbitrary ghost dressing function
F(k + g) can be treated by means of the angular approxi-
mation, given in Eq. (Al). Specifically, one can write

approximately
AL [
1677'

" [ a(3+5 )A@)F@)]

L= CA[F(X) [faseaw e [“a A(y)F(y)]

R L

+[Tas —;—C)A(y)F(y)].

It is then easy to see (e.g., by means of the change of
variables y = zx) that if A and F are IR finite, then L(0) =
0, as claimed before. Let us now assume that the renor-
malization condition for F(x) was chosen to be F(u?) = 1.
This condition, when inserted into the third equation of
(3.27), allows one to express Z,. as

o CA 1
Z.=1+ - )A
¢ 6 [ [0 dyy(3 ,uz) o)

+ a3 - %Z)A@)F(w],

and may be used to cast (3.27) into a manifestly renormal-
ized form. Note that if one chooses F(u?) = 1 then one
cannot choose simultaneously G(u?) = 0, because that
would violate the identity of Eq. (3.4), given that L(u?) #
0. In fact, once F(u?) = 1 has been imposed, the value of
G(u?) is completely determined from its own equation,
i.e., the first equation in (3.27).

In addition in the MOM scheme the conventional and PT
propagator cannot be made equal at the renormalization

1+Gx)=2Z,

(3.27)

(3.28)

point, since the identity (2.15) implies ACD(u?) =
w1+ GH(u?)]

D. Implications for the effective charges

After this general discussion, let us now return to the
couplings, and discuss the implications of the identity and
the dynamics we have derived.

First of all, comparing Egs. (2.12) and (2.24), it is clear
that g(u) = g'(u), by virtue of Eq. (3.11). Therefore,
using Eq. (2.15), one can get a relation between the two
RG-invariant quantities, #(¢2) and d(¢?), namely,

Hq?) = [1 + G(¢H)PF(¢»)d(g?).

From this last equality it follows that apy and agh(qz) are
related by

ag(q?) = [1 + G(g») PF*(q*)apr(q?).

(3.29)

(3.30)
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After using Eq. (3.4), we have that

2) — 1+ G(g?) 2 )
awld) = | TG i) ) 63D
or, equivalently,
L(g> 7T
apr(q?) = agh(qz)[l + 1+(7(q;()q2)] : (3.32)

Evidently, the two couplings can only coincide at two
points: (i) at g> = 0, where, due to the fact that L(0) = 0
[see Eq. (3.18)], we have that

agh(o) = apr(0),

and (ii) at g®> = oo, given that in the deep UV L(g?)
approaches a constant. Note in fact that the two effective
charges cannot coincide at the renormalization point u,
where

(3.33)

ag(p?) =[1 — L(p?) Papr(u?);

this can be understood also in terms of the discussion
following Eq. (3.28).

As we will see in the next section, the numerical analysis
reveals that L(g?) is fairly small compared to G(g?); thus,
even in the region of intermediate momenta, where the
difference reaches its maximum, the relative difference
between the two charges is less than 5%.

(3.34)

IV. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

In this section we will compute the QCD effective
charges defined above, using as input for the various
Green’s functions appearing in their definitions the non-
perturbative solutions of the corresponding SDEs, in the
Landau gauge. In particular, we will solve numerically a
system of three coupled nonlinear integral equations, con-
taining A(g?), F(g?), and G(g*) as unknown quantities.
Once solutions for these three functions have been ob-
tained, then L(g?) is fully determined by its corresponding
equation, namely, the second one in Eq. (3.27).

A. The system of SD equations

The two SDEs determining F(g?) and G(g?) are given in
Eq. (3.27). The SD equation governing A(g?), is given by
[29]

(a1) Zj (a2)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 80, 085018 (2009)

4
[1+ G(@)PA N GDP L (0) = ¢*P (@) + i D (a)
i=1
@.1)

where the diagrams (a;),, are shown in Fig. 6. As ex-
plained in [29], due to the Abelian Ward identities satisfied
by the fully-dressed vertices in the PT-BFM scheme, we
have that qM[(al),uV + (aZ),u,V] = q’u[(a.’a)p.v + (a4),u,v] =
0. This last property enforces the transversality of the gluon
self-energy ‘‘order-by-order” in the dressed-loop expan-
sion, which is one of the central features of the gauge-
invariant Schwinger-Dyson truncation scheme defined
within the PT-BFM framework [18].

After introducing appropriate Ansétze for the aforemen-
tioned fully-dressed vertices, we finally arrive at the inte-
gral equation (in Euclidean space)

. g°Cy
6

*/k“k)ff%fkwkqiiqv]

el [

X DDk + q) — 2 fk D(k)],

[1+G@)PA (g% =¢*

[ [ 20aw+ g,

4.2)
with
(¢%)? 20 10
=204 + 12K> + = (k- 2[—+—
fl q (k ¥ q)2 ( ) k2 6]2
L 2(k + q)z]
R+’ oKL
27 k2 2 k- 2
fr=775-38 5+ 8 1 2 2( Q)z
2 (k+ q) (k+q) k*(k + q)
(k- q)?
— (4.3)
¢*(k + q)*

The important point is that, by virtue of the massless
composite poles introduced into the SDE through the
particular Ansitze employed [1,5,40], one obtains an IR-
finite solution for the gluon propagator, i.e., a solution with
A~1(0) >0, in complete agreement with a large body of

@)

FIG. 6. The new SDE for the gluon propagator at the one-loop dressed level.
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lattice data [36-38]. As explained in detail in [29], the
formal expression determining A~'(0) involves quadrati-
cally divergent integrals, which may be regulated using the
standard rules of dimensional regularization. This proce-
dure leaves the (finite) value of A~!(0) largely
undetermined.

To be sure, on theoretical grounds one would expect that
the value of A~'(0) should be determined self-consistently
from the theory, through some type of minimization con-
dition furnishing the lowest vacuum energy. Unfortunately,
this is at present not possible, at least not in the context of
the SDE that we are using in our analysis. This is mainly
because the Cornwall-Jackiw-Tomboulis formalism [41],
which constitutes the most appropriate framework for ac-
complishing such a task, has not been yet fully adapted to
treat gluon mass generation in a consistent way.
Qualitatively speaking, the Cornwall-Jackiw-Tomboulis
effective potential V is given by

V= —%Trln(AAg‘) + %(TI‘AA(;I — 1)+ Vop, (4.4)
where the trace is taken in the functional sense, and V,p;
denotes the contributions from the (appropriately dressed)
two-particle irreducible graphs. In the original formulation
V is a functional of the conventional gluon propagators and
higher point Green functions; its extremization with re-
spect to any of them yields the corresponding SDEs. To
make reliable contact with the results of the BEM-PT, one
should modify Eq. (4.4) appropriately, expressing it in
terms of the gauge-invariant PT gluon propagator. Thus,
the gluon mass will enter into V through the massive gluon
propagators; then, the minimization of V will yield a
theoretical expression for the energy density of the QCD
vacuum, which must be set equal to the experimental value
obtained using QCD sum rules [42] (for an attempt in this

T T ML | T T T
Gluon Propagator i
—a— (1) =0.21 and p = 4.3 GeV

—e— (1Y) =0.16and u =10 GeV |4
—=— ()= 0.13and u = 22 GeV

A(Q))[GeV 7]

0+

R | AL | A | T T
0,01 0,1 1 10

q’[GeV’]

1E-4 1E-3 100 1000

FIG. 7 (color online).
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direction, see, e.g. [43]). To date, the aforementioned
modifications to V have been carried out at the two-loop
level only [44]; clearly, their all-order generalization would
be of great interest.

Given the above theoretical limitations, in practice
A~1(0) is treated as a free parameter, whose value is to
be fixed using phenomenological constraints or lattice
data. In addition, and because A~!(0) is finite, the ghost
dressing function F(g?) clearly saturates in the deep IR,
reaching a finite value at g> = 0 (no “enhancement” ob-
served), in agreement with recent lattice data [37,38], and a
variety of independent studies [15,45].

B. Solutions and checks

In Fig. 7, we show the numerical results for A(g?) and
F(q?), renormalized at three different points. On the left
panel, the black triangles represent the numerical solution
of A(g?) when a(u?) = 0.21 and u = 4.3 GeV. The red
circles are obtained when a(u?) = 0.16 and u = 10 GeV,
while for obtaining the green squares we used a(u?) =
0.13 and p = 22 GeV. On the right panel we plot the
corresponding F(g?) renormalized at the same points.

In Fig. 8 we show the numerical results for the functions
1+ G(q?) and L(g?), using the same renormalization
points used previously. The color pattern is also the same
as before. For values of ¢g*> < 0.1 GeV?, we then see that
[1 + G(¢*))? develops a plateau and saturates at a finite
value in the deep IR region. In the UV region, we instead
recover the perturbative behavior (2.18). On the other hand,
L(g?) (right panel) shows a maximum in the intermediate
momentum region, while, as expected, L(0) = 0.

With all ingredients defined, the first thing one can check
is whether Eq. (2.19) gives rise to a RG-invariant combi-
nation, as expected. Using the latter definition, we can

175 AR | T AR | AL | T MR |

Ghost dressing {
—a—q()’) =0.21 and u = 4.3 GeV

—e—q(y’) =0.16 and u = 10 GeV
—s— ()= 0.13and u =22 GeV |1

F(q®)

0,8

R | AR | T MR | T
0,01 0,1 1 10

q’[GeV’]

1E-4 1E-3 100 1000

Left panel: Numerical solutions for the gluon propagator obtained from the SDE using three different

renormalization points: u = 4.3 GeV and a(u?) = 0.21 (black triangles), u = 10 GeV and a(u?) = 0.16 (red circles), u = 22 GeV
and a(u?) = 0.13 (green squares). Right panel: The ghost dressing function F(g®) obtained from its corresponding SDE and

renormalized at the same points.

085018-12



NONPERTURBATIVE COMPARISON OF QCD EFFECTIVE .

1+G(q")
—+—o(1’) = 0.21 and u = 4.3 GeV
—e—q(u’) =0.16 and u = 10 GeV
1,04 —=— () =0.13and u = 22 GeV
—
=
O 094
T
0,8
0,7 T T T
1E-4 1E-3 0,01 0,1 1 10 100 1000
9’[GeV?]

FIG. 8 (color online).
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Left panel: 1 + G(g?) determined from Eq. (3.27), using the solutions for A(g?) and D(g?) presented in Fig. 7

at the same renormalization point. Right panel: The function L(g?) obtained from Eq. (3.27).

combine the different data sets for A(¢?) and [1 + G(¢*)]?
at different renormalization points, to arrive at the curves
shown in Fig. 9. Indeed, we see that the combination d(g?)
is practically independent of the renormalization point
chosen.

In addition, from the available solutions we can compute
the product (1 + G)F, which, according to Eq. (3.30),
relates the two effective charges of interest. Evidently,
since both effective charges are supposed to be RG-
invariant quantities, so should be the product (1 + G)F
relating them. In Fig. 10 we plot (I + G)F for different
values of the renormalization point w; clearly the depen-
dence on w is very mild. The theoretical origin of this
residual p dependence can be traced back to the approx-
imations used for the ghost-gluon vertex I',, and the func-
tion H,, (see the beginning of Sec. IIIC). This
approximation distorts the multiplicative renormalizability

I —rr
RGI product d(q’)=g’A(q?)
28 | a(u?)=0.21 and p=4.3 GeV | |
] N\ - - - a(u’)=0.16 and u=10 GeV | |
o 4 ' -~ o(1’)=0.13 and p=22 GeV | |
T 204 _
>
8 <4
=16 4
kes ]
<T
12 4
8 .
4 u
1E-4 1E-3 0,01 0,1 1 10 100 1000
q7GeV’]

FIG. 9 (color online). The product d(¢%) obtained combining
the results for A(g?) and [1 + G(¢?)]?* according to Eq. (2.19).

of the corresponding SDEs; indeed, for multiplicative re-
normalizability to be enforced, one must assume the exact
renormalization properties for I', and H,,,, as was done in
Sec. III B, where the renormalization was carried out for-
mally. Instead, the approximation employed causes a mis-
match in higher orders, which introduces the observed mild
dependence on w. This dependence can be eliminated by
resorting to the systematic improvement of the correspond-
ing Ansatz used for I',,, in the spirit of the prototype QED
calculations presented in [46], and more recently in [47].

C. The effective charges

We can next proceed to extract the nonperturbative
running charge apr(g?), defined in Eq. (2.30), by multi-
plying the results obtained for d(¢?) by the factor [¢% +
m?(g?)]. To this end, we will assume that m?(g?) has a

hAAAL LA ALLL IR AL ALLY LI LLY IR AL LA ALY ALY B

1,005 4 [1+G(@)IF(@) i

——a(y’)=0.21and p=4.3 GeV |]

1,000 — —e—o(1?) =0.16 and p = 10 GeV [T

1 —s—o(u’)=0.13and u =22 GeV |1
0,995 -
NE 0,990 -
v |
NE 0,985 -
3 |
+ 0980
0,975 -
0,970 -

0’965 MERAALLLY BEELELELALLLL LR LLLY B ALY IR BN LLLL B LAY B AL

1E-4  1E-3 0,01 01 1 10 100 1000 10000
q1GeV’]

FIG. 10 (color online). The product (1 + G)F for different
values of the renormalization point u. Note the fine scale of
the y axis.
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Running mass u
- = - m,=500 MeV

——m,=600 MeV/

0,6

m(a*)[GeV]

q’[GeV?]

FIG. 11 (color online). The behavior of the running mass given
by Eq. (4.5) when my = 500 MeV (black continuous line) and
my = 600 MeV (red dashed line). In both cases we used
Agep = 300 MeV.

power-law type of running [48,49], given by (see the
Appendix for details)

m?(q?) = g [ln<q2 - 2mé)/ln( 2m )]3 (4.5)

2 2 2 2
q- + mg AQCD AQCD

Notice that when ¢*> — 0 one has m?(0) = m3. A variety of
theoretical and phenomenological estimates place it in the
range m, = 350-700 MeV [1,3,36,50]. In Fig. 11 we plot
the behavior of m?(g?) as given by Eq. (4.5), for the two
values my = 500 MeV and m, = 600 MeV, which will be
used in the rest of this section.

On the left panel of Fig. 12, we show the results for
apr(g?) when my, = 500 MeV in Eq. (4.5). The small
discrepancy between the three curves is mainly due to

0,7 T T T Ty
Running charge m =500 MeV
0,6 —— () =0.21and p = 4.3 GeV |
—e—q(u’)=0.16 and u =10 GeV | |
05 —s—a(y’) =0.13 and p = 22 GeV
— 044
RS
T
034
0,2
0,1 3
0,0 +—rrrrm
1E-4 1E-3 0,01 0,1 1 10 100 1000
qGeV’]

FIG. 12 (color online).
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the propagation of the tiny residual u dependence dis-
played by the quantity c?(qz) as shown in Fig. 9. One clearly
sees that the effective coupling apr(g?) freezes out and
acquires a finite value in the IR, while in the UV it shows
the expected perturbative behavior. For my = 500 MeV,
one gets apr(0) = 0.6. One should also notice that the
choice of smaller values of m, would not produce a mono-
tonically decreasing apr(g?); instead, one observes the
appearance of “bumps” in the IR region. Therefore if
one were to introduce the monotonic decrease as an addi-
tional requirement of apr(g?), this would provide a lower
bound for the possible values of m,. Finally, on the right
panel of Fig. 12, we show the effective coupling for the
case my = 600 MeV. Now, the freezing occurs at the
slightly higher value of apr(0) = 0.85. Evidently, the
freezing value apr(0) increases as one goes to higher
values of my,.

An accurate fit for the running charges shown in Fig. 12
is provided by the following functional form

2 +h 2 2(,2 -1
alg?) = [47719 ln(q (‘12 .m (g )))] . 46)
Adep
with the function h(g?, m*(g?)) given by
402
2 202V 2(42) + m*(q*)

Our best fits to the numerical results for apr(g?) using
Eq. (4.6) above are shown in Fig. 13.

Finally, we compare numerically the two effective
charges, apr(¢?) and ag,(g*). The results are shown in
Fig. 14, where #(¢?) is compared with d(¢2) (left panel),
and a,(¢%) with apr(g?) (right panel). As anticipated, the
curves coincide in the deep IR and UV, and differ only
slightly in the intermediate region. To produce both curves,
we have factored out a mass of my = 500 MeV, whose

1,0 T
Running charge m =600 MeV
—— (%) =021 and = 4.3 GeV | |
08 —e—a(p’)=0.16 and p = 10 GeV ||
—=—a(y’)=0.13and u = 22 GeV
06+
)
Iy
3
0,4
0,2
0,0 e
1E-4 1E-3 0,01 0,1 1 10 100 1000
q[GeV’]

Left panel: The running charge obtained from (2.30) using the SDE solutions for A(g?), D(¢%), and 1 +

G(g?). We use a running mass given by Eq. (4.5) with my = 500 MeV. Right panel: The same for m, = 600 MeV.
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FIG. 13 (color online).
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1’0 T T T T A |

Running Charge (m =600 MeV)

= numerical solution
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0,6
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0,0 —rr
1E-3
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0,01

Left panel: The fit given by Eq. (4.6) for m; = 500 MeV; in this case the best fit values correspond to

p1 = 4.5, and p, = —2. Right panel: Same as before in the case my, = 600 MeV:; in this case the best fit parameters are p; = 2.2, and

Pr = — 1.25.

28

RGI qgantities

—d(@)
A2
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FIG. 14 (color online). Left panel: Comparison between the RG-invariant products r(¢2) (red dashed curve) and d(¢?) (black
continuous curve). Right panel: Comparison between agh(qz) (red dashed curve) and apr(g?) (black continuous curve) when a mass of
mq = 500 MeV is factored out. In both plots the difference between the curves appear in the intermediate regime of momenta being

entirely due to the function L(g?).

dynamical running is again given in Eq. (4.5); equivalently,
one could use Eq. (3.30) directly.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this article we have presented a detailed comparison
between the two QCD effective charges, apr(g?) and
agy(g?), obtained within two vastly different frameworks:
the PT (and BFM) on the one hand, and the ghost-gluon
vertex (with the Taylor kinematics) on the other. It turns
out that their dynamics involve the gluon propagator A(g?)
(in the Landau gauge) as a common ingredient, entering in

both apr(g?) and ag,(g?), and two different ingredients,
which participate in a nontrivial identity. This identity,
which is valid only in the Landau gauge, relates the ghost
dressing function, F(g?), with the two form factors, G(g?)
and L(g?), appearing in the Lorentz decomposition of a
special Green’s function, originating from the ghost sector
of the theory.

The two QCD effective charges have been computed
using as input the nonperturbative solutions of a system of
three coupled nonlinear integral equations, first derived in
[29], containing A(g?), F(g*), and G(g*) as unknown
quantities. The solutions obtained from the above system
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of SDEs for A(g?) and F(g?)—and subsequently fed into
the defining equations of the effective charges—are in
qualitative agreement with recent results from large-
volume lattices, both for SU(2) [37] and SU(3) [38]:
both quantities reach finite (nonvanishing) values in the
deep IR. One important consequence of the central identity
(and the dynamics encoded in the relevant equations) is
that the two charges are identical not only in the deep UV,
where asymptotic freedom manifests itself, but also in the
deep IR, where they freeze at the same nonvanishing value.

As already mentioned in Sec. IV, at the level of the SDE
for the gluon propagator, namely, Eq. (4.2), the value of
A(0) is a free parameter. The value chosen for A(0) affects
(in a nonlinear way) the IR values of the RG-invariant
quantities, namely &'(O) and 7(0), which, in turn, restricts
the values of the gluon mass, m, and the freezing value of
the effective charges. Throughout the analysis presented in
Sec. IV the criterion used for choosing the values of A(0)
was that the resulting values for m, and a,,(0), [or apr(0)]
would be numerically compatible with those obtained from
a variety of phenomenological studies [50]. Specifically,
values for m, in the range of 350-700 MeV and apr(0) =
0.7 = 0.3. Notice, however, a subtle point that may be of
relevance when carrying out such comparisons. The effec-
tive charge assumed in most of the aforementioned studies
is that of [1], which has a very particular functional form,
and corresponds to the standard PT construction, where the
Feynman gauge of the BFM is dynamically singled out.
Instead, for the reason explained in Sec. II B, the present
analysis is based on the generalized PT [28], which even-
tually projects one to the Landau gauge of the BFM. It
would be interesting to reach a quantitative understanding
of how the aforementioned difference in the gauges affects
the phenomenological values of the gluon mass and of the
freezing of the effective charge. Calculations in this direc-
tion are already in progress.

As has been emphasized in [29], even though the solu-
tions of the SDE system are in qualitative agreement with
the aforementioned lattice results, they display a consid-
erable quantitative discrepancy from them. Specifically,
A(g?) differs significantly in the region of intermediate
momenta, and the value of the ghost dressing function is
about a factor of 2 less than that obtained on the lattice.
These discrepancies, in turn, are expected to affect the
numerical values (but not the qualitative features) of quan-
tities computed using them as input. In particular, it should
be interesting to obtain the QCD effective charges studied
here using as input the lattice results for A(g?) and F(g?),
and [indirectly, using, e.g., the first equation in (3.27)] for
G(q?); we hope to address this issue in a future work.
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APPENDIX A: POWER-LAW RUNNING OF THE
EFFECTIVE GLUON MASS

In this Appendix we outline the most important steps
involved when demonstrating that the effective gluon mass
displays power-law running, of the type shown in
Eq. (4.5), starting from the SDE satisfied by the gluon
propagator, such as Eq. (4.2); for more details the reader
is referred to [48].

In order to obtain from Eq. (4.2), or any similar gluon
SDE, the equation that determines the behavior of m?(g?)
at asymptotically large momentum g, one follows the
following procedure. After dividing both sides of
Eq. (4.2) by g2, and using Egs. (2.12) and (2.15), the left-
hand side becomes simply 371((]2). To evaluate the right-
hand side, use spherical coordinates and the variables x, y,
and z, defined right before Eq. (3.23), and employ the
standard angular approximation

|7 dxsintxs(a) = T10G = 0f) + O ~ 070
(AL)

Then, set A(y) = [y + m?(y)]"!, and use the identity
yA(y) = 1 — m*(y)A(y), keeping only terms linear in m?
(terms quadratic in m? are subleading and may be safely
neglected).

Next, use that for large x, d'(x) = [x + m2(x)]b Inx,
separate all contributions that go like x from those that go
like m? on both sides, and match them up. This gives rise to
two independent equations, one for the ‘“kinetic” term,
which simply reproduces the asymptotic behavior x Inx on
both sides, and an equation for the terms with m?(x) given
by

() Inx = a, f " dym()AG) + 2 [ * dyym2(»)A(y)
X X 0
+ % fo " dyy?m? () A(y)

+ayx [ dym*(y)A%(y), (A2)
X

where the precise values of the coefficients a; depend on

the details of the specific SDE that one considers. For

example, the second term, (12k%), of the f; given in

Eq. (4.3) contributes to both a; and a,; indeed, after the

angular approximation

kaA(k)A(k +g)~
k

o[ [ dnao
+ Loo dyyzAz(y)],

and the separation of the x-dependent part, one is left
(under the additional approximations mentioned above)

(A3)
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with a contribution to the mass equation given by (for large
values of x)

1
1672

[ eawat+ gl ~ -5 [Tawmeao
k X Jo

w2 [Tameam | o

Let us now study what happens if we substitute into
Eq. (A2) a mass of the form

/\4
m*(x) = 7(lnx)7*1, (AS)
where y > 0. This type of power-law running is exactly
what one expects from the operator-product expansion,
which suggests that the A* in Eq. (A5) must be directly
related to the gauge-invariant gluon condensate (G?) =
(0:G4,,G5":|0) of dimension four [49]. Note that this
type of power-law running has been obtained also in
[45], within the refined Gribov-Zwanziger approach.

In order to demonstrate that the m?(x) of Eq. (A5) solves
Eq. (A2) we will employ the asymptotic property of the
incomplete I" function. The latter is defined as

I'a, u) = foo dte 't* 1, (A6)

7]

(with no restriction on the sign of «), and its asymptotic
representation for large values of |u| is given by

I, u) =u*"te ™ + O(u|™"). (A7)
In addition, we will use the elementary result
dz 1
= — . A8
fz(lnz)”” v(Inz)” (48)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 80, 085018 (2009)

The main observation is that when Eq. (A5) is substituted
into the right-hand side of Eq. (A2) the leading contribu-
tion comes from the integral proportional to a,.

Specifically,
f‘” O
yT = m?*(x) + O(1/ Inx), (A9)
1 [x dym?(y) = v~ 'm*(x) Inx + C—/ (A10)
x Jo X
L f dyym*(y) = m>(x) + O(1/Inx), (A1)
x> Jo
x[md ) _ ) O(1/1nx) (A12)
x Y y2 2 '

The constant ¢’ comes from the lower limit of the integral,
it is finite, because in that limit one must use inside the
integral the full A(y), which is infrared safe due to the
presence of the mass. The term proportional to ¢’ is sup-
pressed by a factor In”x (assuming y > 0) compared to the
first term, and can therefore be neglected. For the other
three integrals we have used the appropriate change of
variables to cast them into the incomplete I function,
resorting again to its asymptotic expression of (A7).
Thus, we conclude that the m?(x) of Eq. (A5) solves
Eq. (A2) provided that

Y= a, (A13)
a condition which determines uniquely the value of 7y in
Eq. (AYS).
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