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A mass parameter for the gauge bosons in gauge-fixed four-dimensional Yang-Mills theory can be
accommodated in a local and manifestly Becchi-Rouet-Stora-Tyutin invariant action. The construction is
based on the Faddeev-Popov method involving a nonlinear gauge-fixing and a background Nakanishi-
Lautrup field. When applied to momentum-dependent masslike deformations, this formalism leads to a full
regularization of the theory which explicitly preserves Becchi-Rouet-Stora-Tyutin symmetry. We deduce a
functional renormalization group equation for the one-particle-irreducible effective action, which has a
one-loop form. The master equation is compatible with it—i.e., Becchi-Rouet-Stora-Tyutin symmetry is
preserved along the flow—and it has a standard regulator-independent Zinn-Justin form. As a first
application, we compute the leading-order gluon wave-function renormalization.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The fact that global symmetries can be implemented
exactly is one of the cornerstones of many qualitative and
quantitative successes of functional continuum methods in
quantum field theory. A prime example is chiral symmetry
which can exactly be accounted for even in the presence of
ultraviolet (UV) and infrared (IR) regularizations as for-
mulated in the framework of the functional renormalization
group (RG) [1-4]. By contrast, local gauge symmetries, as
well as nonlinear or diffeomorphism symmetries, require a
more careful discussion, as a symmetry transformation can
arbitrarily mix modes in momentum space. This seems
naturally in conflict with regularizations that operate locally
in momentum space. An elementary example is given by a
mass term for the gauge boson which would provide for an
IR regularization, but breaks gauge invariance.

In standard continuum formulations, quantization of
gauge theories, such as Faddeev-Popov quantization,
involves a gauge-fixing procedure in order to remove the
large redundancy in the space of field configurations to be
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integrated over. This goes along with explicit symmetry-
breaking terms. While gauge-invariant observables are
not affected by the details of the gauge-fixing procedure,
gauge-variant building blocks such as gauge-field correla-
tion functions and vertices do depend on the gauge choice.
The underlying symmetry is still encoded in Ward-
Takahashi identities that relate these correlation functions
also across loop orders. While the computation of gauge-
invariant observables out of gauge-variant building blocks
such as correlation functions thereby remains conceptually
possible, it becomes technically more demanding.

A major simplification arises from Becchi-Rouet-Stora-
Tyutin (BRST) symmetry, a remnant global supersymmetry
that nonlinearly mixes gauge, Faddeev-Popov ghost and
further auxiliary fields [5-7]. BRST symmetry not only
helps identifying the physical Hilbert space of states but also
simplifies the constraint equation for correlation functions in
the form of the Zinn-Justin master equation [8,9]. At the
expense of auxiliary sources, the Zinn-Justin equation
relates correlation functions algebraically; i.e., its resolution
can be approached by algebraic cohomology methods and
does not require the computation of loop terms.

In the presence of a generic momentum-space regulari-
zation, the elegance (and practicality) of the master
equation is no longer present. For functional RG flows,
it has been shown by Ellwanger [10] that gauge invariance
of correlation functions as summarized by the effective
action can still be encoded in a master equation. However,
the regularization procedure which is generically encoded
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on the level of the propagator leads to additional regulator-
dependent terms in the master equation (modified Slavnov-
Taylor identities) which again correspond to loop terms.
Whereas this modified master equation, as well as a
corresponding additional modified Ward-Takahashi iden-
tity [11-14], encodes the constraints imposed by the
symmetries on a conceptually satisfactory level [15,16],
it increases the level of technical complexity for non-
perturbative approximation schemes; cf. [17,18]. Direct
applications of functional RG flows together with a
resolution of the modified master equation beyond pertur-
bation theory have remained rare [17-21], though the
intricacies can simplify in certain gauges such as the
Landau gauge [22,23].

Several schemes have been devised, to tackle this
practical problem. For instance, an alternative approach
has been developed in [24-27] introducing a deformed
BRST symmetry that includes the regulator and reduces
to standard BRST symmetry in the suitable limits. This
formulation indeed encodes gauge invariance even of the
regularized theory in a bilinear master equation but at the
same time makes the nonlocality of gauge symmetry in
momentum space manifest. Along a similar research
direction, a functional regularization which promotes the
usual gauge invariance to a manifest noncommutative
gauge symmetry has been proposed in [28], where the
exploration of the corresponding flow equations for the
Wilsonian as well as the one-particle-irreducible (1PI)
effective actions has also been undertaken. A convenient
scheme to devise nonperturbative approximations relies on
the use of background-field methods [29], where invariance
under background-field transformations can rather straight-
forwardly be obtained. Nevertheless, the true quantum
gauge invariance is again encoded in modified symmetry
identities (Nielsen identities, shift-Ward identity) [15,30—
40], which in practice have been largely treated on an
approximate level [30,31,41-43].

Several further directions have been explored in this
context: a manifestly gauge-invariant RG flow has been
proposed in [44] and further developed in [45-47] which
does not rely on Faddeev-Popov quantization but makes
use of an embedding into an SU(N|N) supergauge
theory. A variety of results has been obtained [48,49]
including a gauge-invariant computation of the two-loop
f function [50-53]. Gauge-invariant RG flows for the
geometric effective action have also been set up within
the Vilkovisky-DeWitt framework [54,55] with applica-
tion in the asymptotic-safety scenario for quantum gravity
[56]. A gauge-invariant RG flow has also recently been
constructed in [57,58] making use of physical gauges and
the freedom to suitably define the macroscopic field and
the effective action. Despite these conceptually successful
implementations of gauge invariance in RG flows, the
most advanced applications to nonperturbative questions
often rely on the standard Faddeev-Popov quantization as

this has remained technically more accessible for sophis-
ticated systematic expansion schemes; cf. [23,59-61].

In the present work, we suggest a novel approach for
the construction of RG flows for gauge systems that
relies on Faddeev-Popov quantization and aims at pre-
serving exact BRST symmetry. The key idea is to treat
the regularization as a contribution to the gauge fixing.
As this is not possible within linear gauges, we consider
a special choice of a nonlinear (quadratic) gauge con-
dition. BRST symmetry in the standard fashion remains
manifest at all stages of the construction. In order to
obtain a conventional regulator term for the gauge field,
we use a Fourier noise field for the Nakanishi-Lautrup
auxiliary field. As a new ingredient, this gives rise to a
background Nakanishi-Lautrup field.

Also the ghost sector is at variance with that of standard
linear gauges while preserving exact BRST invariance.
In particular, new regulator-dependent vertices appear.
Nevertheless, gauge invariance gives rise to a master
equation for the (Legendre) effective action which can
be brought to standard form with the aid of two additional
source fields. This facilitates the resolution of the symmetry
constraints by conventional algebraic cohomology meth-
ods. Most importantly, the resulting functional nonpertur-
bative flow equation for the effective action has a one-loop
structure and is thus amenable to widely used nonpertur-
bative approximation schemes.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we set the
stage by recalling basics of gauge-fixed functional inte-
grals in order to introduce our conventions. We introduce
the Nakanishi-Lautrup auxiliary field in Sec. III together
with a convenient choice of a corresponding noise field
which is advantageous for our formalism. Section IV is
devoted to a discussion of constructing a simple nonlinear
gauge that allows us to write down an action with BRST-
invariant mass terms; since this is a rather widely
discussed topic in the literature, this section might be
of interest in its own right. Here, we use it as a motivation
for the construction of a BRST-invariant RG flow. The
latter is presented in Sec. V, where we derive the one-loop
functional RG flow equation. The master equation encod-
ing BRST invariance and its RG flow is discussed in
Sec. VI. Here, we give an explicit proof of the compat-
ibility between the master equation and the flow equation;
i.e., an action that satisfies the master equation at an initial
scale will do so on all scales, provided it also satisfies the
flow equation that links the two scales. The question
concerning the well posedness of the functional regulari-
zation obtained through a nonlinear gauge fixing is
addressed in Sec. VII, where we analyze the mapping
between the effective action and the bare action, and the
choice of RG initial conditions. A simple application of
the functional flow equation to one-loop order is presented
in Sec. VIII. Auxiliary information is presented in three
Appendixes.
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II. CONVENTIONS

In this work, we discuss pure Yang-Mills theory in
d-dimensional Euclidean spacetime, using the gauge field
Af(x) in the adjoint representation of the gauge group G
as the local field degree of freedom. For the counting
of canonical dimensions, we implicitly use d =4 as an
illustration. Other than that, our formalism applies to
general d. The inclusion of charged matter fields is
straightforward. The use of the gauge field entails a
large redundancy manifested by the invariance under local
(infinitesimal) gauge transformations, 6Af(x) = (D,®)(x)
for infinitesimal @“(x). Here, we use the covariant deriva-
tive in the adjoint representation,

b _ b be gc
Di? = 0,6 + gf*"°Aj. (1)
We use condensed notation such that color indices replace
also spacetime indices, and the summation convention over
these repeated indices is extended to integration over the
corresponding spacetime points, whenever two identical

indices both refer to field variables. For example, the
covariant derivative then reads

D (x4.xp) = (80, + gf " AL(x0))8(xq = x3). (2)
Finite gauge transformations can be written as

i

o __ -1
Ap = UAUT =

(0,0) U™, A, = AT, (3)

where
Ulw) = e 9" € G, (4)
with general finite @“(x) and generators
(T4, T?] = ifabeTe. (5)
The field strength reads
F4, = 0,A¢ — 0,A4 + gf " AbAS, (6)

with adjoint indices a, b, c.... In condensed notation, the
Yang-Mills action is given by

1
SvwlA] = 3 Fiu . ™

For quantization, we introduce a gauge-fixing functional
F4[A], playing a central role for the Faddeev-Popov
method:

1=/”WW=/@@WW“MMﬂ,®

where du is the Haar measure and

5F; [ b“’] )

)

AFP[Aw] - Det

is the Faddeev-Popov determinant. The latter is gauge
invariant, so that we can replace A” with A. This determi-
nant can be written in terms of a local action Sy, by means
of ghost fields:

App[A] = / DeDeeSalhedl, (10)

Imposing a strict gauge-fixing condition is not necessary,
because replacing

S[F[A”]] — B[F[A”] (11)

simply changes the 1 on the left-hand side of Eq. (8) into a
constant. The standard textbook example is

B[F4[A]] = e~ SeilAl (12)

based on a local gauge-fixing contribution to the action,

— L FeAlFa) (13)

ng [A] 25

with gauge parameter &.

Baring explicit breakings through the gauge condition,
the global G symmetry remains intact even after gauge
fixing. For example, the ghosts transform under the adjoint
of the global G group, i.e., ® = const:

Sct = gfabcwhcc’
54 = gfbeabee. (14)

We can associate a set of generators to both local gauge and
global color rotations given by

G*(x) = G (x) + Ggy (x), (15)
where
1)
G (x) = Dy’ SAL”

o _. 0
an(x) = —gf e <Ccﬁ + Ccﬁ)- (16)

All functional derivatives in this paper are left derivatives
by default, unless otherwise specified. The gauge action
Sor + Sgn emerging from the Faddeev-Popov construction
exhibits an additional global (super)symmetry: BRST
symmetry. Introducing a Grassmannian BRST operator
s acting on the fields, the BRST transforms read
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(sA)q = Débcb,

1
(SC)a — ngabCCbCC,

(s¢)e = —éF“. (17)

As the BRST transform of the gauge potential has the form
of a gauge transformation, any gauge-invariant contribution
to the action is guaranteed to be BRST invariant.

Quantization now proceeds straightforwardly through
the generating functional

ZlJ.n.q) = VUil = /DADCDE.e—Slm’ (18)

with the total action

SwtlAs . €. 0,1, 7] = SymlA] + SanlA. ¢, €] + Sy[A]
+ Se[A, e, ¢, J,n,7). (19)

The source terms are summarized in
SwlAs €2, 0.n, /) = —(J#AL + et +¢nY).  (20)

By Legendre transformation, the effective action can be
constructed from the Schwinger functional W[J, 7, 7]:

['[A, c,¢] = supy, ; AJ™¥A; + 7% +¢'n® — W[, n. 7]}
(21)
The effective action is the generating functional for 1PI
proper vertices, being a quantity of central interest in the
following.
II1. QUANTIZATION WITH FOURIER NOISE

As the BRST symmetry is a supersymmetry, there is also
an “off-shell” formulation involving an auxiliary field, the
Nakanishi-Lautrup field. The corresponding generalized
construction proceeds via the generating functional

Z= / DADcDeDbDneSmlAl=SsuselAccbnl = (22)

where the generalized gauge-fixing sector is now

encoded in
SeaugelA, €, T, b, n] = Sg¢[A, b] + Spoise b, n] + Sg[A, ¢, €],
(23a)
Set[b. A] = b*FA[A], (23b)
SenlA.c, €] = —CMPA]cP. (23c¢)

The gauge-fixing action now is linear in the gauge-fixing
condition F* as well as in the Nakanishi-Lautrup field b“.
We again encounter the Faddeev-Popov operator

SFa[A] 5AZ SFa[A]
abiAl = H _
MO A, st |, oA

Db, (24)

and n? is a noise field. We already included in the defini-
tion of Z the averaging over the noise, with measure
exp{—Snoisc [0, 1] }. We could equivalently integrate out the
noise and translate this into an action for the Nakanishi-
Lautrup field:

e_SNL[h] — /Dne‘snoise[b!n]_ (25)
Thus, the generating functional reduces to
Z= / DADcDeDbeSAceh], (26)

with

S[A, ¢,,b] = Sym[A] + Sgt[A, b] + Sxi[b] + SalA, ¢, ).
(27)

A Gaussian weight for the noise,
Shoise P> 1] L apa 1b“n“ (28)
P = — — 1
noise ’ n 25 nn n ’

corresponds to a local action for the Nakanishi-Lautrup
field,

S [b] = 5 b (29)

highlighting its auxiliary-field character. Upon integrating
out the b field, this entails

SlA] = zi;“ AJF[A] (30)

demonstrating the equivalence to the preceding section. In
the present work, we focus instead on the choice

Snoise[b’ n] = i(va - ba>na’ (31)

where v“ is an external vector field. This leads to a Fourier
weight that results in

e=Snltl = 5[ — v, (32)

which, after integration of b, translates into
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Sef[A] = vF[A]. (33)

We observe that S, remains linear at the expense of
introducing an external field »“. Even though we are
interested in a nonlinear gauge-fixing functional F¢,
we choose conventions such that F? retains its standard
canonical dimension [F“] =2, implying a corresponding
dimension [v] = 2. The vector v can be interpreted as
an external field, which explicitly breaks the global G
symmetry.

For any Syi, the action of Eq. (27) is invariant under the
following BRST symmetry:

sAY = Dibcb,

) : .
sct = 5Jt‘uhcchcc7
sc¢ = b4,

sb® = 0. (34)

The BRST operator is nilpotent, i.e., s> = 0, thanks to the
algebraic property

sDgP 8Dy
H_ ped _ K peb — gfcbdDac_ (35)
SAS TV SAC Y "

Alternatively, it is useful to formulate the symmetry trans-
formation with the help of an off-shell BRST generator:

Dy = (Dyc)*

gabcbci ba(S
y 5Al‘j+2f c’c +

oc s’ (36)
which is also nilpotent D3 = 0. Contrary to standard off-
shell supersymmetry transformations, the BRST symmetry
is not a linear symmetry operation on the fields. This is the
main source of nonlocalities arising in momentum space.
For an approach to a linear version of BRST symmetry,
see [62].

If one chooses a Fourier weight for n%, as in Eq. (31),
integrating out b leads to an on-shell action S[A, ¢, ¢, v| and
its corresponding on-shell BRST transformation, which is
obtained from Egs. (34) and (36) upon replacement of b*
with v“:

a _ a
sAﬂ =D,c",

g
sc4 = Efabccbcc’
sct = 04,

sv* = 0. (37)

Thus, again this BRST transformation is nilpotent, as
sv® = 0. For any gauge-fixing functional F?[A], the bare
action

S[A, c.c,v] = Sym[A] + Sge[A, v] + Sen[A, c.c, 0], (38)

where S, and Sy, are given by Egs. (33) and (23c),
respectively, is invariant under the transformation in
Eq. (37). In fact, as usual, the bare action of Eq. (38)
can be cast in the form

S[A, ¢, ¢, v] = Sym[A] + s, (39a)
where
¥ = zeFa[A]. (39b)

Following [8,9], we add sources for both the elementary
fields and their BRST variations to S[A, ¢, ¢, v]. Defining

S[A,c.c,v.K, L] = S[A, c,¢,v] + Kj(D¥c)*

+ Lagfabccbcc’ (40)

with K being Grassmann-valued, we now obtain the
source part of the action:

Sso = —JaAG —i"c? — ¢y
1
+ K4(DFe)* + L* ng“bccbcf. (41)
The generating functional then reads

eW[J,n,ﬁA),K.L] _ /DADCDE.e—S[A,c,E,L‘]—Sm_ (42)

To deduce the master equation, i.e., the Ward identity for
BRST symmetry, we change variables of integration
according to an infinitesimal BRST transform. Based on
BRST invariance of the measure, we obtain

Ja((Dre)e) — i <g fabvcbcc> +uint =0, (43)

The sign of the second term in the last equation comes from
commuting the BRST operator s (or a corresponding
Grassmann parameter, say, #) with 7. In terms of the
Schwinger functional, we get

oW
_Ja

W
voke

apa — (), 44
5La+1111 0 (44)

Now let us define the effective action

[[A,c.¢,b, K, L] = sup;, - {JaAq + 71" 4 c“n°
- W[J.n.7. K, L]}, (45)

such that the “macroscopic” fields conjugate to the sources
satisfy
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sW sW sW 5
AZ:—a, Ca:Ta, ¢t =- a:W_a (46)
oty on on on

This implies the quantum equations of motion in terms of
the effective action:

oT oTr o 5
J4=—, 4= — 74 = — =I—, 47
VAR A A s~ Lgear @)
and also the relations
or oW or oW
=——, = - . (48)
oK;, oKj, SL¢ SL¢

Thus, the Zinn-Justin master equation following with these
identities from Eq. (44) reads

o' oI' L
6AYL 6K ¢ SL

5T 6T o
+ot— =0. (49)

v — =
oct

Notice that the BRST invariance of S[A, ¢, ¢, b], defined in
Eq. (27), is encoded in the following identity fulfilled by
S[A,c,¢,v,K, L] of Eq. (40):

oS 6§ +
6AYL 6Kj, ¢ 5L

oS 6§ oS

Ua

=0. 50
- (50)

Therefore, I' = S[A, ¢, ¢, v, K, L] is a special solution of the
master equation (49).

IV. MASS AND NONLINEAR GAUGE FIXING

In the following, we suggest to introduce mass terms by
means of the gauge-fixing sector. The problem of con-
structing a BRST-invariant RG flow is closely related to
that of a BRST-invariant mass, since a masslike regulari-
zation is in correspondence to a Callan-Symanzik flow. Our
basic idea can thus already be understood on the level of
mass terms for the gluon and ghost fields. In fact, such mass
terms and their (in)compatibility with BRST symmetry
has been widely discussed in the literature [22,63—73].
Recently, the idea has been investigated extensively that
the nonperturbative generation of such masses in the
propagators could effectively cure the shortcomings of
perturbative Faddeev-Popov quantization, most promi-
nently those arising from the Gribov ambiguity [74—80].
In fact, results from simple perturbation theory based on
massive propagators compare rather favorably with lattice
simulations [81-90].

We emphasize, however, that the mass parameters used
in the following are intended to regulate IR divergences;
they are gauge dependent and different from physical
observable masses. In fact, by removing IR divergences,
these mass parameters deform Yang Mills theory by
explicit scale-invariance-breaking terms. Starting in this

way from a fully regularized quantum gauge theory sets the
stage for studying the limiting case of removal of such
parameters (an initial-condition problem from the RG point
of view of the next sections).

Still, we expect that the use of such artificial mass
parameters introduced by hand can also be useful for
studying the dynamical emergence of masslike thresholds
in gauge-fixed propagators or masslike condensates of
gauge and auxiliary fields (or both) [22,23,69,71-73,
76,77,80,83,91] and of the phenomenon of dynamical
breaking of scale invariance, which remains a separate
issue. Whereas we do not associate a direct phenomeno-
logical implication to our mass parameters in the following,
the limit of their removal in a nonperturbative computation
may be linked to dynamical mass-scale generation which
does have phenomenological implications.

Based on the Fourier weight for the noise of Eq. (31),
which results in the gauge-fixing action in Eq. (33), it is
suggestive to accommodate a masslike term in a nonlinear
gauge fixing

Fa[A] = APQEbeA® + LaP A, (51)

We assume that the matrix ijf,’" does not add another
explicit breaking of the global G symmetry beyond the one
already introduced by v“. Thus, we assume that it can be
written in terms of the v“ vector itself. As far as the Lorentz
symmetry is concerned, noncovariant gauges can be easily
embedded into this ansatz, for instance, by choosing either
L or Q or both to depend on a specific spacetime vector.
Yet, in this work we choose to discuss examples corre-
sponding to covariant gauges where this breaking does not
occur. Furthermore, we choose ijf,’c to be always propor-
tional to &(x, — x;)5(x;, — x.), such that F¢ is a local
functional, which depends on A and v at the spacetime
point x, only. To simplify notations in the following, we
always drop these delta functions.

The choice on which we focus in this section to illustrate
the properties of the construction is

abc __

v4 _ 1 .
Q/w = 2|1)‘2 <m25m, - Eaﬂa,J)é'b s

méh
Ly = (1 + _—82> 9,6. (52)

This particular example leads to a gluonic sector of the bare
action which is simply a Yang-Mills action with a Lorenz
gauge fixing plus a masslike parameter for both the
longitudinal and the transverse vector bosons:

1 1 ’712}1
See[A] = EmZA}’jA“” + 2 (6"A,‘j)2 +v? (1 + _gz> AL

(53)
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The last term in this expression is an unusual linear shift of
the action which is added to the action of a vector field with
mass m,

(Sow + S)la] = e 1+ 75 o
1 1 pv
+ 5Ag(—(ﬁ + in?) (HT + EHL> Al
+ 0(A3), (54)
where
. OO . S O

The linear shift in Eq. (54) plays the role of an external
source:

g,

In particular, if we set the gluon mass m = 0 and take the
& — +oo limit, the classical equation of motion becomes

Dgb b = Jen, (57)

and the classical gauge symmetry requires

7’7’!2
Deb g — pab iy (1 + —52) b =0 (58)

on the equations of motion. Thus, even if the source term
breaks the global color symmetry of the action explicitly,
charge conservation is preserved if ¢ is chosen to fulfill
Eq. (58). At A =0, or in the Abelian theory, this requires

(0% + my)v* =0, (59)

which is a massive Klein-Gordon equation for each
component of v*.

While a nonvanishing v is a source of explicit symmetry
breaking of global color rotations, the action remains of
course form invariant under global G transformations that
include rotations of the »“ field:

a __ abc Ab . c
O Ay = —gf " Ao,

5(uEu — _gfahcz.ha)c ,
5,,)6'” — _gfabccba)c ,
50),Ua — _gfahc vbwc (60)

with @ a constant infinitesimal parameter. This should be
contrasted to the behavior under the BRST symmetry,
which remains a symmetry of the action even in the

presence of a nonvanishing v¢, simply because it does
not require any change of v“.
The ghost action corresponding to Eq. (53) reads

)

~a mgh W a
Sgh = —C 1 +W (9 (D”C)

,U(Z

1
BE ¢ (m2Ab” + : (8”Af)8"> (D,c)b,  (61)
v
revealing /gy, to be a ghost mass parameter. An alternative
choice for the gauge-fixing functional, which still leads to

the same gauge-fixing action of Eq. (53), is

,U(l
2pf

Fe[A] <m2A,';Abﬂ ! (aﬂAbﬂ)2> +LebAr, (62)

¢

This differs from Eqs. (51) and (52) only by an integration
by parts, but it gives rise to a different ghost action:

m,
Sgn = —2¢¢ <1 + _—gz> H(D,c)" (63)

a

2P

1
o [2m2Abﬂ + : (Aboror + 8”8!%’;)] (D,c)?. (64)

In both forms the actions contain higher-derivative inter-
action terms which are accompanied by the external field v¢
carrying a new scale because of its canonical dimension.

Furthermore, the ghost-mass parameter méh introduces a

nonlocal modification of the ghost-gluon vertex. This can
be reinterpreted as a deformation of the conventional
Feynman rules in the Lorenz gauge according to the
following replacement for the momentum of the antighost:

g,
Pu = 1+7 Pu- (65)

Thus higher-derivative interactions, a new external field,
and nonlocal vertices are the prices to be payed for
introducing a mass term and thus an IR regularization of
vector and ghost propagators in our approach while
preserving BRST symmetry.

As is well known, nonlinear gauges such as the one
proposed in Eq. (51) go along with quartic ghost terms
[92,93], since the ghost action (64) does not feature shift
symmetry of the antighost [93,94]. Though such terms do
not straightforwardly derive from the Faddeev-Popov
method outlined above, they can be understood as arising
from a generalized gauge-fixing procedure [93,95-97].
They are part of the general solution space [98] of the
Zinn-Justin master equation discussed below and are
required as counterterms in perturbative renormalization
to account for the divergencies arising in the quartic ghost
correlator induced by the quartic ghost-gluon vertices
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contained in Eq. (64). The flow equation derived below
controls the generation and RG running of these terms
automatically.

In addition to the procedure suggested above, there is
another independent possibility for the introduction of a
mass parameter for the ghosts. While Eq. (52) defines g,
as part of the gauge-fixing functional, one might simply add
a massive deformation of S, at fixed Sy¢. The problem in
this case is preserving BRST symmetry. This can be
achieved in the presence of the background field v“. As
an example, we observe that the deformation

Sgh — Sgh + (mfghvafabccbcc _ ﬁ,l/gh*vafabcz.bz.c) (66)
is BRST exact. After diagonalization, this term contributes
a positive mass to the propagator of those ghost fields with
adjoint colors perpendicular to v. Further ghost-antighost
bilinears involving also the background field »* exist which
form a BRST-exact expression together with a correspond-
ing quartic ghost term mentioned above [93].

As we have introduced the mass terms through the gauge
condition, it is instructive to take a second look at the latter
in terms of transverse and longitudinal components:

afFa 1—2 a Aap 1—2 a A9H 1 a \2
vF :E ATﬂAT —I—Em ALﬂAL +2_5(8ﬂAL,4)
a méh 1 a

In order to satisfy the gauge condition F? =0, a field
configuration must fulfill v*F* = 0. The first three terms in
Eq. (67) are manifestly positive, whereas the last term can
have either sign. While for a vanishing mass parameter the
gauge condition F* = 0 would correspond to 9,A(* = 0 as
usual, the finite-mass version requires a cancellation of the
first three terms against the last one. For any finite gauge
parameter and any transversal field content A, it is
conceivable that a longitudinal field content A; can be
gauged accordingly. However, in the gauge-parameter limit
& — 0, the third term strictly enforces 9,A;* = 0, making
it impossible to satisfy the gauge condition for m # 0.
While we have introduced the mass parameter through the
gauge condition, this argument demonstrates that this
condition does not strictly speaking define an ordinary
gauge. The standard Landau-gauge-fixed functional inte-
gral is only recovered in the limit of vanishing masses.
Nevertheless, BRST symmetry is preserved at all stages of
the construction.

V. THE FUNCTIONAL RENORMALIZATION
GROUP

A. Regularization and nonlinear gauge fixing

Let us now address simultaneously the task of gauge
fixing and regularizing the functional integral in a

BRST-symmetric manner. Based on the Fourier weight
for the noise of Eq. (31), which results in the gauge-fixing
action in Eq. (33), we still adopt a gauge-fixing functional
of the form in Eq. (51). To regularize not only IR but also
UV divergences, we take inspiration from the massive
gauge fixing of Eq. (52), but now we promote the mass
parameters to arbitrary derivative kernels: m*8,, = R, (0)
and 7igy, — Rgp(9) = (=0%)rgn(—=0?). In other words, we
suggest a gauge condition of the following form:

Ull
2pf

Leb = (1 + rgn(—07))0,6, (68)

be be
Qe Q,,06%,

where

1
Q, =R, (0) - E(?,,(?,,. (69a)
Here R,, is a symmetric tensor and an even differential
operator. To be more specific, a possible choice for it reads
R (0) = R (=" + Rp(—0M)I.  (69b)
The functions Ry, 1y are regulators in momentum space
known from the construction of the Wetterich equation [1],
being an RG flow equation for an effective action
depending on a regulator scale k. The regulators implement
the momentum-space regularization by providing a mass
gap to modes with momenta p? <k’ by satisfying
lim2 2 oRen71.(p?) > 0. By contrast, the momentum
modes beyond the RG scale k should remain essentially
unmodified, limy, 2 oRep 11 (p?) = 0. For the scale k
approaching the UV regularization scale k — A (possibly
with the limit A — o0), the regulator function should
diverge, thereby suppressing all quantum fluctuations such
that the effective action can be matched with the classical
action to be quantized; for reviews, see [15,16,99-102].
More details on the UV limit are discussed in Sec. VII.
The gauge-fixing and ghost actions corresponding to this
choice of gauge-fixing functional read

Set = %A,‘:oﬂvAz + (1 + rgy(=0°))0*Af, (70a)
Sen = =21 + rgp(=07))(9"D,c)°
- ﬁ e ((QAD)(Dye)” + AL (Q*D,c)?). (70D)

In contrast to the standard construction of flow equations,
the regulators now appear also in ghost-gluon vertex
operators. In order to keep the subsequent flow equation
at most on the two-point level, we need two extra sources in
the partition function. For the on-shell case, we thus work
with the generating functional:
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eW[J,n,ﬁ.v.K,L,M,I] :/fDA'DC'DEe—S[A,c,E.v]—SSD’ (71)

where the source terms now read

Sso — _JaﬂAZ _ '—laca _ Eana + Kz(D”C)a + Lagfabccbcc

a

a

— U _apbpr — U za(p c)o M, (72)

|’U|2 “ |1}|2 H
and the action S[A, ¢, c,v], as in Eq. (38), includes the
ghost and gauge-fixing parts displayed in Eq. (70). Notice
that IZ and Kj; are anticommuting, while L* and MZ are
commuting sources. Recall that S[A,c,¢,v] is invariant
under the BRST transformation of Eq. (37). To highlight
the BRST properties of the composite operators introduced
in Eq. (72), we denote

e
2

o AL, (73)

a

v
b
Al =

" ¢*(Dyc)b (74)

|2
and define
St = KasA% + Lesc® — Qb — AbMPe. (75)

To determine the BRST variation of this additional source
action, we notice the following peculiar structure:

SQU = A% — Ag, (76)
sAS = sAj. (77)

Thus A and A are cohomologous to each other, as their
difference is BRST exact. In other words, they belong to the
same BRST cohomology class.

The encoding of the BRST symmetry of the bare action
in the properties of the effective action and of its RG flow
will be discussed in Sec. VI. Before that, let us deduce,
from the regularization we have provided, an exact RG
equation for the effective action.

B. Flow of the effective average action

To write the flow equation for the 1PI effective action, it
is useful to collect the sources into vectors
Ju
Ji=|n |, (78)
’7(1

I = (a.q%n%,

and correspondingly define collective fields

Aar
o= ¢ |. (19

—c¢

o = (Aaﬂ’ —c, Z,a)’

It is also convenient to group the sources for composite
operators into vectors

K

_ Le

I) = (K4, L9 M2, 1%), T, = we | (80)
U
Ly

Here and in the following, the Latin letters i, j, k, ... are
adopted for collective indices which refer to the compo-
nents of 7, Z, ® as well as to their spacetime and/or color
indices and to the spacetime point at which they are
evaluated. From now on, we follow the common conven-
tion used in functional renormalization to denote the
Legendre transform of the regularized Schwinger func-
tional W as T, while I is reserved for I" minus the regulator
terms. In formulas, we define the Legendre effective
action as

[(®, v, 7] = sup{T|® — W[T, v, T]} (81)
Ji

and the effective average action [1] as
[®,v,7] = [[®, v,7] — AS[®, v]. (82)

In the second definition, we have introduced an abbrevia-
tion for the regulator contribution to the action

AS = ASy + ASg, (83)

where the scale dependence in the functional integral arises
from the regulators

1
Ay = SAURMAY + v rgn(—0%) 01 A, (84a)
ASgh = —Z‘“rgh(—az)(a"Dﬂc)“
BT c*((RAD)(D,c)” + AL (R D,c)).
v
(84b)

We emphasize that the Legendre transform in Egs. (81) and
(82) is just performed with respect to the sources for the
elementary gauge and ghost fields. In this way, our action
remains on the 1PI level.

The Legendre transform of Eq. (81) translates into
standard formulas connecting derivatives of W to deriva-
tives of T, such as
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5—; W= @, W&‘; —of, (85
%f =7 faii =Jl. (85b)
Then we can denote
w§, = 5%; W% : (86a)
e = %f%. (86b)

By differentiating Eq. (85a) with respect to @, one deduces

2 =2 _ i =(2) () _ sk
Wisloe =0  loaWig =6, (87)

or in other words

2 ~(2)-1 ~ _
W = @5y = @) grgn (88)

J

where the second equal sign is nothing but a definition of a
convenient notation used below.

While in position space one can think of the condensed
indices in these formulas as corresponding to a given
coordinate x, more care is needed in momentum space.
There, it is convenient to accompany the { operation
with a reflection of the Fourier momentum. More details
about the Fourier conventions and the representation of
the relevant formulas in momentum space are provided
in Appendix A.

As for the sources of Eq. (80), we have analogously to
Eq. (48)

-

P 5 . 6 _2

63

(89a)

) _ 0 w0 _ 0 _ 0O
bsTh 8T, ST 6T Ly
J

_1 5 3 _ _ of 5 N/~ 5
O = 40 0) (9 (O 4 10, I (26 (1 2))

+ (0,7 gn0,5%) <r§§>® (TO) giary = <

being an exact equation of (up to) one-loop structure. The
corresponding equation for the effective average action
follows straightforwardly upon substitution of Eq. (82),
yielding a Wetterich-type equation adapted to the present
construction.

Notice that the last term of Eq. (93),

1
O, ASyr = (0,rn0,6" ) vP A + 3 (OR,, 67 ) A% AP, (94)

To construct the full matrix of second-order derivatives of
W, in terms of second-order derivatives of I, we need
expressions for mixed derivatives. These descend from
differentiating Eq. (85a) with respect to Z; and accounting
for Eq. (48), yielding

2 m(2)-1y (2
WEZ')Z} = _(FED()D )ijr‘gpj)zka (Sgb)
2 =2 =(2)-1
W(I[?ﬁ = _F(I,.pr (FED()I) )jk' (89(:)

Based on these identities, the RG flow equation for I" follows
analogously to the standard derivation [1-3,15,16,99-102],
as briefly sketched for our purposes in the following: starting
from the partition function Eq. (71),

Z|T . 0,T] = VI I, (90)

we deduce the flow of Z by differentiating Eq. (71) with
respect to ¢ = logk,

8,Z = GZ. (91)

Here, we have introduced the generator of RG transforma-
tions acting on the partition function,

1) 52
= (O, 6) 002 -
g, ( tTghOy ) <U 5];: 5’7b5KZ)

5 5 5
b b b | (92)
6],‘;6],, 5M26Jy 51,‘;6KD

1
- 5 (arR;w(sab) (

Operators acting on §°° are meant as differentiation with
respect to x,. According to DeWitt’s condensed notation,
Eq. (92) comprehends functional traces as usual.

Rewriting Eq. (91) in terms of the Schwinger functional
and performing the Legendre transformation to T'[®, v, 7]
[cf. Eq. (81)], we obtain the RG flow of the Legendre
effective action:

M SK?

5 -
7r>> + 0,AS,, (93)

u

I
cancels an identical contribution on the left-hand side,
whose presence is required by the master equation, as
argued in the next sections.

A deeper insight into the structure of the remaining terms
can be gained by considering the following class of
truncations:

[ @, 0, 7] = T[®, v] + S5 [D, v, 7). (95)
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Here, we have assumed that the 7 dependence takes a
simple linear form as in the bare action; see Eq. (75). This
directly translates into a similar truncation for the effective
average action:

[ [®@, v, ] = T[®, v] + S&Y®, v, Z]. (96)

For this family of truncations, one finds

., =o. (97)

vip

b 0 =
a,ASgh = —(8,rgh0M5“b)cb <5?F>

St 5 N/~ &
R, 5 Abv — F—)).
50k (550~ (5557) ()

Thus, according to Egs. (82) and (83), the flow of the
source-independent part of the effective average action,
within the present truncation, obeys

OT[®,v] = (aR 5) (@)

1 -
) I)Af,Af
+

3 ORWB™E (FP

+ (90,0 )T g (T iy (99)

These three one-loop terms can be diagrammatically
represented as in Fig. 1. Here, the crossed insertions
represent the regulators: either 0,R,, or 0,ry, depending
on whether they enter gluon or ghost lines, respectively.
The full circle here represents the v-independent vertex

f“g) o Later on, we will use full circles to denote also
()
Ko/
other copies of ®. The empty circle represents the v-
(2)

MiDI*
use empty circles also for vertices with more than two legs,
arising from further differentiation with respect to ®. Wavy
lines correspond to gluons, dashed lines to ghosts, and
wavy-dashed lines to any of these. Let us stress that
Eq. (99) is only an approximation of the exact flow in

5@\4@% RO
+ 7 < + ‘ D

FIG. 1. Diagrammatic representation of the flow equation (99),
based on the truncation of linear source terms.

vertices arising from differentiation of I' with respect to

dependent vertex I Again, in the following, we will

Eq. (93), as a nonlinear dependence of I on Z is generically
expected.

VI. RG FLOW AND THE MASTER EQUATION

Using the standard reasoning outlined in Sec. III, we
derive the master equation from a BRST variation of the
fields under the integral in Eq. (71), assuming BRST
invariance of the measure. We write the master equation as

=0, (100)
where X arises from the BRST variations of the source
terms,

LW
Z[W]:_J”(SK“+ 5L”+U n“
U
oW SW oW
- M a 14, 101
”SK“ 5Jl‘j w 5M“ - ( )

Here, the functional dependence on W is used only as an
abbreviation for the dependence on all arguments of W.
The last two contributions arise from the BRST variations
of the additional source terms. Now, we can straightfor-
wardly perform the transformation to the Legendre effec-
tive action by using Egs. (47) and (48) (with " — ) and
the new source relations

ST SW oT sW
=——, —=- (102)

MY SM¢ 5 SI¢

and arrive at

.80 o o 6O o0

XM = v —

5A,‘f 0K 5c* 6L oct

ST ST

M4 AdJam 14. 103
+ H 5Ka + H + 5Ma I ( )

Apart for the last two contributions, Eq. (103) together with
Eq. (100) is identical to the Zinn-Justin master equa-
tion (49), representing the standard BRST symmetry
constraint for the (Legendre) effective action as familiar
from a linear gauge fixing. The last two terms are new as
they arise from the additional sources which take care of the
regulator-dependent vertices. Equations (103) and (100)
represent a main result of this work, as they encode the
BRST symmetry of the scale-dependent regularized effec-
tive action on the same algebraic cohomology level as the
conventional Zinn-Justin master equation. In contrast to the
master equation derived in Refs. [10,12,30], Eq. (103)
contains no loop terms and thus may lead to substantial
technical simplifications also for nonperturbative approxi-
mation schemes. In fact, master equations remaining on the
same algebraic level have previously been found in full
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generality for scale-dependent 2PI effective actions [15];
for a special version of this construction, see [103]. Here,
we obtain this property already on the level of a scale-
dependent 1PI effective action.

We now need to proof the compatibility of the master
equation with the corresponding RG flow. For this, let us
assume that the kernels Ry, Ry and r,, completely
regularize the theory and introduce the single floating
momentum scale k. The desired compatibility can most
conveniently be shown on the level of the flow of the
partition function Z of Eq. (71). The flow equation for Z
reads [cf. Eq. (91)]

0,Z=GZ7Z (104)
with the generator G, given in Eq. (104). In order to solve
the flow equation (104) independently of the master
equation, it is of key importance to show that the two
equations are compatible, in the sense that the symmetry
condition of Eq. (100) is preserved by the RG flow. Indeed
this is the case since

0,2[7] = G.Z[Z]. (105)
In other words, one can define the BRST generator
appropriate for Z or W as

o )
+ ¢

D=_Ja a,a
woke L U
5 5
- M 12— (106
5Kz 5T G (106)

such that X[Z] = DZ. Since the transformation in Eq. (37)
is nilpotent, one has D* = 0. Then one can show that D
commutes with G,

[D,G,] =0. (107)
Details on the proof of this relation are given in
Appendix B. Needless to say, compatibility for Z is
equivalent to compatibility for W or I". This compatibility
as expressed through Eq. (105) directly implies that a
solution, say, for the Legendre effective action I, to the
RG flow (93) satisfies the master equation X = 0 on all

scales k, provided its initial condition satisfies the master
equation, say, at an initial scale k = A.

VIL. RG INITIAL CONDITIONS—THE
RECONSTRUCTION PROBLEM

The solution to the flow equation (93) is equivalent to the
construction of the effective action via the functional
integral, provided the initial conditions are appropriately
related to the bare action entering the functional integral.
The identification of the initial conditions and their relation

to the bare action is known as the reconstruction problem
[104-107].

Let us thus address the behavior of the functional integral
in Eq. (71) when the RG scale k approaches the asymptotic
IR and UV limits. As discussed in Sec. VA, in the IR we
have k — 0, and both kernels R*” and ry, then vanish.

Thus, the scale-dependent effective action I" as defined
through the functional integral reduces to the full gauge-
fixed effective action in this limit. Notice that this process
does not reproduce the standard Gaussian implementation
of Lorenz gauge, but the /7, g, — 0 limit of the nonlinear
gauge described in Sec. IV.

On the other hand, we would like the UV limit to
correspond to the case in which the fields become infinitely
massive, i.e., m — 400 and m,, — +oo. In this case, the
UV limit of the action is characterized by a decoupling of
all modes. As stated in Sec. V A, this can either occur when
k — A, with A being an independent UV cutoff, or when
k — +o00. We choose the second option, for definiteness,
and we further assume the following behavior:

Uy —~ 2 Sy
R#(9) ~ Ko™, (108a)

k2
rgh(—az)k:oo_—aZ (108b)

This implies that both the gluons and the ghosts acquire the
same mass in the UV limit. While this is not the only
possible scenario, the following arguments can be straight-
forwardly adjusted to different UV asymptotics.

To compute the k - +oo limit of the effective action
from the functional integral, we need distinct notations for
the fluctuating fields inside the functional integral and for
the average ones. As the latter have been collectively
grouped in the variable @ in Sec. V B, we here introduce
the notation ¢ to indicate the fluctuating fields. Then, we
can write the functional integral of Eq. (71) in terms of the
effective action as

e Tl@vI] _ / Dy e—S[(/’w]_Sgé>l[¢,y,1]+l:%((/)—d))i' (109)

Here, S[p,v] is the action defined in Eq. (38) while
S, v, Z] has been introduced in Eq. (75).

As the regulators diverge, the bare action also diverges,
and the functional integral is dominated by stationarity
configurations. We can thus account for the k — +oo limit
by a simple saddle-point approximation. Thus, we first look
for the maxima of the Euclidean action inside the functional
integral. Clearly the crucial role is played by the diverging
parts of this action. As such, we need specific preliminary
assumptions to identify these parts. In particular, we are
interested in the possibility that the effective action I" and its
derivatives, as well as the average fields ®' and the sources
v* and Z;, stay finite in the UV limit. That I" should stay
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finite instead of I is suggested by the BRST symmetry
itself, i.e., by the master equation, which forces [ to
comprehend the gauge-fixing and ghost actions. Thus,
the diverging parts of the latter actions, as given in
Eq. (84), must appear both in the bare action S and in
the effective action I". We therefore inspect the functional
integral representation for I" descending from Eq. (109),
namely,

eendl = / Dy exp{—S[co, v] = S5l v. 7]

1)
AS|D, AS—
+ AS[®, v] + 50

(p— @)

0=}

where AS has been defined in Eq. (83). In the last
functional integral, the diverging contributions to the
Euclidean action read

+T

(110)

D ((P - q))i'

(111)

Saqiv = AS[g, v] — AS[®, v] — AS[D, v] 5

The saddle-point configuration for ¢ can then be obtained
by solving the condition

- - -

o o o
div 5(Pl [(,0 1)} 5(Pl [ U] 5!

(112)
This admits the solution ¢’ = ®'. In order for the k — +o0
limit to produce a functional delta §[¢p’ — @], this con-
figuration must be the unique solution and correspond to a
maximum. Thus we have to check that the operator

5 5 5

(2)
0 ¢ 0 _ 0 — ASP[o, 113
5(p‘“ div 5(pl 5(‘0“ Ji [¢ U] ( )

5
AS|p,v| —
(. 0] 50
is positive definite.
To inspect the explicit component form of Egs. (112) and
(113), we take advantage of the assumptions in Eq. (108).
Then we can write

16AS 0, . (0, \ . ot
Poam Mty <8_gcb>c "o "
(114a)
1 6 - ca . ¢
(114b)

A similar equation can be obtained for the derivative with
respect to ¢“, which is not needed for our discussion.

We observe that the second term on the right-hand side of
Eq. (114a) cancels in the difference on the right-hand side
of Eq. (112), such that possible solutions to the stationarity
condition different from ¢’ = ®' must correspond to gluon
configurations which involve the expectation values of the
ghosts. Also, as the mixed derivatives in the fluctuation
operator of Eq. (113) are nonvanishing, assessing the posi-
tiveness of the latter is a nontrivial task. Furthermore, while
the gluon-gluon diagonal block of this matrix is trivially
positive, the ghost-antighost diagonal block is just (the
diverging part of) the Faddeev-Popov operator. Therefore,
possible violations of positivity of the matrix in Eq. (113)
are closely related to the Gribov ambiguity. We comment
more extensively on the latter issue in Sec. IX.

We nevertheless argue that the requested positivity must
hold at least in the perturbative regime of infinitesimal
field amplitudes, i.e., expectation values. In fact, in this case
the nonlinear terms in Eq. (114) can be neglected, such that
the solution ¢’ = ® becomes unique and Eq. (113)
reduces to a positive mass matrix. Thus, for infinitesimal
field amplitudes we do obtain a rising delta functional
5|’ — @'] in the k — +oo limit of Eq. (110), provided we
introduce a k-dependent normalization of the functional
measure [106,108,109] to guarantee

klim dplp. v]exp(=Sa,) = 8l — @].  (115)

In the present case the measure required for Eq. (115) reads

ulp. v] = (DetasV[p, v])%. (116)
Notice, however, that this measure is field dependent
beyond the limiting case of infinitesimal field amplitudes.
As such, this choice of measure in the functional integral
would bring nontrivial contributions to the flow equation,
which we have not included in Eq. (93). To preserve the
simple form of Eq. (93), we should instead adopt a field-
independent normalization of the functional measure, for
instance, p[0, v]. In this case the k — +oo limit is finite and
nontrivial and reads

lim e-T®.01] — o=S[®.0.0] {jmy #[0. v] ‘
k—00 k—»oo/,{[q), 1)]

(117)

The correction to the bare action encoded in the ratio of
measures on the right-hand side of the last equation is
expected whenever the regularization of the functional
integral is more than quadratic in the fluctuating fields,
and a field-independent functional measure is adopted.
Indeed the latter has been observed also in a similar
symmetry-preserving functional-renormalization-group for-
mulation of nonlinear sigma models [110]. For a recent
discussion of measure- or normalization-induced terms for
background-field flows, see [111].
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Thus, the task of constructing initial conditions I'y_,
appropriate for the chosen bare action S requires evaluation
of the counterterm action

1 1
Ser =5 Trlog ASP[®, ] - 5 Trlog AS?[0,v] (118)
at the initialization scale k = A, such that
Fepa =S+ S, (119)

The evaluation of the trace in Eq. (118) requires approx-
imations and truncations similar to those employed for
solving the flow equation. In view of our nonlinear gauge-
fixing condition, we expect also quartic ghost terms to
appear as counterterms [93]. The main open question
regarding the trace evaluation is whether this functional
trace is regularized. In fact, while the flow equation
involves the derivative of the regulators with respect to
t =logk, Eq. (118) features only R and ry, at the scale
k = A. The requirement that S, ; be finite within the chosen
truncation might bring novel constraints on the allowed
regulators. A detailed analysis of these issues is deferred to
future works.

VIII. THE LEADING-ORDER GLUON
WAVE-FUNCTION RENORMALIZATION

We illustrate the new flow equation (93) with the simple
application of computing the gauge-boson wave-function
renormalization. To this end, we use an ansatz for the 1PI
effective action within the family of Eq. (95), ie., a
functional linear in the sources. It is sufficient to further
specialize also the rest of the effective action to be of the
bare form, but with scale-dependent parameters:

04 [®, 0] = ZrSym[A] + T[A] + Tn[A, c. 2, 0], (120)

The gauge-fixing and ghost actions now include ghost and
gluon wave-function renormalizations

- 1
Lyt = §A20"”A3 + V' Zgn (1 + rgy(—07)) 04 AL, (121a)
Fon = —Zgn@(1 + ron(—02)) (8" D,c)°
vt , }
~ 3 (@ AN(D,)" + 45 Q D))
(121b)

We ignore here the possible generation of quartic ghost
terms, as they do not contribute to the gluon wave-function
renormalization at leading order. By contrast, an inclusion
appears mandatory for an analysis of the ghost propagator.

Furthermore, the quadratic kernel Q must also depend on
the wave-function renormalizations of the longitudinal and

transverse gluons. This can be accounted for by choosing
this kernel as in Eq. (69) and by rescaling £ — £/Z; and
Rt = ZtRt, Ry, — Z1R;. A similar rescaling has to be
performed also in AS of Eq. (83). Therefore we can write
the corresponding effective average action as

T, 0] = ZoSymlA] + TyrlA] + TwlA.c.2.0], (122a)
where now
Ty = % (0#AL)? + Z v DAL, (122b)
Ly = —Zgy2 (9D, )"

LAY a4 AD) (D) + AL(@D,c)?).

2¢]w|?
(122¢)

As the truncation of Eq. (120) has the same functional form
as the bare action, it trivially solves the master equation. We
can thus extract the running of the parameters Zr, Z , Zg,
and g from several different but equivalent operators.

We adopt the Feynman gauge for technical convenience;
namely, we evaluate the right-hand side of the flow
equation by choosing

¢=1 (123a)
7, =7 =7, (123b)
Ry(p?) = Rr(p?) = R(p?). (123c)

This results in equal propagators for the longitudinal and
for the transverse gluons. Furthermore, in this work
we limit ourselves to the leading term in a perturbative
expansion about > = 0.

The diagrams contributing to the gluon wave-function
renormalization are displayed in Fig. 2. The gluon loop is
universal and evaluates to a standard Feynman-gauge one-
loop result [112]. There is no usual ghost loop contributing
through standard »-independent vertices. This fact can be
understood by observing that, in the absence of the back-
ground field v, a simple rescaling of the ghost fields could
be used to remove the regulator ry, from the ghost sector.
This suggests that all ghost-loop contributions on the right-
hand side of Eq. (93) involve v-dependent vertices. More
details on this cancellation are provided in Appendix C.

Q-

+ e

FIG. 2. Diagrams contributing to the gluon wave-function
renormalization.
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The only nonvanishing ghost-loop contribution comes
from the second diagram in Fig. 2. Here, the empty
circles represent the w»-dependent two-ghosts—one-gluon
vertex proportional to Q, which can be computed from
Eq. (121b). As such, the result of this diagram cannot be
regulator independent, since R defines the gauge fixing and
brings new momentum-dependent vertices. Thus, we must
specialize our discussion to a particular regulator choice.
For reasons of mathematical convenience, we adopt the
piecewise linear regulator [113] for both the gluon and the
ghost propagators. In formulas, we choose

(124a)
and

r(qz) = (k—z - 1>H(k2 - qz). (124b)

q

Let us define dimensionless renormalized fields and cou-
plings in d =4 as

¢ =7z (125a)
-
P = Zg—;fv“. (125b)

Let us introduce projectors on the adjoint color subspaces
which are parallel or perpendicular to v¢

(126)

We also need to differentiate the wave-function renormal-
izations for colors parallel or perpendicular to », by adding
corresponding superscripts. The final result for a constant
background field »* then reads

Z 19
0,2+ :@gzcz(G)g, (127a)
VA 1
0,Zi = —@92C2(G)5, (127b)
Nz, 19 1 (11
2= 2 2le )2 —— (- 1= 127
0zt 16227 [ 2(G) 6 4[5 6 4)| (127¢)

I Z L[ 1 /11
atzL_16ﬂzg[C2(G)2 e (2 7| 27

Here, C,(G) is the Casimir in the adjoint representation.
The presence of a background field v, which explicitly
breaks the global symmetry, entails that colors parallel
or perpendicular to » renormalize differently. While
perpendicular colors receive contributions from gluon
loops only, the parallel color is affected by ghosts as well.

The v-dependent contribution has been written in a form
that allows for comparison with the standard ghost-loop
contribution in Feynman gauge. In fact, the present ghost
loop differs from the latter in two ways: first, the factor
5> C,(G) is replaced by —°9"/(4|5|*); second, the
momentum dependence of the vertices is augmented by
the presence of the regulators. Ignoring the regulator
contribution to the vertices would result in the first number
within parentheses (1/6 and 1/2 for the transverse and
longitudinal modes, respectively), which is the universal
result in the usual Feynman gauge. Thus, the second
number (1/4 and —1/4 for the transverse and longitudinal
modes, respectively) is the contribution due to the presence
of R in the vertices.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

This work addresses the continuum formulation of
quantum Yang-Mills theory in d = 4 Euclidean spacetime
dimensions, within a gauge-fixed functional approach. It
especially focuses on the issue of providing a regularization
of the corresponding quantum field theory in a mass-
dependent RG scheme while preserving the underlying
BRST symmetry. This goal is achieved by means of a
careful implementation of the gauge fixing, in a two-step
process. First, we depart from the most popular choice of
performing a Gaussian average over the noise field that is
used to implement the action for the Nakanishi-Lautrup
field as part of the gauge-fixing sector. Instead, we
introduce a background Nakanishi-Lautrup field v by
means of an imaginary exponential distribution (Fourier
weight) for the noise. This results in a gauge-fixing action
which is linear in the gauge-fixing functional F“[A];
cf. Sec. IIL.

Second, we specialize to the case in which F?[A] is
nonlinear in A, and, in particular, it comprehends both a
linear and a quadratic part. As discussed in Sec. IV, a
nonvanishing quadratic part of F? can accommodate a mass
parameter /n for the gluons which does not require any
nonlocality and is by construction compatible with BRST
symmetry. On the other hand, the linear part of F* is
desirable as it provides a quadratic kinetic term for the
ghost fields. For definiteness, we choose it such that it
reproduces the standard ghost action in Lorenz gauge. This
linear term in the gluon sector can then be interpreted as a
source action for G”Az, with the field v* as the correspond-
ing source. In Sec. IV, we also notice that one can take
advantage of the linear term in F¢ to include a ghost mass
parameter g, in the ghost action. Though the latter
appears to provide an IR regularization of the bare ghost
propagator, it has the simultaneous effect of introducing
nonlocal ghost-gluon vertices. This is a direct consequence
of the fact that BRST symmetry, similarly to gauge
symmetry, mixes modes nonlocally in momentum space.
It is thus not clear whether such an g, can be helpful in
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perturbative computations along the lines as suggested in
various phenomenological or conceptual approaches to
gauge theories.

In the present work, we take advantage of this particular
gauge-fixing strategy to construct a manifestly BRST-
invariant functional renormalization group representation
of quantum Yang-Mills theory. For this, we generalize the
gauge fixing to the case of momentum-dependent mass
parameters—cf. Sec. V—also introducing a floating RG
scale k in the bare action. Considering the dependence of
the generating functional on k then leads to an exact RG
flow equation for the partition function and correspond-
ingly for the 1PI effective action. Though the regulator
functions enter the ghost gluon vertices, we observe that it
is possible to put the flow equation into a one-loop form,
involving only second-order derivatives of the 1PI effective
action—analogously to the Wetterich equation. This is
achieved by means of some sources for composite oper-
ators. Two of them representing a-number sources Kj, and
L“ are already familiar from the Zinn-Justin treatment of
the master equation, as they couple to BRST variations of
the fields. We introduce two additional c-number sources,
I and My, for the purpose of simplifying the flow
equation. The final result is presented in Eq. (93).

The BRST symmetry of the bare action leads to a
master equation (103), for the scale-dependent effective
action, which is a standard Zinn-Justin equation, aug-
mented with terms corresponding to the new sources [
and Mj. It can be solved algebraically with the help of
BRST cohomology. The master equation is compatible
with the flow equation, as explained in Sec. VI and
proved in Appendix B. Therefore, if the effective action
fulfills the master equation at some scale, it does so at all
scales. This is the case also for the standard functional-
RG implementation, resulting in modified Ward-
Takahashi and Slavnov-Taylor identities. However, in
the modified case, the presence of the regulator in the
symmetry identity makes it difficult in practice to
construct approximations which preserve this compati-
bility. This is not so in the present case. Functional
truncations satisfying the master equation can be easily
constructed by imposing manifest BRST symmetry and
then inserted into the flow equation. Compatibility then
entails that these truncations remain BRST symmetric
along the flow.

The fact that the RG flow equation is exact does not
necessarily mean that it usefully encodes the complete scale
dependence (momentum dependence) of correlation func-
tions. The latter point is crucially related to further
important and mutually related requirements: (i) that the
flow is fully regularized and no residual divergences
remain; (ii) that the regularization corresponds to a physical
coarse graining, with well-defined full-decoupling and full-
propagation limits. The second property is easier to assess
in full generality than the first. We have presented

arguments in Sec. VII in support of the second requirement.
In particular, we outline a concrete construction scheme to
address the so-called reconstruction problem of the bare
action from the effective action, i.e., the existence of a
controlled full-decoupling limit.

Addressing the first requirement in a systematic fashion
is more involved. In the present work, we approach this
question by way of example, performing a perturbative
computation of the gluon wave-function renormalization.
No residual divergences appear in this case. On the
contrary, a quite generic mechanism for the cancellation
of possible IR divergences in the ghost sector is unveiled.
At first sight, ghost loops seem to have the tendency to
show IR divergences, as the regularization brought by Ry,
is multiplicative, affecting both kinetic terms and vertices,
therefore naively suggesting the existence of unregularized
diagrams. By contrast, we find that the sum of these
dangerous diagrams vanishes. Our results in Sec. VIII
suggest a general explanation for this fact.

Our formalism requires the inclusion of an external
Nakanishi-Lautrup field »¢. Taken at face value, this
field—if taken as given and fixed—is a source of explicit
global color symmetry breaking. However, since v“ is
introduced as part of the gauge-fixing sector, we expect it to
not contribute to any physical observable. Moreover, color
charge conservation is preserved if v satisfies a (regulator-
dependent) equation of motion. In practice, it might be
useful to treat v* as a quenched disorder field. For instance,
using a global Gaussian-type disorder with a suitably
adjusted (complex) width, the disorder average of the
results for the universal parts of the gluon wave-function
renormalization corresponds to those of a standard
Feynman gauge fixing.

More extensive computations are needed to further test
the absence or presence of residual divergences and to
explore the properties of the RG flows generated by this
formalism. The full analysis of the RG flow of the simplest
perturbatively renormalizable truncation of Eq. (122) is
subject to future works. For practical applications, gener-
alizations may be useful that include a background
gauge field.

Finally, it is worthwhile mentioning that our approach
may allow for a new perspective onto the Gribov problem,
i.e., the problem of the existence of multiple solutions of
the gauge-fixing condition. Since the scale-dependent
regularization enters the construction via the gauge fixing,
also the relation between different Gribov copies if they
exist assumes a scale-dependent form. In the general case,
also a nonlinear gauge fixing such as ours is expected to
permit the existence of Gribov copies. This is visible, e.g.,
in Eq. (67), where terms of opposite signs occur in the
gauge-fixing condition, allowing for various forms of
cancellations. However, in the limit of vanishing gauge
parameter, we have argued that the gauge-fixing condition
cannot be satisfied for massive modes. Replacing the
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mass parameter by a (strictly non-negative) momentum-
dependent regulator term makes it clear that the regulator
takes influence on the existence of Gribov copies: for
instance, a would-be Gribov copy of a high-momentum
massless transversal mode is pushed away from the
gauge orbit, if it entails low-momentum modes that
cannot satisfy the gauge condition due to the regulators.
In other words, in the limiting case when regulator terms
dominate the gauge-fixing functional, any zero mode of
the Faddeev-Popov operator would be completely
unregularized, a situation which is forbidden at any
nonvanishing floating scale k& for a well-posed and
smooth functional IR regularization. This mechanism
could alleviate the Gribov problem in our construction.
On the other hand, it is clear that all Gribov copies, say,
of the Landau gauge, will reappear in the limit k — O,
when the regulator is removed. A proper discussion of
the Gribov problem in our construction hence requires a
careful analysis of the various limits.
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APPENDIX A: MOMENTUM-SPACE
CONVENTIONS

The Fourier transform of field variables reads

Pi(x) = / Pi(g)eir, (A1)
where
[= /e 2

Then Eq. (85a) can be written in momentum space as

P

o
8J(p)

1) .
L w=awi(p). W

— oti(—
571 (=) ¥

(A3)

and similarly for Eq. (85b). The second-order derivatives of
Eq. (86) are correspondingly defined as

@ g 5

= w , Ada
T R R
) s . b
| p— P Adb
e 5t (—%) 5‘13"(%) ( )

Thus, ® or J' are always evaluated at reflected momenta.
This extends to all formulas, for instance, to Eq. (89). In
particular, the momentum-space form of the flow equa-
tion (93) reads

o\ (p 2 =(2)
A - ——T r +0
() <5K3(—qz) )< 51;(q,)) Ki(-a2)15 (1)

=(2)—1 =(2) =(2)-1
+ (F< ) )Aﬁ(—qz)Af(q1> + X FM;(ql)cbf(s)(F( ) )<1>f(_s)Ag(_q2)]

. _ 1)
=+ atrgh(q%)IQZy(S(LII - q) {_C%_%)(
491,92

and

atAng = atrgh(q%)i‘hyé(ql = q2)v(=q1)A%(q2)

q1.92

1
+ 3 OiR,.(92)5(q1 — 42)A™ (—q1)A" (q2).

q1-92
(A6)

oK (=4

) FC) Fo-1y
)r) * / D scpmot) TP ™ aig o) | + OrASer.

APPENDIX B: COMPATIBILITY PROOF

In this Appendix, we provide more details of the proof
of Eq. (107), forming the core of the compatibility proof.
This requires the cancellation of a few nontrivial terms,
which appear when commuting D, as defined in Eq. (106),
with the single functional derivatives which additively
contribute to G,; see Eq. (92).
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Let us start with the ghost loop, i.e., with the derivatives
contributing to the functional trace which is regularized by
07gn. When applied to D, they give

19 0 )

P —D=—-1" —+Dv’—, (Bla)
ol oK}, oJ,
6 O o 1 o 6 0O
on” 6K, on” oKy oK}, on” 6Kj,
(B1b)

As the operator G, involves the difference of these two
differential operators, the nontrivial terms (i.e., the first
terms) on the right-hand sides cancel.

Next, we address the gluon loop corresponding to the
second line of Eq. (92). The latter involves three second-
order functional derivatives. Commuting each of them with
D gives

5 6 5 5 s
57257 2 =552\ "5k T P55
Py R VAN R

5 65 6 06 5 6
5J9 KD OKGoJD | )%l
5 6 5 5 5
Y Y rH__ % (_ D=
M4 5% 5M,‘j< 5K} * 5Jf})
5 8 5 8 5 o
=002y D % (B2b)
M3 SK?  5K% oI, | 6MSSJT
5 6 56
2 D=—— "D %
519 6KV 519 6K?
5 5 6 6 5 6
-2 ° .2 9 ,.p% % (B
5735K? " omzok? | Dormokt. (B2

Taking Eq. (B2a) minus Eq. (B2b) minus Eq. (B2c), which
is the linear combination appearing in Eq. (92), results in
the cancellation of the nontrivial commutator terms. In
summary, this verifies Eq. (107). Notice that this proof of
compatibility does not require the regulators to be diagonal
in color indices, as we have assumed throughout this work
for reasons of convenience. Also, the tensor structure of R,
is left unconstrained by the proof.

APPENDIX C: COMPUTATION OF THE GLUON
WAVE-FUNCTION RENORMALIZATION

The computation of the gluon wave-function renormal-
ization proceeds by differentiating the reduced flow equa-
tion Eq. (99) with respect to A% (p,) and A" (—p,) and
then setting all fields to zero. This produces a result which
is proportional to 6(p, — p»). We thus set p; = p, = p.
The gluon loop, i.e., the first diagram in Fig. 2, arises from
the first line in Eq. (99). This loop comes in two copies
which differ by the propagator carrying the regulator
insertion. The sum of both reads

2
atrl(qn)yAbu

o 9,(ZR(4%))
=0 bé(p1 —Pz)/qp(qZ)ZP((q-I—P)z)

- aff sipf(3 (3
x PCo(G)3P L) (=g~ p. p. )T 5 (~q.—p. P+ q).
(C1)

gluon

Here P denotes the regularized inverse gluon propagator
P(q*) = ¢* + R(¢*) = ¢*(1 + r(q%)).

and ['®) is the spacetime tensor structure of the standard
three-gluon vertex

(€2)

F0(5. P q) = 835 = P+ 80P = @) + Buiq = 5),..

(C3)

To extract the correction to the wave-function renormaliza-
tion, we need to expand Eq. (C1) in a Taylor series around
p = 0and collect the terms of order p?. These come into two
forms, proportional to either pzﬁﬂb or p,p,, and can be
organized in contributions to the transverse or longitudinal
modes. Furthermore, we focus on the O(g?) contribution and
therefore neglect 0,Z on the right-hand side. To evaluate the
loop integral, we must choose an explicit regulator R(g?).
Notice however that the final result, being a one-loop
dimensionless counterterm, is universal, i.e., regulator inde-
pendent. To analytically perform the integrals we adopt the
piecewise linear regulator of Eq. (124b).

The result for the gluon-loop contribution to the gluon
anomalous dimension is

19
812%‘gluon = atle|"|gluon = ZQZCZ(G) ﬁ ’ (C4a)
atzi_|gluon = aIZ}Ugluon = _ZQZCZ(G) W (C4b)

This is indeed the universal result for Feynman gauge,
which can be computed also, for instance, through dimen-
sional regularization [112]. The second line in Eq. (99)
cannot contribute, as Fﬂ,zlzp contains ghost fields. Let us then
address the ghost contributions to the gluon wave-function
renormalization, i.e., the term arising from differentiation
of the third line in Eq. (99). The second-order derivative can
be cast in the following form:

55 o
SAM SALY Kid/

_ ) =2 ((2)-1 =(3)
- {[F KA~ FK;(DI (F( ) )@’@mrqyn An#q)j]
é

e (2) - ()
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X

(C5)
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®. L®-

W+

FIG. 3. Diagrams which do not contribute to the gluon wave-
function renormalization, as they cancel each other. A similar
cancellation occurs if one replaces the left vertices of both
diagrams with v-dependent ones (empty circles).

As we must evaluate such derivatives at vanishing fields, all
the @’s in this expression have to be either ghosts or
antighosts. Let us first inspect the v-independent contri-
bution. In this case the last line of Eq. (C5) vanishes, as the
usual Lorenz-gauge ghost action contains no two-ghosts—
two-gluons vertex. The remaining terms correspond to the
diagrams in Fig. 3. As they carry opposite signs, they sum
up to zero. In fact, the v-independent terms arising from
the square brackets in the second line of Eq. (C5), once
contracted with &%/, reduce to §f“*(q*s — q*q,)/ 4%
where ¢ is the momentum of K¢(—¢). As this expression
must be contracted with 8,(Zgran(¢?))ig;, it drops out of
the flow equation.

The wv-dependent contributions to the gluon wave-
function renormalization come in four different forms.
Three of them, corresponding to the diagrams in Fig. 4,
are vanishing. In fact, they show no quadratic term in a
Taylor expansion around p = 0. The only nonvanishing
diagram is the second one in Fig. 2. This evaluates to

8,F§42a)mm ghost = 20‘;@1’ 7 / athhz(ZZ)(q - p)”qi
Z2|v[* Jq Pan(q”)*Pen((q + p)°)
x (R*(p)R™(p) + R*(p)R™(q)
+R*(q + p)R¥(p) + R*(q + p)R™(q)),
(C6)
where

@ L ®-

FIG. 4. Diagrams which do not contribute to the gluon wave-
function renormalization, as they generate a nonquadratic mo-
mentum dependence.

Raw(p?) = pPran(p?), (C7)
Pe(q?) = ¢* + Ran(q?). (C8)
Therefore,
0 Z7 |gnost = 0, (€9)
B,Z]ﬂghOst =0. (C10)

Notice that Eq. (C6) has already been multiplied by a factor
2, to account for the two diagrams with the regulator
insertion on different ghost propagators. To extract the

ghost-loop contribution to 8,Z¥ s, from Eq. (C6) we first
strip away the factor Hﬁb. We next expand Eq. (C6) in a

Taylor series about p = 0 and collect the terms of order p?,
which can be organized in transverse and longitudinal
parts. Finally we adopt the piecewise linear regulator for
both the gluon and the ghost sector, as in Eq. (124). Setting
p = 0 in the second and third lines of Eq. (C6) gives the
standard Feynman-gauge result. Expanding these very
same terms to second order in p provides the corrections
due to the regulator-dependent vertices; see Eq. (127) and
the subsequent discussion in the main text.
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