
Infrared gluon propagator in the Refined Gribov-Zwanziger scenario
at one-loop order in the Landau gauge

Gustavo P. de Brito 1, ∗ and Antonio D. Pereira 2, †

1Departamento de F́ısica, Universidade Estadual Paulista (Unesp), Campus Guaratinguetá,
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The Refined Gribov-Zwanziger (RGZ) action in the Landau gauge provides a local and renor-
malizable framework to account for the existence of infinitesimal Gribov copies in the path integral
together with other relevant infrared effects such as the formation of condensates. The properties
of the tree-level gluon propagator obtained in this setup has been thoroughly investigated over the
past decade. It accommodates important properties seen in lattice simulations such as a finite value
at vanishing momentum and positivity violation. Yet a comprehensive study about the stability
of such properties against quantum corrections was lacking. In this work, we compute the gluon
propagator in the RGZ scenario at one-loop order and implement an appropriate renormalization
scheme in order to compare our findings with lattice data. Remarkably, the qualitative properties of
the tree-level gluon propagator are preserved. In particular, the fits with lattice data show evidence
for positivity violation and the existence of complex poles for SU(2) and SU(3) gauge groups. We
comment on the results for the ghost propagator as well.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the confining mechanism in Yang-Mills
(YM) theories and quantum chromodynamics (QCD) re-
mains a challenging open problem in theoretical Physics
[1, 2]. Yet, over the past three decades, we have improved
substantially our knowledge about the low-energy behav-
ior of correlation functions in those theories, see, e.g. [3–
11]. Since they are the building blocks of the would be
observables, one hopes to identify signatures of confine-
ment in those elementary correlation functions. However,
YM theories become strongly coupled in the infrared and
leaving the perturbative paradigm is mandatory render-
ing the computation of propagators and vertices very
challenging. In fact, much of the progress achieved in the
community of correlation functions in Yang-Mills theories
and QCD is due to the constructive cross-fertilization
between different non-perturbative methods that have
different strengths and systematics. In particular, the
use of functional methods as, e.g., Dyson-Schwinger and
functional renormalization group equations to compute
gauge-fixed correlation functions has greatly benefited
from gauge-fixed lattice simulations since those can be
used as a benchmark to point out the quality of the un-
derlying truncations in the continuum methods. Con-
versely, functional methods can access regimes that are
technically very troublesome in the lattice as in the pres-
ence of a chemical potential. Combining the strengths of
each approach seems to be a fruitful path to be taken.

Besides the intrinsic difficulties in non-perturbative
computations another source of problems arise in the
low-energy regime of non-Abelian gauge theories. The
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gauge-fixing procedure, which is a necessary technicality
in computations performed in the continuum, is imple-
mented via the so-called Faddeev-Popov (FP) method
[12]. Such method is very successfully used in perturba-
tion theory and, in fact, has remarkable properties such
as the emergence of the global BRST symmetry in the
gauge-fixed action [13–17]. Nonetheless, the working as-
sumptions of the FP method cease to be valid in the
non-perturbative regime. Hence there is no a priori rea-
son to rely on the method for sufficiently large values of
the coupling constant. The breakdown of the FP pro-
cedure is related to the existence of field configurations
that satisfy the same gauge condition and are connected
by a gauge transformation. This is the so-called Gribov
problem [8, 18, 19]. Dealing with such Gribov copies
corresponds to an improvement of the FP method in the
infrared that might play a pivotal role to the correct de-
scription of correlation functions in non-Abelian gauge
theories.

The Refined Gribov-Zwanziger (RGZ) action in the
Landau gauge provides a local and renormalizable frame-
work to incorporate the elimination of infinitesimal Gri-
bov copies as well as the formation of dimension-two
condensates in the path integral of Yang-Mills theories
[20, 21]. In practice, the RGZ action introduces modifi-
cations to the gauge-fixed Yang-Mills action that affect
the tree-level gluon propagator and new propagators as
well as vertices involving auxiliary fields that are neces-
sary for localization purposes. The RGZ gluon propaga-
tor at tree-level can be fitted to gauge-fixed lattice simu-
lations and remarkably yields a very good description of
the lattice data for sufficiently low momentum [22–24]. In
essence, the tree-level gluon propagator in the RGZ sce-
nario carries massive parameters that, in principle, are
not free but fixed by their own gap equations and carry
non-pertubative signatures. Yet solving such gap equa-
tions self-consistently is a challenging task [25–27] and

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

07
77

9v
1 

 [
he

p-
th

] 
 1

3 
M

ay
 2

02
4

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2240-528X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6952-2961
mailto:gp.brito@unesp.br
mailto:adpjunior@id.uff.br


2

requires a good knowledge of radiative corrections to the
RGZ theory.

Over the past decade, it became clear that the so-called
Curci-Ferrari model, which is a massive extension of the
Yang-Mills action in the Landau gauge, provides an ef-
fective model that gives rise to perturbative correlation
functions that compare very well with gauge-fixed lattice
simulations [28–34]. At one-loop order already, the gluon
propagator compares very well with lattice data as well
as other correlation functions such as the ghost propa-
gator, ghost-gluon and pure gluonic vertices [28, 30, 32].
The tree-level gluon propagator in the RGZ framework
can be written as a sum of two Yukawa propagators, i.e.,

DAA(p) =
R+

p2 + µ2
+

+
R−

p2 + µ2
−

, (1)

where DAA(p) is the gluon propagator form factor and
(µ2
±
,R±) are functions of the mass parameters that are

introduced in the RGZ action. Such a structure sug-
gests that a perturbative treatment of the RGZ theory,
in analogy to the Curci-Ferrari model, could provide a
good description of the correlation functions of elemen-
tary fields in the low momentum regime. Nevertheless,
unlike the Curci-Ferrari model, the RGZ action has an
intricate set of Feynman rules with mixed propagators
and new vertices. This engenders the proliferation of ex-
tra diagrams and even one-loop calculations in this setup
become intricate. For this reason, much of the progress
in computing correlation functions in the RGZ scenario
has been very slow. In particular, one-loop corrections to
correlation functions in the RGZ theory were computed
in [35–37] and in [38] in the presence of scalar fields. The
aim of this paper is to report on the results for the gluon
and ghost propagators at one-loop order within the RGZ
framework and its comparison with lattice simulations.

The paper is organized as follows: In Sect. II, we
present a short introduction to the RGZ framework in
order to set up our conventions. Sect. III presents our
results for the one-loop gluon propagator in the RGZ sce-
nario both for SU(2) and SU(3) gauge groups. We also
fit our findings with available lattice data. Sect. IV is de-
voted to the ghost propagator at one-loop order and we
collect our conclusions and provide an outlook in Sect. V.

II. A VERY BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE RGZ
FRAMEWORK

Pure YM theories in four Euclidean dimensions and
gauge group SU(N) are described by the action1

SYM =
1

4
∫
x
F a
µνF

a
µν , (2)

1 We employ the short-hand notation ∫x ≡ ∫ d4x.

with the latin indices running as a = 1, . . . ,N2 − 1. The
field strength F a

µν is defined as F a
µν = ∂µA

a
ν − ∂νA

a
µ +

gfabcAb
µA

c
ν with fabc being the totally antisymmetric

structure constants of SU(N) and g the dimensionless
coupling constant of YM theories. The covariant deriva-
tive in the adjoint representation of the gauge group is
defined as Dab

µ ≡ δ
ab∂µ − gf

abcAc
µ.

The Landau gauge condition can be implemented by
means of the FP procedure which amounts to supplement
the action (2) with the following terms,

SFP = ∫
x
(ba∂µA

a
µ + c̄

a∂µD
ab
µ cb) . (3)

The fields (b, c̄, c) are, respectively, the Lautrup-
Nakanishi field and the FP anti-ghost and ghost fields.
Hence, the gauge-fixed YM theory in the Landau gauge
∂µA

a
µ = 0 is described by the action

SL = SYM + SFP . (4)

The FP partition function ZFP is defined as

ZFP = ∫ [Dµ]FP e−SL , (5)

with

[Dµ]FP = [DA][Db][Dc̄][Dc] . (6)

It is well-known that the Landau gauge condition does
not remove completely the gauge redundancy. Consider
two gauge fields Aa

µ and Ãa
µ that satisfy the Landau gauge

condition and are connected by an infinitesimal gauge
transformation, i.e.,

Ãa
µ = A

a
µ −D

ab
µ θb , (7)

with θa being an infinitesimal parameter of the gauge
transformation. Taking the divergence of (7) and impos-
ing the Landau gauge condition yields

∂µÃ
a
µ = ∂µA

a
µ − ∂µD

ab
µ θb ⇒ −∂µD

ab
µ θb = 0 . (8)

This means that if the FP operator −∂µD
ab
µ has (nor-

malizable) zero modes, then different gauge-field config-
urations that are related by infinitesimal gauge transfor-
mations can satisfy the Landau gauge condition. It turns
out that those zero modes exist as pointed out in [18], see
also [39]. These residual spurious gauge configurations
are known as Gribov copies. In fact, the existence of
Gribov copies, i.e., the Gribov problem, is not restricted
to configurations that are infinitesimally related, but it
occurs also in the case of finite gauge transformed fields
[40]. Moreover, this is not a pathology of the Landau
gauge, but a geometrical obstruction that is ubiquitous
in non-Abelian gauge theories [41].

The presence of Gribov copies suggests that the FP
method should be improved in order to remove those
residual configurations. In the case of the Landau gauge,
such an improvement was thoroughly investigated, see,
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[8, 42, 43], leading to the so-called Gribov-Zwanziger
(GZ) action, which eliminates infinitesimal Gribov copies
and is given by2

ZGZ = ∫ [Dµ]GZ e
−SGZ+4γ

4
(N2

−1)V , (9)

with

SGZ = SYM + SFP + SH , (10)

and

SH = ∫
x
(φ̄ab

µ Mac
(A)φcb

µ − ω̄
ab
µ Mac

(A)ωcb
µ )

+ igγ2
∫
x
fabcAa

µ(φ
bc
µ + φ̄

bc
µ ) . (11)

The functional measure is written as [Dµ]GZ =

[DA][Db][Dc̄][Dc][Dφ̄][Dφ][Dω̄][Dω]. The parame-
ter γ2 is the so-called Gribov parameter. It is not free
but fixed by a gap equation,

∂Ev

∂γ2

RRRRRRRRRRRγ2≠0

= 0 , (12)

with Ev being the vacuum energy defined as e−V E =

ZGZ with V denoting the spacetime volume. The
fields (φ̄, φ)abµ and (ω̄, ω)abµ are, respectively, bosonic and
Grassmannian auxiliary fields that can be integrated out
rendering a non-local action. In the following, we replace
the Gribov parameter by a massive parameter λ such
that

igγ2
∫
x
fabcAa

µ(φ
bc
µ + φ̄

bc
µ ) =

i λ2

√
2N
∫
x
fabcAa

µ(φ
bc
µ + φ̄

bc
µ ) .

(13)
Expressing the GZ action in terms of λ instead of γ al-
lows us to establish a correspondence between the loop
expansion with the expansion in powers of g2.
Effectively, the GZ action implements the restriction

of the path integral to the so-called Gribov region Ω in
field space. This region is defined by

Ω = {Aa
µ , ∂µA

a
µ = 0 ∣ − ∂µD

ab
µ > 0} . (14)

Within the Gribov region3 Ω, the FP operator −∂µD
ab
µ

is positive and therefore does not develop zero modes.
Hence, from Eq.(8), it is clear that the Gribov region
is free of infinitesimal Gribov copies. Yet this region is

2 The GZ action extends to all orders in perturbation theory the
analysis performed by Gribov in [18] at leading order. The strat-
egy followed by Zwanziger in [42] is not the same as the one car-
ried out by Gribov in [18]. Nonetheless, they lead to equivalent
results in the Landau gauge as proved in [44].

3 The Gribov region displays remarkable properties: It is bounded
in every direction, it is convex, and every gauge orbit crosses it
at least once [45].

not entirely free of Gribov copies due to the presence of
those generated by finite gauge transformations as veri-
fied in [40]. A region completely free of Gribov copies,
the so-called Fundamental Modular Region exists, but a
practical implementation of the restriction of the path
integral to it remains unknown. The GZ action imple-
ments the restriction of the path integral to Ω in a local
and renormalizable fashion [42].
One of the remarkable features of the GZ action is

that the gluon propagator at the tree-level is profoundly
modified at low momentum scales. In particular,

⟨Aa
µ(p)A

b
ν(−p)⟩

GZ
0 =

p2

p4 + λ4
δabPµν(p) , (15)

where Pµν(p) stands for the transverse projector. The
gluon propagator vanishes at vanishing momentum (this
fact is an exact property of the gluon propagator in the
GZ framework and not just a tree-level artifact). This
fact ensures that the gluon propagator violates reflec-
tion positivity and therefore one is not able to assign
a physical interpretation to the gluon as a particle in
the physical spectrum. This is often interpreted as evi-
dence for confinement. Notice that, from (15), the gluon
propagator displays purely (complex conjugate) imagi-
nary poles. At leading order in a perturbative treatment
of the ghost propagator with the Feynman rules gener-
ated by the GZ action, the ghost propagator is enhanced
in the deep infrared and thus the GZ action offers a scal-
ing solution [46–48] for the propagator of the elementary
fields of gauge-fixed Yang-Mills theories, see also [49–51].
In [20, 21], it was pointed out that further non-

perturbative effects can be accounted for in the GZ
paradigm. The inclusion of dimension-two condensates
arising both from the gluonic sector as well as the aux-
iliary localizing fields gave birth to the so-called Refined
GZ (RGZ) action, namely,

SRGZ = SGZ + Scond (16)

with

Scond = ∫
x
[
m2

2
Aa

µA
a
µ +M

2
(φ̄ab

µ φab
µ − ω̄

ab
µ ωab

µ )] . (17)

The condensates masses m2 and M2 are not free but
determined by their own gap equations, see, e.g., [26,
27]. The refining condensates affect the tree-level gluon
propagator as follows,

⟨Aa
µ(p)A

b
ν(−p)⟩

RGZ
0 = D

tree
AA (p) δ

abPµν , (18)

with

D
tree
AA (p) =

p2 +M2

(p2 +M2) (p2 +m2) + λ4
. (19)

The tree-level gluon propagator (19) does not vanish at
zero momentum and the ghost propagator, at one-loop
order, is not enhanced in the infrared as in the case of the
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GZ theory. Such a behavior is observed in lattice simula-
tions with reasonably large lattices and gives rise to the
so-called massive or decoupling solution [52–55]. Such a
solution has been found in different non-perturbative ap-
proaches to the computation of infrared propagators in
Yang-Mills theories such as Dyson-Schwinger equations
and the Functional Renormalization Group, see [56–58].
Thus the RGZ scenario corresponds to an effective model
which takes into account first-principles issues such as
the Gribov problem and infrared instabilities such as the
formation of condensates already at the starting point
action. In principle, the model does not introduce new
parameters with respect to those already present in Yang-
Mills theories since the mass-parameters are fixed by gap
equations. Yet this is a very difficult task and one can fit
those parameters with lattice data for some correlation
function, such as the gluon propagator. So far, much of
the progress in this context is restricted to the use of the
tree-level gluon propagator in the Landau gauge and it
is already able to provide a qualitative description of the
lattice data, see [22–24]. Yet it remains open to verify
whether such successful results at the tree-level remain
valid upon the inclusion of loop corrections to the corre-
lation functions. This is the topic of the next section.

As a final remark, the RGZ theory as just presented
suffers from a major drawback: The RGZ action breaks
BRST symmetry explicitly but softly. This issue has
been deeply investigated for many years, see [59–76]. In
[77], a BRST-invariant formulation of the RGZ action
was proposed and this has cleared the way to establish
the consistency of the results obtained in the BRST-
broken version in the Landau gauge. In [78–82], such
BRST-invariant formulation was established as a local
and renormalizable framework to extend the RGZ sce-
nario beyond the Landau gauge. A consequence of such
a construction is that the gluon-propagator in the Lan-
dau gauge is equivalent to the two-point function of a
BRST-invariant composite field Ah

µ, i.e.,

⟨Ah,a
µ (x)A

h,b
ν (y)⟩ = ⟨A

a
µ(x)A

b
ν(y)⟩Landau . (20)

Hence, the knowledge of the gluon propagator in the Lan-
dau gauge also provides insights on a gauge-invariant cor-
relation function in this BRST-invariant construction.

III. THE GLUON PROPAGATOR

In this section, we present the first results for the gluon
propagator beyond tree level in the RGZ model. Our
focus is the one-loop correction to the connected two-
point correlation function ⟨Aa

µ(p)A
b
ν(−p)⟩.

Despite being “just” a one-loop calculation, the deriva-
tion of the results presented in this work exhibits sev-
eral complications that are not present in the standard
perturbative calculation of ⟨Aa

µ(p)A
b
ν(−p)⟩ from the YM

action. First, in the local formulation of the RGZ ac-
tion there are mixing terms involving the products of

gauge field Aa
µ with the bosonic auxiliary fields φ and

φ̄. As a consequence, the gluon propagator does not
correspond to the simple inversion of the one-particle

irreducible (1PI) correlator Γ
(2)
AA(p). Instead, it is one

of the components of the propagator matrix obtained by
the inversion of the matrix-valued 1PI two-point function
Γ(2)(p). Writing Γ(2)(p) = S(2) +∆Γ(2)(p) +O(2-loops),

where S(2) and ∆Γ(2)(p) denote the tree-level and one-

loop contributions to Γ(2), we can write (schematically)

⟨AA⟩ = ⟨AA⟩0 + ⟨AA⟩0∆Γ
(2)
AA⟨AA⟩0

+ ⟨Aφ⟩0∆Γ
(2)
φA⟨AA⟩0 + ⟨Aφ̄⟩0∆Γ

(2)
φ̄A⟨AA⟩0

+ ⟨AA⟩0∆Γ
(2)
Aφ⟨φA⟩0 + ⟨AA⟩0∆Γ

(2)
Aφ̄⟨φ̄A⟩0

+ ⟨Aφ⟩0∆Γ(2)φφ⟨φA⟩0 + ⟨Aφ⟩0∆Γ
(2)
φφ̄⟨φ̄A⟩0

+ ⟨Aφ̄⟩0∆Γ
(2)
φ̄φ⟨φA⟩0 + ⟨Aφ̄⟩0∆Γ

(2)
φ̄φ̄⟨φ̄A⟩0

+O(2-loops) ,

(21)

where ⟨⋯⟩0 represents tree-level propagators. Note that
we omit possible contributions involving the Lautrup-
Nakanishi field as they vanish at one-loop order in the
Landau gauge. Thus, as one can see in the expression
above, the one-loop correction to the gluon propagator
requires the calculation of extra 1PI two-point functions
that are not present in the standard YM theory.
The second complication is the appearance of extra di-

agrams due to the additional vertices involving the gauge
field and the RGZ auxiliary fields. While the one-loop
correction to the gluon propagator in the standard (pure)
YM setting involves only three diagrams, the correspond-
ing calculation in the RGZ setting involves 20 diagrams.
To overcome the complexity of such calculations we have
used a self-written Mathematica [83] code based on the
packages xAct [84–86], FeynCalc [87–89], DoFun [90, 91]
and FormTracer [92].
It is worth noting that one can reduce the number of

diagrams by working in the non-local version of the RGZ
action, i.e., by integrating out the auxiliary fields. How-
ever, the complexity of the calculation re-appears in the
form of larger and non-local gluon self-interaction ver-
tices. Although in this work we focus in the local version
of the RGZ, we have explicitly checked that the non-local
RGZ action leads to the same results for the regularized
gluon propagator at one-loop level. However, the renor-
malization of the non-local version has extra subtleties
which we plan to discuss in a future publication.
Before presenting our main results, let us briefly dis-

cuss the renormalization scheme employed in our calcula-
tion. In principle, the renormalization of two-point func-
tions in the RGZ setting requires us to fix seven renormal-
ization factors: ZA, Zc, Zφ and Zω, corresponding to the
wave function renormalization of the gluon, ghost and the
RGZ auxiliary fields; Zm2 , ZM2 and Zλ2 , corresponding
to the renormalization of the RGZ parameters m2, M2

and λ2. However, the RGZ non-renormalization theo-
rems allow us to relate the different renormalization fac-
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FIG. 1. One-loop results for the gluon propagator in the RGZ model (full line), both for SU(2) (left-panel) and SU(3) (right-
panel) gauge groups. The dots correspond to the lattice data reported in [52, 93]. In this plot, we fix the RGZ parameters
according to the best-fitting values reported in Tab. I.

FIG. 2. RGZ gluon propagator multiplied by p2, both for SU(2) (left-panel) and SU(3) (right-panel) gauge groups. The dots
correspond to the lattice data reported in [52, 93]. We fix the RGZ parameters according to the best-fitting values reported in
Tab. I.

FIG. 3. We show the relative deviation (c.f. Eq. (25)) be-
tween the one-loop and tree-level results for the gluon propa-
gator in the RGZ for gauge groups SU(2) and SU(3).

FIG. 4. We show the temporal correlator (c.f. Eq. (31))
obtained by Fourier transforming the RGZ gluon propagator
at one-loop. As one can see, the Schwinger function shows
indications of positivity violation.
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tors [21], resulting on just two independent ones, which
one can choose to be ZA and Zc.
To fix ZA and Zc, we need to impose renormalization

conditions. Since our goal is to compare our analytical
results with lattice data, the standard MS-scheme is not
suitable for our analysis. Instead, we employ the renor-
malization condition

⟨Aa
µ(−p)A

b
ν(p)⟩∣p2=µ2 = ⟨A

a
µ(−p)A

b
ν(p)⟩0∣p2=µ2 , (22a)

⟨ca(−p)c̄b(p)⟩∣
p2=µ2 = ⟨c

a
(−p)c̄b(p)⟩0∣p2=µ2 , (22b)

where µ is the renormalization scale. Once we fix ZA

and Zc, we get UV-finite expressions for all one-loop
two-point correlation functions. Unfortunately, the re-
sulting analytical expressions are too involved to be re-
ported here. We provide the relevant pieces for our anal-
ysis in an ancillary Mathematica notebook. Notably,
the above renormalization condition allows us to repro-
duce the gluon and ghost propagators of the Curci-Ferrari
model in the infrared-safe scheme, see, e.g., [29], by tak-
ing the limit λ → 0 in our expressions, thus providing a
consistency check of our results4.

In the following, we present our main results for the
gluon propagator at one-loop order. To facilitate our
analysis, we recall that all the non-trivial information is
encoded in a single scalar function DAA(p), as the Lan-
dau gauge allow us to write

⟨Aa
µ(p)A

b
ν(−p)⟩

RGZ
= DAA(p) δ

abPµν , (23)

to all orders in perturbation theory. Besides the usual
dependence on the non-Abelian gauge coupling g, the
one-loop expression for DAA(p) also depends on the mass
parameters λ2, m2 and M2. In principle, one could fix
the RGZ parameters (λ2,m2,M2) by solving their cor-
responding gap equation. This procedure, despite being
necessary for the self-consistency of the theory, requires
us to deal with local composite operators, which goes be-
yond the scope of the present paper. Here, we adopt a
more exploratory route by treating (λ2,m2,M2) as free
parameters and fixing their values from lattice data. In
particular, we use two sets of lattice data for the gluon
propagator, from simulations done with SU(2) [52] and
SU(3) [93] gauge groups.

In the SU(2) case, we use the data set obtained from
simulations with lattice volume V = 1284 and β = 2.2.
In our analysis, we disregard the running5 of g and
we fixed it according to the relation β = 2N/g2 (with

4 The limit λ→ 0 leads to a perfect cancellation between the con-
tribution arising from the integration of the (φ̄, φ) fields against
the integration of the (ω̄, ω) fields. Hence, there is no need to
take the limit M2 → 0 in order to recover the Curci-Ferrari model
action.

5 We fix the renormalization scale µ = 1GeV.

λ2
(GeV2

) m2
(GeV2

) M2
(GeV2

) A

SU(2), tree 5.65 −5.35 5.86 0.36

SU(2), one-loop 2.07 −1.63 2.39 0.74

SU(3), tree 3.54 −3.23 3.79 0.77

SU(3), one-loop 1.90 −1.47 2.28 1.23

TABLE I. Best-fit values based on comparison between the
gluon propagator (tree-level and one-loop) in RGZ model and
lattice results.

N = 2). In the SU(3) case, we use the data set ob-
tained from simulations with lattice volume V = 804

and β = 6.0. Once again, we disregard the running of
g, fixing it according to the relation β = 2N/g2 (with
N = 3). We also include a multiplicative parameter
A to account for the normalization of the lattice data.
Therefore, the fitting procedure is actually done with
D̃AA(p;A, λ

2,m2,M2) = ADAA(p;λ
2,m2,M2). For sim-

plicity of notation, we drop the tilde in the rest of this
paper.
In Fig. 1, we plot our results for the fitting of the gluon

propagator based on SU(2) (left-panel) and SU(3) (right-
panel). We report the corresponding best-fit values in
Tab. I.
First, we observe that despite the highly non-trivial

form of the one-loop correction to the gluon propagator in
the RGZ setting, we can still choose the RGZ parameters
λ2, m2 and M2 in such a way that we can accommodate
the lattice data in the infrared region quite accurately.
The propagators at one-loop order, both in SU(2) and
SU(3), attain a finite value at vanishing momentum and
they read

DAA(0)∣SU(2)
≈ 3.74GeV−2 , (24a)

DAA(0)∣SU(3)
≈ 8.83GeV−2 . (24b)

In Fig. 2, we show the corresponding plots for p2DAA(p),
both for SU(2) (left-panel) and SU(3) (right-panel) re-
sults. These plots allow us to better visualize the agree-
ment between our results and the lattice data in the in-
frared region (p ≲ 1GeV). The disagreement in the region
p > 1GeV is a consequence of the fact that we are not
taking into account the running of the gauge coupling to
tame the large logarithm corrections. The inclusion of
such renormalization group effects will be reported else-
where.
Second, we note that the best-fit values of the RGZ

parameters lie within a region where the one-loop cor-
rection to the gluon propagator is small in comparison
with the tree-level expression. To verify this feature we
define the “relative deviation”

∆AA(p) = ∣
DAA(p) −D

tree
AA (p)

Dtree
AA (p)

∣
one-loop fit

, (25)
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where the subscript “one-loop fit” indicates that the RGZ
parameters are fixed by their best-fit values obtained
from our one-loop result. In Fig. 3, we plot ∆AA(p) for
the SU(2) and SU(3) cases. As we can see, the relative
deviation ∆AA(p) is smaller than 20% for all values of p
within the plot range, including the deep infrared regime.

The tree-level gluon propagator in the RGZ model has
two appealing features, frequently associated as an indi-
cation of gluon confinement, see, e.g., [4] and [23]. First,
the gluon propagator has two complex poles. Second,
the gluon propagator violates positivity. One can check
that both features are also present for the one-loop gluon
propagator.

To determine the pole structure of the one-loop gluon
propagator we note that, to first order in g2, one can
rewrite the gluon propagator as

DAA(p) =
1

(Dtree
AA (p))

−1
− g2ΣAA(p)

, (26)

where g2ΣAA(p) can be computed by matching the g2-
term of the above expression with the one-loop result pre-
viously computed. Restricting ourselves to corrections up
to O(g2), we can approximate the propagator pole as

p2
±
≈ p20,± + g

2 p21,± , (27)

where p20,± correspond to the poles of the tree-level gluon
propagator, namely

p20,± = −
m2 +M2 ±

√
(m2 −M2)2 − 4λ4

2
. (28)

The one-loop contribution is given by

p21,± = −

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

⎛

⎝

∂(Dtree
AA (p))

−1

∂p2
⎞

⎠

−1

ΣAA(p)

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦p2=p2

0,±

. (29)

Based on our fitting for gluon propagator, we obtain

p2
±
∣SU(2) ≈ −0.184 ± 0.667 i GeV2 , (30a)

p2
±
∣SU(3) ≈ −0.404 ± 0.322 i GeV2 . (30b)

It is important to emphasize that the poles are complex
conjugate numbers. Unlike the case of the GZ theory
where the poles are purely imaginary, the present poles
have a non-vanishing real part signaling a departure from
the GZ propagator.

To identify the positivity violating nature of the gluon
propagator, we look at the temporal correlator defined
as, see, e.g., [4]

C(t) =
1

2π
∫

∞

−∞

dωDAA(ω) e
iωt . (31)

Given the intricate nature of our one-loop result for the
gluon propagator, one has to evaluate the above inte-
gral numerically. In Fig. 4, we plot the Schwinger func-
tion obtained by numerical integration with best-fitting

parameters based on SU(2) (left-panel of Fig. 1) and
SU(3) (right-panel of Fig. 1) lattice simulations. In both
cases, one can see that C(t) has become negative around
t = 5GeV−1. This confirms the positivity violation of the
gluon propagator in the RGZ setting at one-loop order.

IV. THE GHOST PROPAGATOR

In this section, we revisit the ghost propagator at one
loop in light of the new results for the gluon propagator.
First, it is worth noticing that the one-loop correction
to the ghost propagator is much simpler to compute in
comparison with the gluon propagator. There is a single
one-loop diagram contributing to the ghost propagator
in the RGZ setting, namely, the sunset diagram with one
ghost and one gluon propagator as internal lines. The
difference with respect to the usual YM theory is that in
the RGZ setting the gluon internal line takes the form of
the tree-level propagator in Eqs. (18) and (19). Following
the standard notation, we express the ghost propagator
as

⟨ca(p)c̄b(−p)⟩ = −Dcc̄(p) δ
ab
= −

Jcc̄(p)

p2
δab , (32)

where the dressing function Jcc̄(p) captures the quantum
corrections. The minus sign is due to our convention for
the Faddeev-Popov action, c.f. Eq. (3).
Once again, our goal is to compare our one-loop results

with the lattice data based on simulations with SU(2) [52]
and SU(3) [93] gauge groups. Since we already fixed the
RGZ parameters from the gluon propagator, we simply
replace their values into the ghost propagator as input
parameters. In this case, the only parameter we need to
fit by comparison with the lattice data is a global con-
stant Agh introduced to account for the renormalization
of the lattice data. We find the best fitting values

Agh∣SU(2)
= 1.97 , (33)

Agh∣SU(3)
= 1.29 . (34)

In Fig. 5, we plot our results for the ghost propagator
at one-loop in comparison with the lattice data. The left
panel shows the results for the SU(2) gauge group, while
the right panel shows the results for the SU(3) gauge
group. In Fig. 6, we plot the corresponding dressing
function Jcc̄(p). In contrast with the gluon propagator,
the ghost propagator in the RGZ setting does not show
a good agreement with the lattice data.
This inconsistency between the RGZ and lattice re-

sults is not a complete novelty. This was first observed
in [94], but using the values for the RGZ parameters ob-
tained from the tree-level fit. Thus, in the present work,
we simply confirm that such inconsistency persists if we
consider the full one-loop structure of the RGZ model.
One possible direction to reconcile the RGZ and lat-

tice results in the ghost sector is the inclusion of renor-
malization group effects. One expects that the running
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FIG. 5. One-loop result for the ghost propagator in the RGZ setting (full line). We show the results obtained from SU(2)
(left-panel) and SU(3) (right-panel). The dots correspond to the lattice data reported in [52, 93].

FIG. 6. One-loop result for the ghost dressing function in the RGZ setting (full line). We show the results obtained from
SU(2) (left-panel) and SU(3) (right-panel). The dots correspond to the lattice data reported in [52, 93].

couplings play an important role in the infrared region,
potentially changing the infrared behavior of the ghost
propagator even at qualitative level. Unfortunately, the
renormalization group analysis in the RGZ setting is
quite subtle. One needs to take into account the running
of the gauge coupling together with the running RGZ
parameters m2, M2 and λ2. Such analysis goes beyond
the scope of this first work on the RGZ gluon propagator
at one-loop. We plan to report on renormalization group
aspects of the RGZ model in a future work. Another pos-
sibility to fix such a discrepancy in the ghost sector is to
change our fitting procedure. Instead of fitting all mass
parameters directly with the gluon propagator data, one
could attempt to perform a combined fitting with gluon
and ghost data. Unfortunately, we were not able to sub-
stantially improve the results following such a strategy
in a self-consistent framework but this deserves further
explorations.

Finally, it is conceivable that the ghost propagator at
one-loop is not sufficient to capture the correct behavior
of the lattice data and higher-order corrections should be

taken into account [95]. In particular, the ghost-gluon
vertex was studied in the RGZ framework [36, 37] and
could be added as a first improvement of the one-loop
computations to the ghost sector.
To conclude this section, a clarification is in order: The

Curci-Ferrari model, see, e.g., [29] is able to provide a
good description of the lattice data already at one-loop
order6. Hence, since the RGZ theory contains the mas-
sive model as a particular case, one can conclude that
an optimized fitting procedure should, at least, provide
as good results as the Curci-Ferrari model (where the
other massive parameters in the RGZ should be drasti-
cally suppressed). Unfortunately, we were not able to
obtain such results without enforcing the vanishing of
the Gribov parameter λ4. This might be due to the very
complicated structure of the one-loop expressions in the

6 It should be stressed that in the works concerning the Curci-
Ferrari model, the coupling constant g is also taken as a free
parameter to be adjusted by lattice data.
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RGZ scenario. Hopefully, future investigations will en-
able an optimized fitting strategy to, at least, provide
results that are as good as those obtained with the Curci-
Ferrari model at one-loop order.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

Understanding the behavior of correlation functions of
YM theories in the infrared corresponds to an ambitious
program in order to comprehend the confining nature
of non-Abelian gauge theories. The necessity to depart
from the perturbative paradigm represents a severe tech-
nical challenge. Fortunately, a lot of progress has been
achieved making such approach a fruitful path to be pur-
sued and our understanding about correlation functions
in YM theories has significantly improved over the past
few decades.

In this work, we have computed the gluon propagator
at one-loop order in the so-called RGZ framework in the
Landau gauge. As pointed out, this computation is tech-
nically challenging due to the generation of several extra
diagrams with respect to those that are present in stan-
dard YM theories. Such convoluted structure is rooted
on the non-local nature of the modification made in the
path integral in order to restrict the functional measure
to the Gribov region. It can be localized at the cost of in-
troducing several new propagators and vertices involving
the localizing fields. The explicit computation was fitted
to lattice data both for SU(2) and SU(3) gauge groups.
We have found that the one-loop gluon propagator in
the RGZ scenario in the Landau gauge fits very well the
lattice data in the infrared and preserves the qualitative
features of the tree-level fitting in both gauge groups. In
particular, the one-loop propagator reaches a finite value
at vanishing momentum, violates positivity and displays
complex poles. The similarity between the tree-level and
one-loop results can be viewed as a hint that within the
RGZ theory, the starting point action already encodes
essential non-perturbative effects that, upon the addi-
tion of radiative corrections, the results are rather sta-

ble. Clearly, this is an interpretation that requires way
more consistency checks in order to be well-grounded.
Our results indicate that by fitting the gluon propagator
at one-loop order to the lattice data and using the fixed
parameters in the expression of the ghost propagator at
one-loop order is not sufficient to reproduce the lattice
data. As emphasized in Sect. IV, this is an issue that is
known in the literature and there are clear paths to be
taken that are already under investigation.

The results presented in this work pave the way to a
self-consistent evaluation of the gluon-propagator within
the RGZ framework. As explained in Sect. II, the mass
parameters that emerge in the RGZ setting are not free
but fixed by their own gap equation. As such, the gluon
propagator (and other correlation functions) could be
predicted self-consistently and a good agreement between
such a result with lattice date would correspond to a very
important and non-trivial check for the RGZ scenario.
Solving the gap equations corresponds to an important
and necessary step to be incorporated in the analysis
presented in this work. Similarly, our investigation was
limited to fixed couplings. Introducing the appropriate
running corresponds to a fundamental next-level issue to
be understood. Those issues are under investigation and
will be reported elsewhere.
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