arXiv:hep-ph/0210033 v1 2 Oct 2002

ITP-UU-02/48

On the pattern of Casimir scaling violation in gluodynamics

V.I. Shevchenko

Institute for Theoretical Physics, Utrecht University, Leuvenlaan 4 3584 CE Utrecht, the Netherlands and Institute of Theoretical and Experimental Physics, B.Cheremushkinskaya 25 117218 Moscow, Russia

e-mail: V.Shevchenko@phys.uu.nl

Abstract

Results of lattice analysis indicate that the static potential in SU(3) gauge theory is proportional to eigenvalue of quadratic Casimir operator for the corresponding representation with a good accuracy. We discuss the pattern of deviation from this Casimir scaling in gluodynamics in terms of correlators of path-ordered gauge-invariant operators defined on the worldsheet of the confining string.

1 Introduction

Physics of confinement in QCD has been attracting considerable attention since the Yang- Mills theory with dynamical quarks was established as a theory of strong interactions. Despite significant theoretical progress the operational framework for the exact calculations beyond perturbation theory has not been found, leaving aside numerical simulations of the theory on the lattice. In particular, one has no clear understanding of the relation between confinement and mass gap property. It is commonly believed that confining theory such as gluodynamics (i.e. QCD with no quarks) exhibits the mass gap, e.g. the lightest excitation over the physical vacuum is a massive particle. The latter one is indicated by the lattice calculations to be scalar 0^{++} glueball with the mass m ≈ 1.5 Gev in the case of N = 3. On the other hand, if one studies confining potential between static sources in pure Yang-Mills theory, the physics of area law is governed by the formation of the confining string with nonzero tension √ σ ≈ 0.4 Gev and this process is not directly related to the details of glueball physics. The dynamical reasons for that are well known – corresponding effective interaction is suppressed by relatively large mass of the glueballs in the units of √ σ and also by 1/N–factor. Put in simple terms, even if one acquired full knowledge of the glueball spectrum in gluodynamics, it would not help to compute generic Wilson loop. It is worth mentioning that in the abelian Higgs model with electrically charged condensate the mass of the photon (which plays the role of the lightest glueball in this theory) enters monopole-antimonopole string tension in rather nontrivial way and in combination with other quantities, giving the simplest example of the same nature.

The standard approach of quantum field theory describes interactions in terms of particle exchanges. In confining theories the applicability of this program is limited, in some sense: string creation, which is one of the most important manifestations of confinement can be understood neither in terms of gluon exchanges nor as a result of glueball interactions.^1 Nevertheless it is desirable to establish some connection between different model approaches or at least to understand, where such relations are to be expected. The aim of the present paper is to make a step in this direction. It will be shown that the certain linear combination of the static potentials arising from the Wilson loops in different representations gets contributions from the exchange by colorless states. Our actual analysis will be presented for adjoint and fundamental loops which are of the main phenomenological interest but we believe that the mechanism is quite general. The paper is organized as follows: theoretical and lattice status of static potentials in different representations is briefly discussed in the Section 2, the Section 3 presents the details and results of our analysis on more technical level, and short conclusion can be found in the Section 4.

1We do not discuss the models with the so called ”confining gluon propagator” since they typically miss the phenomenon of gauge-invariant confining string formation as well.

2 Static potentials

Recent lattice results on static potentials in different representations for SU(N) Yang-Mills theory [1, 2, 3, 4] have attracted considerable interest (see [2] for references to early studies). It was argued in [5, 6, 7] that the data can serve as a good test for different phenomenological descriptions of confinement in gluodynamics and QCD. The reason for that lies in the impressive agreement between the lattice data and the so called Casimir scaling (CS) hypothesis [8] which states^2 proportionality of representation–dependent confining potential (and, in more restricted form, of the string tension) to an eigenvalue C_D of quadratic Casimir operator C^{(2)}_D for the given representation D. It is interesting that many microscopic models of confinement meet serious difficulties in reproducing CS (see discussion in [7]).

However, one is not to expect CS to be exact law in the case under consideration. As a matter of principle, CS should be violated at large distances because of screening. Qualitative picture for asymptotically large Wilson loops corresponds to the string tension σ_D equal to fundamental string tension σ = σ_{f und}, if the Wilson loop in the representation D nontrivially transforms under the center of the gauge group, or zero otherwise, in obvious contradiction with CS. On the other hand, the actual value of critical distance where effects of screening become important may be as large as 1.4 Fm [7] and one still has large enough ”CS window”, where the corrections to CS due to screening are exponentially small. As to perturbation theory, CS law for static potential is known to hold up to two loops in continuum theory [10, 11], however there is no any general theorem that CS should be exact property of perturbative potential and analysis of diagrams provides qualitative reasons in favor of CS violation at the three-loop level. It is also worth mentioning that CS is violated in the strong coupling expansion at the order 1/g^8 [12] while it holds at lower orders.

Another line of research confronts CS with alternative theoretical predictions for D–dependence of the static potential. The only law different from CS which has not yet been definitely ruled out in lattice simulations is the so called sin-formula, motivated by supersymmetric Yang- Mills theory analysis [13, 14]. Moreover, the authors of [15] claim that their numerical data for asymptotic string tension in d = 3 + 1 nonsupersymmetric SU(N) theory with N = 4, 6 favor sin-formula and disagree with CS (see also [16]). On the contrary, authors of [17] claim their results to be in agreement with both CS and sin-formula predictions within two standard deviations in d = 3 + 1 Yang-Mills theory and definitely deviate from both in d = 2 + 1 case. It should be noted that in all studied cases the numerical difference between CS law and sin-formula is actually quite small that plagues the discrimination between the two predictions.

Unfortunately, as such, the sin-formula gives no nontrivial testable predictions for physically interesting case of the gauge group SU(3). On the other hand, there are theoretical reasons to believe [18] that it receives non-universal corrections. This seems to be a good motivation to take the predictions like CS or sin-formula as the first approximations and study the pattern of possible deviations from these regimes. Needless to say that despite numerically the two

2The term Casimir scaling was proposed in [9]

predictions are surprisingly close, the qualitative physical picture behind them is drastically different. In any case, data from [1, 2, 3, 4] as well as from [15, 16, 17] undoubtedly indicate that CS as the first approximation for static potential works with percent-level accuracy at not too large distances.

The starting point is the general expression for the Wilson loop ⟨W_D (C)⟩ = ⟨ Tr_D P exp i ∫ C A^a_μT^a_Ddz_μ ⟩ (1) where the generators T^a_D correspond to irreducible representation of dimension D. The normalized trace Tr_D is defined as Tr_D^1_D =^1_D Tr ^1_D = 1, fundamental and adjoint generators are normalized according to Tr T^a_{f und}T^b_{f und} = δ^{ab}/2 ; Tr T^a_{adj} T^b_{adj} = Nδ^{ab} (2) The eigenvalue C_D of quadratic Casimir operator C^{(2)}_D is defined as follows

C^{(2)}_D = δ_{ab} T^a_DT^b_D = T^a_DT^a_D = C_D · ^1_D (3)

We will confine our attention to adjoint representation in the present paper. The corresponding Casimir ratio d_{D2 /D1} = C_{D2} /C_{D1} is given by d_{a/f} = 2N^2/(N^2 − 1), where the fundamental Casimir C_{f und} = (N^2 − 1)/2N and adjoint one C_{adj} = N equal to 4/3 and 3, respectively, for the case of SU(3). The static potential is formally defined as V_D(μ, R) = − lim_{T →∞} 1 T log⟨W_D(C)⟩ (4)

where μ stays for renormalization scale.^3 The physical potential is given by V^{phys}_D (R) = V_D (μ, R) − V^{self}_D (μ) (5) where both terms in the r.h.s. diverge if μ → ∞ while V^{phys}_D (R) is well defined in this limit (see, e.g. [19]). It is known that perturbative series for the static potential in Yang-Mills theory does not exponentiate, contrary to abelian case [20]. Nevertheless it is convenient to exponentiate Wilson loop (1) as (see review [21] and references therein)

⟨W_D(C)⟩ = exp (_∞ ∑ m=1 i^m Δ^{(m)}_D (R, T ) ) (6) where each Δ^{(m)}_D (R, T ) is equal to well defined linear combinations of gauge-invariant field correlators (see (14), (15) below). We take (4) as a nonperturbative definition of the potential in the present paper and problems of actual renormalization will not be considered, correspondingly the argument μ is omitted below. It is worth remembering however that all terms in the series defined by (6) contribute to the potential and are to be renormalized accordingly.

3On the lattice the role of μ is played by inverse lattice spacing a^{−1}

In perturbation theory each Δ^{(m)}_D (R, T ) carries at least a factor g^m which is small, the full series however is divergent due to factorial growth of the coefficients. On the other hand, nonperturbatively there are no general reasons to conclude that there exists some hierarchy between correlators with different m. The general terminology calls the ensemble of the correlators stochastic if |Δ^{(m)}_D (R, T )| ≥ |Δ^{(m+1)}_D (R, T )| and coherent, if |Δ^{(m)}_D (R, T )| ≃ |Δ^{(m+1)}_D (R, T )|. It can be argued that the vacuum of Yang-Mills theory is stochastic and not coherent [22, 23, 24] and Casimir scaling is one of the strongest arguments in favor of that [5, 6, 7]. The ultimate form of stochasticity is given by Gaussian dominance scenario when one keeps only the lowest nontrivial irreducible correlator in (6) corresponding to m = 2. The area law for the Wilson loop in the confining regime is given in the Gaussian vacuum in the following form:

Δ^{(2)}_D (R, T ) = d_{D/f} · σ^{(2)}_f · R · T (7)

where σ^{(2)}_f ≃ ⟨Tr F^2(0)⟩T^2_g and typical gluon correlation length T_g is of the order of 0.2 Fm for pure N = 3 gluodynamics (see, e.g. [25, 26]). As it is clear from (7), Gaussian string tension σ^{(2)}_D is always proportional to the eigenvalue of quadratic Casimir operator for the representation D and therefore Gaussian dominance implies CS (not vice versa, however). Therefore to address the question of possible deviations from CS law, one has to go beyond bilocal approximation. This will be done in the next, somewhat more technical section.

3 Deviations from CS law

We are to study the general structure of CS violating terms in the cluster expansion. All calculations are performed for the simplest case of flat rectangular contour C = R × T in Euclidean space and its minimal surface. It does not mean any loss of generality since all expressions below can be trivially generalized to the case of arbitrary contour, whose minimal surface has the disk topology. In the case under study it is natural to adopt the so called contour gauge condition, introduced in [27, 28] as generalization of Fock-Schwinger fixed point gauge [29]. It is defined by the condition that the phase factor orthogonal to the temporal axis is always equal to unity, i.e.

Φ(⃗x, ⃗y) = P exp i(⃗y − ⃗x) 1∫ 0 ⃗A(⃗x(1 − s) + ⃗ys, z_4)ds ≡ 1 (8)

where z_4 = x_4 = y_4 and A(x) = A^a(x)T^a_D. Without loss of generality one may also choose

Φ(x_4, y_4) = P exp i y_4∫

x_4

A_4(⃗0, z_4)dz_4

≡ 1 (9)

The Wilson loop (1) takes especially simple form in this gauge ⟨W_D(C)⟩ = ⟨ Tr_D P exp i T∫ 0 A^a_4(⃗z, t)T^a_Ddt ⟩ (10) where |⃗z| = R and the potential A^a_4(⃗z, t) is expressible in terms of the electric components of the field strength A^a_4(⃗z, t) = 1∫ 0 ds ⃗z ⃗E^a(s⃗z; t) ; ⃗E^a_i (x) = F^a_{i4}(x) (11) The contour gauges are well suited for studies of general properties of the gauge theories, but present considerable difficulties in perturbative calculations. Expanding (10) one gets, in the matrix form

⟨W_D (C)⟩ = Tr_D

^1_D +^∞ ∑ n=1 i^n T∫ 0 dt_1 ... t_{n−1}∫

0 dt_n ⟨A_4(⃗z, t_n)...A_4(⃗z, t_1)⟩ (12)

Each average in the r.h.s. of (12) is proportional to the unit matrix in color space due to triviality of the vacuum quantum numbers, so the whole expression is, namely T∫ 0 dt_1 ... t_{n−1}∫

0 dt_n ⟨A_4(⃗z, t_n)...A_4(⃗z, t_1)⟩ = ^1_D · ⟨Tr_D K^{(n)}_D (R, T )⟩ (13)

With (8), (9) and (11) at hands one can easily rewrite every ⟨Tr_D K^{(n)}_D (R, T )⟩ in manifestly gauge-invariant form (see [21] and references therein).

We will omit arguments R and T in the correlators ⟨Tr_D K^{(n)}_D (R, T )⟩ below for simplicity of notation. We also do not discuss the actual dependence of each correlator on its arguments in the present paper. Lattice data suggest to fit the correlator as a sum of hard perturbative part and soft nonperturbative one, the latter being responsible for confinement. Notice that the series (12) is not strictly speaking perturbative series in the sense that each term in (12) is given in perturbation theory by its own perturbative subseries. It is of no importance for our analysis which will proceed in terms of general expression and can be applied to whatever dynamics if it provides the set of correlators which obey Eq. (13). The perturbation theory itself can be regarded as a good example.

It is now crucial to determine the relationship between ⟨Tr_D K^{(n)}_D ⟩ and Δ^{(m)}_D . In the case of interest ⟨Tr_DK^{(1)}_D ⟩ ≡ 0, so the first term Δ^{(1)}_D also vanishes while the relation between higher correlators is to be read off from the Taylor expansion of (6):

Δ^{(2,3)}_D = ⟨Tr_DK^{(2,3)}_D ⟩ ; Δ^{(4)}_D = ⟨Tr_DK^{(4)}_D ⟩ − 1 2 [ ⟨Tr_DK^{(2)}_D ⟩

]_2

(14)

and the terms of higher orders are built in full analogy with (14):

Δ^{(m)}_D = ⟨Tr_DK^{(m)}_D ⟩ − (...) (15)

where (...) stays for the sum of products of the correlators ⟨Tr_DK^{(p)}_D ⟩ of lower orders, p < m. The expression (15) does not represent the Green’s function of any physical colorless state, instead, it describes the propagation of some gluelump state, which is not a physical excitation in gluodynamics. It is also worth saying that (14), (15) should be considered as a definition, valid beyond perturbation theory (each correlator is given by the corresponding perturbative series in the latter).

The potential V_D(R) is given up to an additive constant by

V_D (R) = − lim_{T →∞} 1 T ∞∑ m=2 i^m Δ^{(m)}_D (16)

We are going to study now the structure of special linear combination of potentials, measuring the deviations from Casimir scaling

δV_{D2/D1} = V_{D2} (R) − d_{D2/D1} · V_{D1} (R) (17)

We confine our attention to the case of fundamental and adjoint representations in this paper, in this particular case (17) takes the form δV_{a/f} = − lim_{T →∞} 1 T ∞∑ m=2 i^m ( Δ^{(m)}_{adj} − 2N^2 N^2 − 1 · Δ^{(m)}_{f und} ) = − lim_{T →∞} 1 T ∞∑ m=2 i^mδΔ^{(m)}_{a/f} (18)

As a next step, we are exploiting the identity ⟨ |W_f (C)|^2 ⟩ = 1 N^2 + ( 1 − 1 N^2 ) ⟨W_a(C)⟩ (19)

We need to compute the quantity ⟨ |W_f (C)|^2 ⟩ in terms of correlators (13). It can be done as follows. The average of the product is given by ⟨ |W_f (C)|^2 ⟩ = Tr_{12} ⟨ P exp i T∫ 0 A^a_4(⃗z, s)t^ads P exp −i T∫ 0 A^a_4(⃗z, τ )t^adτ ⟩ =

= Tr_{12} ⟨( ^1_{f1} +^∞ ∑ n=1 i^nK^{(n)}_{f1} ) · ^1_{f2} +^∞ ∑ p=1 (−i)^pK^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ (20)

where the trace Tr_{12} = Tr_{f1} Tr_{f2} acts on the color indices corresponding to the first and the second loop independently. Global gauge invariance dictates the following form of the corresponding averages (see also [30]):

⟨K^{(n)}_f ⟩ = ^1_f · ⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_f ⟩ ; ⟨K^{(n)}_{f1} K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ =

= ^1 · 1 N^2 − 1 ( N^2 ⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_{f1} Tr_f K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ − ⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_{f1} K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ ) + + ê · N N^2 − 1 ( ⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_{f1} K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ − ⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_{f1} Tr_f K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ ) (21)

The matrices ^1_f , ^1 and ê can be written in index notation as

[^1_f ]_{α1β1} = δ_{α1β1} ; [^1]_{α1β1;α2β2} = δ_{α1β1} δ_{α2β2} ; [ê]_{α1β1;α2β2} = δ_{α1β2} δ_{α2β1} (22)

where α_{1,2}, β_{1,2} are fundamental indices running from 1 to N. The algebra they obey encodes the effects of path ordering. In our case since the orientations of minimal surfaces corresponding to the first and the second multiplier in (20) are antiparallel, the matrix ê should be multiplied from the right with respect to indices carrying subscript ”2” but from the left with respect to indices carrying subscript ”1”. It results in the following algebra:

ê · ^1 = ^1 · ê = ê ; ^1^2 = ^1 ; ê^2 = Nê (23)

and the traces are given by Tr_{12} ^1 = 1 ; Tr_{12} ê = 1 N (24)

It is convenient to represent (20) in the following form: ⟨ W_f (C)W^†_f (C) ⟩ = Tr_{12} exp ( ^1 · A + ê · B ) = Tr_{12} ( ^1 · exp A+ + ê N · (exp(A + BN) − exp A) ) = 1 N^2 exp(A + BN) + ( 1 − 1 N^2 ) exp A (25)

Comparing (25) with (19), (20) and (21) one concludes that

exp(A + BN) ≡ 1

exp A = ⟨W_a(C)⟩ = 1 + ∞∑ n=1 i^n⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_f ⟩ + ∞∑ p=1 (−i)^p⟨Tr_f K^{(p)}_f ⟩+ + ∞∑ n=1 ∞∑ p=1 i^n(−i)^p N^2 − 1 ( N^2 ⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_{f1} Tr_f K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ − ⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_{f1} K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ ) (26)

This is exact expression for adjoint Wilson loop average, written in terms of fundamental correlators and traces and as such it is suitable for our analysis. We are to study the difference δV_{a/f} = − lim_{T →∞} 1 T ( log⟨W_a(C)⟩ − 2N^2 N^2 − 1 log⟨W_f (C)⟩ ) (27)

where the first term in the curly brackets in (27) is equal to log⟨W_a(C)⟩ = A where A is defined by (26), while the second term is given by formal series

log⟨W_f (C)⟩ = log ( 1 + ∞∑ n=1 i^n⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_f ⟩ ) = − ∞∑ k=1 (−1)^k k [_∞ ∑ n=1 i^n⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_f ⟩ ]_k (28)

To proceed further one can exploit the identity ⟨ [W_f (C)]_{αβ}[W^†_f (C)]_{βα} ⟩ ≡ 1 or, in terms of correlators ∞∑ n=1 i^n⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_f ⟩ + ∞∑ p=1 (−i)^p⟨Tr_f K^{(p)}_f ⟩ ≡ − ∞∑ n=1 ∞∑ p=1 i^n(−i)^p⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_{f1} K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ (29)

It is now straightforward to rewrite (26) as:

log⟨W_a(C)⟩ = A = log 1 + N^2 N^2 − 1 ∞∑ n=1 i^n⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_f ⟩ + ∞∑ p=1 (−i)^p⟨Tr_f K^{(p)}_f ⟩ +

+ ∞∑ m=2 m−1∑ p=1 i^m(−1)^p⟨Tr_f K^{(m−p)}_{f1} Tr_f K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ =

= − ∞∑ k=1 (−1)^k k ( N^2 N^2 − 1 )_{k k} ∑ l=0 C^l_k ∞∑ n=1 i^n⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_f ⟩ + ∞∑ p=1 (−i)^p⟨Tr_f K^{(p)}_f ⟩ l ·

· ∞∑ m=2 i^m m−1∑ p=1 (−1)^p⟨Tr_f K^{(m−p)}_{f1} Tr_f K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩ k−l (30)

Till now we have not made any approximations yet and the expressions (28), (30) are valid for arbitrary contour C and any contour gauge. It is worth reminding that despite each term in (28), (30) is gauge-invariant, its actual value depends on the profile of the contours used in (8), (9) but this dependence is cancelled after summation of all terms. Likewise the property of path-dependence of Gaussian correlator (found in [31] to be rather strong) shed no light on the problem of CS since gauge-invariant path-dependent bilocal correlator ⟨Tr_DF_{μν} (x, x_0)F_{ρσ}(y, x_0)⟩ where F_{μν} (x, x_0) = Φ(x_0, x)F_{μν} (x)[Φ(x_0, x)]^† and Φ(x_0, x) are the phase factors (chosen to be unit matrices in our analysis) is always proportional to C_D for any path, taken in Φ(x_0, x).

We can now use the Euclidean rotational 4-invariance of our problem which dictates ⟨W_f (C)⟩ = ⟨W^†_f (C)⟩ or, at the level of correlators, ∞∑ n=1 i^n⟨Tr_f K^{(n)}_f ⟩ = ∞∑ p=1 (−i)^p⟨Tr_f K^{(p)}_f ⟩ (31)

Let us now look at the general structure of terms in δV_{a/f} . It is straightforward to notice that each δΔ^{(m)}_{a/f} gets contributions from irreducible correlators of gauge-invariant operators of the type ⟨Tr_f K^{(m−p)}_{f1} Tr_f K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩. The contribution from the single correlator of the same order ⟨Tr_f K^{(m)}_f ⟩ can be shown to be exactly cancelled in (27) (this cancellation happens in the terms corresponding to k = 1 in (28) and (30)). To illustrate the point, consider the lowest nontrivial order of cluster expansion violating CS, which corresponds to m = 4. One gets

δΔ^{(4)}_{a/f} = ( N^2 N^2 − 1 ) · ( ⟨Tr_{f1} K^{(2)}_{f1} Tr_{f2} K^{(2)}_{f2} ⟩ − ( 1 + 2 N^2 − 1 ) [ ⟨Tr_f K^{(2)}_f ⟩

]_2)

(32)

This expression is gauge-invariant and the fields A_4(x) in the correlators ⟨TrK^{(n)}⟩ are functionals of the field strengths F_{i4}(x) as given by (11).

The l.h.s. of expression (32) vanishes identically if CS law is exact. Posed differently, it measures the deviation from CS in terms of integral moments of particular correlators, entering the r.h.s. of (32). The coefficient in front of the second term in the r.h.s. of (32) (equal to 5/4 in the case of SU(3)) provides exact cancellation of reducible contributions from the first term, so both sides of equality (32) have area law asymptotics in confinement regime. In large N limit they both vanish, as it should be. The same pattern holds in higher orders of cluster expansion. Casimir scaling violating contributions are given at fixed m by the irreducible correlators of colorless operators ⟨Tr_f K^{(m−p)}_{f1} Tr_f K^{(p)}_{f2} ⟩. It is to be compared with the expressions (14), (15) where the potential itself is written in terms of correlators ⟨Tr_f K^{(m)}_f ⟩.

4 Conclusion

Expression (32) and analogous formulas for higher orders of cluster expansion formalize the statement made in [7] that violations of CS could be a result of exchange by colorless states. We have considered only the case of adjoint and fundamental potentials in the present paper but no reasons for breaking of this mechanism in other representations are seen. The qualitative picture corresponds to the confining string worldsheet populated by irreducible correlators like ⟨Tr_D K^{(2)}_D ⟩ and correlators of higher orders made of gauge-invariant expectation values of pathdependent field strength operators. On the minimal surface the whole ensemble contributes to the total string tension in such a way that Gaussian contribution is numerically dominant, as CS suggests. In other words, CS indicates that this ensemble is quasi-free in the sense that interactions between such gauge-invariant objects as Tr F F mediated by glueball states and destroying CS are rather weak. Phenomenologically, we expect the r.h.s. of expressions like (32) to be suppressed by some power of inverse glueball mass. The actual smallness of deviations from CS as observed on the lattice simply follows in this case from the fact that even the lightest glueball is rather heavy, of the order of 1.5 GeV. Moreover, one can have a glimpse of general reason why many microscopic confinement models fail to reproduce CS. To this end, the model, apart from explaining string tension formation and area law of the Wilson loop at intermediate distances for all representations (”CS plateau”) must also describe the phenomenon of mass gap itself and come out with the correct (rather large) masses of colorless states. One can mention, on the other hand, that reasonable prediction of the instanton liquid model for the mass of the lowest glueball (1.4 ± 0.2) GeV [32] is in some contradiction with the strong violations of CS for the static potential in this model [7]. This paradox is possibly resolved by the fact that the instanton-antiinstanton ensemble is coherent and the cluster expansion is not well suited for analysis in this case.

Acknowledgments

The discussions with Yu.A.Simonov are gratefully acknowledged. The author is thankful to the foundation ”Fundamenteel Onderzoek der Materie” (FOM), which is financially supported by the Dutch National Science Foundation (NWO). He also acknowledges the support from the grants RFFI-00-02-17836, RFFI-01-02-06284 and from the grant INTAS 00-110.

References

[1] G. S. Bali, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 83 (2000) 422 [arXiv:hep-lat/9908021]. [2] G. S. Bali, Phys. Rev. D 62 (2000) 114503 [arXiv:hep-lat/0006022]. [3] S. Deldar, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 83 (2000) 440 [arXiv:hep-lat/9909077]. [4] S. Deldar, Phys. Rev. D 62 (2000) 034509 [arXiv:hep-lat/9911008]. [5] Y. A. Simonov, JETP Lett. 71 (2000) 127 [arXiv:hep-ph/0001244]. [6] V. I. Shevchenko and Y. A. Simonov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85 (2000) 1811 [arXiv:hepph/0001299].

[7] V. I. Shevchenko and Y. A. Simonov, Int.J.Mod.Phys. A, in press, arXiv:hep-ph/0104135. [8] J. Ambjorn, P. Olesen and C. Peterson, Nucl. Phys. B 240 (1984) 189. [9] L. Del Debbio, M. Faber, J. Greensite, S. Olejnik, Phys. Rev. D 53 (1996) 5891 [10] M. Peter, Nucl. Phys. B 501 (1997) 471 [arXiv:hep-ph/9702245]. [11] Y. Schroder, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 86 (2000) 525 [arXiv:hep-ph/9909520]. [12] L. Del Debbio, H. Panagopoulos, P. Rossi and E. Vicari, JHEP 0201 (2002) 009 [arXiv:hepth/0111090].

[13] M. R. Douglas and S. H. Shenker, Nucl. Phys. B 447 (1995) 271 [arXiv:hep-th/9503163]. [14] A. Hanany, M. J. Strassler and A. Zaffaroni, Nucl. Phys. B 513 (1998) 87 [arXiv:hepth/9707244].

[15] L. Del Debbio, H. Panagopoulos, P. Rossi and E. Vicari, Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 021501 [arXiv:hep-th/0106185].

[16] J. Greensite, S. Olejnik, hep-lat/0209088 [17] B. Lucini and M. Teper, Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 105019 [arXiv:hep-lat/0107007].

[18] R.Auzzi, K.Konishi, arXiv:hep-th/0205172. [19] G. Bali, hep-ph/0010032 [20] W.Fischler, Nucl.Phys. B129 (1977) 157 [21] A. Di Giacomo, H. G. Dosch, V. I. Shevchenko and Y. A. Simonov, arXiv:hep-ph/0007223, Phys.Rep., in press.

[22] H. G. Dosch, Phys. Lett. B 190 (1987) 177.

[23] H. G. Dosch and Y. A. Simonov, Phys. Lett. B 205 (1988) 339. [24] Y. A. Simonov, Nucl. Phys. B 307 (1988) 512. [25] A. Di Giacomo, H. Panagopoulos, Phys.Lett. B285 (1992) 133 [26] M. D’Elia, A. Di Giacomo and E. Meggiolaro, arXiv:hep-lat/0205018. [27] I. I. Balitsky, Nucl. Phys. B 254 (1985) 166.

[28] S. V. Ivanov, G. P. Korchemsky and A. V. Radyushkin, Yad. Fiz. 44 (1986) 230 [Sov. J.

Nucl. Phys. 44 (1986) 145].

[29] V.A. Fock, Sov.Phys.,12 (1937) 404; J. Schwinger, Phys.Rev.,82 (1952) 684, see also ”Particles, Sources and Fields”, vols.1 and 2, Addison-Wesley, 1970, 1973.

[30] V. Shevchenko, Yu. Simonov, Phys.Rev. D65 (2002) 074029 [31] A. Di Giacomo and E. Meggiolaro, arXiv:hep-lat/0203012.

[32] T. Schafer and E. V. Shuryak, Phys. Rev. Lett. 75 (1995) 1707 [arXiv:hep-ph/9410372].