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We investigate some general properties of linear gauge fixings and gauge-field correlators in lattice
models with noncompact U(1) gauge symmetry. In particular, we show that, even in the presence of a gauge
fixing, some gauge-field observables (like the photon-mass operator) are not well defined, depending on
the specific gauge fixing adopted and on its implementation. Numerical tests carried out in the three-
dimensional noncompact lattice Abelian-Higgs model fully support the analytical results and provide
further insights. Apparently, only the hard Lorenz-gauge fixing provides a consistent definition of
non-gauge-invariant quantities in three dimensions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Some nonperturbative features of quantum field theories
(QFTs) can be studied from first principles by using the
lattice discretization. In this formulation the Euclidean
version of the theory is regularized on a space-time lattice,
and the QFT problem is mapped to a statistical-mechanics
one. Continuum physics emerges as the correlation length
of the statistical system diverges, i.e., close to a continuous
phase transition (critical point) of the lattice system. For
this strategy to be feasible, there should exist a stable fixed
point of the QFT renormalization group (RG) flow, which
encodes the universal properties of the critical point of the
statistical system.

This approach has been extensively used to investigate
for example four-dimensional non-Abelian gauge theories
and QCD in particular [1,2], and the ¢* QFTs associated
with classical and quantum phase transitions in lower-
dimensional systems [3-5]. Only in a few cases is it
possible to carry out this strategy with full analytical
control [6,7], so that one has to rely on numerical
simulations of the discretized theory.

Four-dimensional non-Abelian gauge theories are pecu-
liar, since the existence of a fixed point of the RG flow can be
shown analytically by using one-loop perturbation theory
[8—10]. For typical three-dimensional QFTs this is not the
case, and the fixed point, if present, is generically in the
strongly coupled regime. To analytically investigate its
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existence and extract universal information, nonperturbative
approaches are required, like the expansion in the number
of components [11] or the continuation in the number
of dimensions obtained by resumming the e-expansion
series [3,12].

Three-dimensional gauge theories coupled to matter fields
have features in common both with four-dimensional non-
Abelian gauge theories and with three-dimensional scalar
models. On the one hand, the gauge coupling of three-
dimensional gauge theories has positive mass dimension (the
theory is super-renormalizable); thus the energy scaling of
the coupling is dictated by dimensional analysis, and asymp-
totic freedom is clear already at tree level. On the other hand,
there is also the possibility that nontrivial fixed points exist,
at which the gauge coupling does not vanish, and which are
usually referred to as charged fixed points. While the
asymptotically free fixed points of three-dimensional
Abelian and non-Abelian gauge theories have been thor-
oughly investigated by numerical simulations (see, e.g.,
Refs. [13-18]), the case of the charged fixed points has
attracted less attention until quite recently, when the existence
of strongly coupled charged fixed points has been suggested
to explain some peculiar critical phenomena [19-23].

The existence of these charged fixed points, and their
critical properties, can be investigated using several com-
plementary techniques: the e expansion close to four
dimensions [24-33], the expansion in the number of
components [3,11,34], and numerical simulation of lattice
models. Numerical studies have recently addressed this
issue in the Abelian-Higgs (AH) model, i.e., in scalar
quantum electrodynamics with N-component scalar fields,
and there is by now compelling evidence that some lattice
models undergo a continuous transition related to the AH
QFT charged fixed point. This has been observed for N = 7
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using the noncompact discretization [35,36] and the
higher-charge compact discretization [37,38], while only
first-order phase transitions have been found in other cases
[39-42] and for smaller N values [35,37,43,44]. For N = 2,
continuous transitions were observed [39,41], where gauge
fields play no role. Topological excitations likely play an
important role for the existence of the charged fixed point;
however, this point is not yet fully understood [45-49].

Analytical and numerical results thus support the fact
that gauge-invariant correlators are well defined beyond
perturbation theory in the Abelian-Higgs QFT, if a large
enough number of scalar flavors is present. It is then natural
to ask if gauge-dependent correlators, which play a
fundamental role in the usual perturbative treatment of
gauge QFTs, can be given a similar nonperturbative status.
This may be important for several reasons: First of all in the
gauge fixed continuum QFT formulation it is possible to
obtain relations, valid to all orders of the perturbative
expansion, which fix the anomalous dimension of the
gauge field if a charged fixed point exists. If the gauge-
field correlator is well defined in the nonperturbative
setting, the QFT prediction provides a clear-cut test for
the connection of the critical behavior observed in [35,36]
with a charged fixed point. A second reason is that non-
gauge-invariant observables defined by means of specific
gauge-fixing procedures correspond in fact to quite
involved (and generally nonlocal) gauge-invariant observ-
ables. The use of gauge fixings can thus be seen as a
convenient tool for the investigation of some nonlocal
aspects of the theory in a computationally simpler setting.
Finally, gauge fixing can also be seen as a (very specific)
form of explicit breaking of the gauge symmetry, and the
investigation of gauge fixed models could be relevant to
understand the continuous phase transitions in models with
explicit gauge symmetry breaking [50,51].

In this work we aim to clarify how the large-distance
behavior of the gauge-field correlators depends on the
gauge-fixing procedure adopted. For this purpose, we study
gauge correlations in the noncompact formulation of
Abelian gauge models. The relations that will be derived
are independent of the matter content of the theory.
Moreover, they are valid in the whole phase diagram of
the model, and not only on the critical lines associated with
charged fixed points. In the present paper, we also add a
numerical study of the behavior of the gauge-field corre-
lations in generic points of the phase diagram of the three-
dimensional Abelian-Higgs model, which provides further
insights into the role of the different gauge fixings.
A detailed analysis of the critical behavior is left to [52].

To make gauge correlation functions well defined, it is
necessary to introduce a gauge-fixing term that completely
breaks the gauge invariance of the model. In noncompact
discretizations, the gauge fixing plays a crucial role, since,
only in the presence of a gauge fixing, the partition function
and the average values of non-gauge-invariant quantities

are finite. This is at variance with what happens in compact
formulations, in which a gauge fixing is not necessary. Also
in the absence of it, the partition function is well defined
and so are average values of non-gauge-invariant quantities.
In particular, correlations of non-gauge-invariant quantities
are either trivial or equivalent to gauge-invariant observ-
ables obtained by averaging the non-gauge-invariant
quantity over the whole (compact) group of gauge trans-
formations [53-55]. The latter equivalence does not hold in
noncompact formulations, since the group of gauge trans-
formations is not compact and therefore, averages over all
gauge transformations are not defined.

Once a gauge fixing is introduced, the first point to be
investigated is whether and how the results for non-gauge-
invariant quantities depend on it. Here we consider two
widely used gauge fixings, the axial and the Lorenz one.
We derive general results and perform a complementary
numerical study in the AH model. They both indicate that
gauge correlations depend somehow on the gauge choice
made. In particular, we show that the photon-mass oper-
ator is well defined only in what we call the hard Lorenz
gauge (see Sec. II). Unphysical results are obtained when
using the axial gauge and the soft Lorenz gauge. The
conclusions of this work should be independent of the type
of matter fields considered (fermions or bosons) as they
only rely on some specific features of the gauge-fixing
functions.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we introduce
the lattice model, define the gauge fixings and the gauge
observable that we will focus on. In Sec. III we derive
general relations, which are independent of the nature of the
matter fields, between the gauge-field correlation functions
in the presence of different gauge fixings. In Sec. IV we
present numerical results obtained in the scalar AH model,
with the purpose of determining the behavior of gauge-field
correlation functions in the different phases present in the
model. In Sec. V we review some field-theory results for
the gauge dependence of the gauge-field correlation func-
tions. Finally, in Sec. VI we draw our conclusions. In
Appendix A, we summarize some analytic results for the
pure gauge model, while in Appendix B we derive some
general relations for the gauge-dependent part of the gauge
correlation functions.

II. THE LATTICE MODEL

We consider a noncompact Abelian gauge theory on a
d-dimensional cubiclike lattice of size L, with fermionic
and bosonic matter fields that we collectively indicate with
Y and @, respectively. The gauge interaction is mediated by
real fields A, , € R defined on the lattice links, each link
being labeled by a lattice site x and a positive lattice
direction ji (u = 1, ..., d). The action is given by

S= Smatter(\P’ Q),A) + Sgauge(A)’ (1)
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where S, e 1S the action for the matter fermionic and
bosonic fields, and Sy, (A) is the action for the gauge
fields, which is given by

K
Sgauge(A) = 5 Z (AﬂAx,v - AvAx,/t>2' (2)

X pu>v

Here k is the inverse lattice gauge coupling, A, is a discrete
derivative defined by A, fr = frys — [ and we have taken
the lattice spacing equal to 1. We assume that the action is
invariant under local gauge transformations, which act on
the gauge field as

Ax.y - A;c,y = Ax,y - Au(ﬁx' (3)

Matter fields do not couple with A, , directly, but rather
through A, , = exp(iA,,). This implies that, in a finite
system with periodic boundary conditions, the action § is
also invariant under the transformation A, , > A, , +27n,,
where n, € Z depends on the direction x but not on the
point x. This transformation makes the averages of some
gauge-invariant quantities (for instance, of Polyakov loops,
which, in noncompact formulations, are defined as the sum
of the gauge fields along paths that wrap around the lattice),
ill defined. To make the averages of all gauge-invariant
observables well defined on a finite lattice, we adopt C*
boundary conditions [35,56,57] that correspond to consid-
ering antiperiodic boundary conditions for the gauge fields,
1.e., to

Ax-‘rLf/,ﬂ = _Ax,ﬂ ’ (4)

for all lattice directions v. When using C* boundary
conditions, the local U(1) gauge symmetry is preserved
by using antiperiodic gauge transformations ¢, in Eq. (3).

To study correlation functions of the gauge fields, it is
necessary to add a gauge fixing. We consider gauge fixings
that are linear in the fields and that are translation invariant.
We introduce a gauge-fixing function

Fx(A) = ZMx—y.ﬂAy,/u (5)

where M, , is a field-independent vector, and define the
partition function as

2wy = [l0008avatas] | T[atra)] e, (o)

where the product extends to all lattice sites. Note that the
insertion of the gauge-fixing term does not change the
expectation values of gauge-invariant quantities. In pertur-
bation theory, one usually replaces the partition function (6)
with a different one (see, e.g., Refs. [1,3,58]) defined by
adding a term of the form

Ser(A) = Z%Z[Fx(A)P 7)

X

to the action. In this case one considers the partition
function

Zooit = / [dDAD][dPdP][dA] e~S—Sar(4), (8)

Since the gauge-fixing function is linear in the gauge fields,
no field-dependent Jacobian should be considered in the
gauge-fixed model and, therefore, no Faddeev-Popov term
should be added. The partition function Zg depends on
the parameter . For { — 0, the model with partition
function (8) is equivalent to the one with partition function
(6). We will call the gauge fixings appearing in Egs. (6) and
(8) hard- and soft-gauge fixing, respectively.

In this work we will mainly focus on two widely
used gauge-fixing functions. We consider the axial-gauge
fixing with

Fax(A) = Ava, ©)

and the Lorenz-gauge fixing with

FL,x(A) - Z(Ax.ﬂ - Ax—ft.ﬂ)' (10)

u=l

Note that in a finite system with C* boundary conditions,
both gauge fixings completely fix the gauge (they are
complete gauge fixings). Indeed, there are no distinct
configurations A, , and A}, related by a gauge trans-
formation such that F,(A) = F,(A’) =0 for all lattice
points x.

We consider correlation functions of the gauge fields. We
define the Fourier transform of the field as'

A, (p) = eM/2Y Ay e, (11)

Under C* boundary conditions, A, , is antiperiodic, so
that the allowed momenta for A,(p) are p=(2n,+
1,....2n;+1)z/L (n; =0,...L — 1). In particular, p =0
is not an allowed momentum. The corresponding momen-
tum-space two-point function is

Gyulp) = 73 (Au)A (). (12)

'"The added factor e?+/2 is needed to guarantee that
A,(p) is odd under reflections in momentum space, p —
(P1s--s=Dy» ---» Pg)- Intuitively, it can be understood by noting
that A, , is associated with a lattice link and thus it would be more
naturally considered as a function of the link midpoint; i.e., we
should write it as Ay /2,
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We assume that the matter action is invariant under charge
conjugation. As this property is preserved by the C*
boundary conditions and by linear gauge fixings, the full
theory is also invariant under charge conjugation, which
guarantees (A, ,) = 0.

We also consider the composite operator

B, =) A%, (13)
"

which, in perturbative approaches, is included in the action
to provide a mass to the photon and therefore an infrared
regulator to the theory (see, e.g., Ref. [3]). We define its
Fourier transform

B(p) = B.e?*, (14)

where p = (2ny,...,2n,)n/L (B, is periodic) and the
correlation function

Gylp) = é[(f?(p)é(—pb —(B(p))(B(-p))]. ~ (15)

The long-distance properties of the correlators Gﬂy(p)

and Gg(p) can be determined by studying the gauge
susceptibilities

Z/u/ = G/w(pa)’ XB = GB(0>7 (16)

where the momentum p, is defined by

T
Du = (pmim---?pmin)’ Pmin :Z (17)
Note that, since Ax,ﬂ is antiperiodic, each component of the
momentum can only take the values (2n + 1) pi, and thus
p. is one of the acceptable momenta for which |p| is as

small as possible.

ITII. CORRELATION FUNCTIONS
IN DIFFERENT GAUGES

In this section we derive relations among correlation
functions in different gauges. These relations will help us to
understand the nonperturbative behavior of correlation
functions that will be discussed in Sec. IV. We focus on
the axial and Lorenz gauge, but it is easy to generalize the
discussion to any arbitrary gauge-fixing function that is
linear in the gauge field. Moreover, all results concerning
the gauge-field two-point correlation functions can in
principle be generalized to any correlation function of
the gauge fields. Finally, note that all results are indepen-
dent of the nature of the matter fields.

A. Hard Lorenz and axial gauges

To relate Lorenz-gauge and axial-gauge results, we first
determine a gauge transformation that maps the Lorenz-
gauge fixing onto the axial one. More precisely, given a
field configuration {A,,} we want to determine a gauge
transformation (3), i.e. a function ¢,, such that

A/x.d = Z(Ax,y - Ax—ﬂ,y)' (18)
u

Working in Fourier space, this corresponds to choosing
- i (.. . -
30) = (i3, A0 +Ap)). (19)
"

where p, = 2sin(p,/2). This transformation is well
defined on a finite lattice with C* boundary conditions
as p, never vanishes. It maps the action with a soft Lorenz-
gauge fixing onto the axial-gauge action with the same
parameter . If we take the limit { — 0, it allows us to relate
the two hard-gauge-fixed models.

To relate correlation functions we interpret the gauge
transformation with gauge function (19) as a change of
variables. Since the transformation is linear in the fields, the
Jacobian is independent of the fields and plays no role.
Therefore, if O(A,,) is a gauge-dependent operator,
we have

<O(Ax,ﬂ)>A,§ = <O(Ax,;4 - Aﬂ¢x)>1‘,§ (20)

where ¢, is the anti-Fourier transform of Eq. (19) and the
two average values refer to the models with axial (A) and
Lorenz (L) soft-gauge fixing, respectively, with the same
parameter .

We can use Eq. (20) to relate G}f? (p) and G,(ﬁ) (p) (axial
and Lorenz gauge, respectively). Considering only the hard
case ({ = 0), using ﬁﬂf},(,f)(p) = 0 (see Appendix B),

we can express Gg,i)(p) in terms of the components of the

Lorenz function G,%) (p) with pr,v < (d — 1). This allows us
to prove the relation (1 < p,v <d-1),

~ (A ~ (L i) i)y ~ ~ (L
G/gy)(p) - G/(w)<p) + #ZpapﬁG((xﬂ)(p)
d aﬁ

lA) ~ (L 131/ ~ (L
FEENTDLGW () + 25N paGl ), (21)
pda pda

where a and f run from 1 to (d — 1) only. Obviously, as we

are considering the hard-gauge fixing, Gﬁ,ﬁ) (p) =0, if yor
v are equal to d. We can use Eq. (21) to relate )(,(,ﬁ) with ;(,(49
Because of the cubic symmetry of the lattice and of the

momentum p, [see Eq. (17)], only two components of
G,(,f)(pa) are independent. Therefore, we can write

014517-4



GAUGE FIXING AND GAUGE CORRELATIONS IN NONCOMPACT ...

PHYS. REV. D 108, 014517 (2023)

){/(49 = G/(ti)(Pa) = cLlémz =+ CL2(1 - 5;41/)’ (22)

where ¢;, = —c;/(d — 1) because of the Lorenz condi-
tion (see Appendix B). Substituting in Eq. (21), we obtain
(again 1 <u,v<d-1)

){;%) = G;%)(Pu) = CAl‘Spw + CAZ(1 - 5;!1/)’ (23)

with

Cal = dz—_dchh Cap = —dcyy. (24)
The simple relations (24) and (21) do not extend, however,
to composite operators. Indeed, the transformation with
function (19) that relates the two gauges is singular in the
limit L — oo, because of the factor 1/ p,, which diverges as
L — co. This shows up in the presence of singular
coefficients in Eq. (21). As a consequence, as we discuss
in Sec. IV, the average

=2 Gulp) 25)

behaves differently in the axial and Lorenz gauges.

B. Hard and soft axial gauges

Let us now determine how correlation functions vary in
soft axial gauges as the parameter { varies. As before, we
consider changes of variables that are gauge transforma-
tions. For the case at hand, we consider the gauge function

d(p) = (1 - \/9 L Ap) (26)

that allows us to map the model with parameter {; onto the
model with parameter {,. It is immediate to relate corre-
lation functions. Using Eq. (20) modified for the case at
hand, we obtain (u,v < d - 1),

~(A ~ (A P Pu
G (p.5) =GWp.¢) + 1 5 G p.¢)

d

P e Dy 7 (4)
G p.c) - r2 G .0,
s L .0) 5 wd (1)

r= (1— %) (27)

To simplify this expression, we can use the Ward identity
(see Appendix B):

PG (9.0) = Chye (28)

We end up with (u,v <d—1),

G p.0) =W p.c)+ (G- I’;f L (29)
d

Taking the limit {; — O this relation allows us to relate the
hard-gauge and soft-gauge susceptibilities. We find

)(;w,C = )(/w,HA + é’» (30)

where the y,, - and y,, y4 are computed in the soft gauge
with parameter ¢ and in the hard gauge, respectively.

C. Hard and soft Lorenz gauges

The same calculation can be performed in the Lorenz
case. We consider

d(p) = (1 - \/% %Zimﬂ(p) (31)

that allows us to map the model with parameter {; onto the
model with parameter {,. Here p? =", p7. The calcu-
lation is analogous to that performed before. If we para-
metrize the susceptibilities as in Eq. (22), we obtain

cr1(8) = d; ! ler1(81) = cra($h)]
52 len @) + (A= Dewl@)),
c2(8) = —(11[%1@1) —c2(81)]
Sl + =N (2

To simplify this expression, we use the Ward identity (see
Appendix B)

i)
Zpﬂ 2 (P C ) (33)
which implies

>0 ) - (34)

Il'lln

with pi, = /L. Substituting in Eq. (32) we obtain

1
CL](Cz):CLl(Cl) dz 2 (Cz—Cl),
cr2(82) = c2(8r) + d2 2 (&2 =¢1). (35)
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IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

To understand the role that the different gauge fixings
play, we now discuss the behavior of the gauge correlations
in the three-dimensional AH model. This lattice model has
been extensively studied [35,43,44] and we will use it as a
paradigmatic system to investigate how gauge correlations
vary with the gauge fixing adopted.

We consider N-dimensional scalar fields z,, which
are defined on the lattice sites and satisfy the unit-length
constraint Z -z = 1. The matter action is

Smatter = _JNZRe(zx : ﬂx,ﬂzx+ﬁ)’ (36)
xu

where the sum extends to all lattice sites and directions
(u runs from 1 to d = 3), and 4., = exp(iA, ).

The phase diagram is reported in Fig. 1. It displays three
different phases characterized by the different behavior of
the gauge field and by the possible breaking of the global
SU(N) symmetry. For small J-values the gauge field is
expected to have long-range correlations as it occurs for
J = 0 and the SU(N) symmetry is realized in the spectrum
(Coulomb phase). For large J two phases occur: The
SU(N) symmetry is broken in both phases, while the
gauge field is expected to be long ranged for small «
(molecular phase) and short ranged for large « (Higgs
phase). The properties of the Higgs phase are supposedly
those that are usually associated, in the perturbative setting,
with the spontaneous breaking of the U(1) gauge symmetry.
The transition line separating the Coulomb and the Higgs
phases is the one along which (for N = 7) the continuum
limit associated with the AH QFT emerges.

O(2N)

Coulomb

0 K [e%e}

FIG. 1. Sketch of the phase diagram of the three-dimensional
lattice AH model with noncompact gauge fields and unit-length
N-component complex scalar fields, for generic N > 2. Three
transition lines can be identified: the Coulomb-to-Higgs (CH)
line between the Coulomb and Higgs phases, the Coulomb-to-
molecular (CM) line, and the molecular-to-Higgs (MH) line. For
k = 0, the model is equivalent to the CPV ~! model, for k - oo to
the O(2N) vector, and for J — oo to the inverted XY or O(2)
model.

In this work we consider scalar fields with N =25
components focusing on the large-size behavior of the
gauge observables in the Higgs and Coulomb phases. We
perform simulations for (x,J) = (0.4,0.2) and (0.4,0.4)
that lie in the Coulomb and Higgs phase, respectively [for
k = 0.4, the transition between the Coulomb and Higgs
phases occurs [50] at J = 0.295515(4)]. We report results
for four different gauge fixings. We consider the hard
Lorenz- and axial-gauge fixings and the corresponding soft
versions with { = 1. We show that the long-distance
behavior of the gauge observables defined before depends,
to some extent, on the gauge fixing used. For the Coulomb
case, the results are consistent with the ones that can be
analytically obtained for J =0, i.e,, the noncompact
Abelian lattice gauge theory without matter, which are
summarized in Appendix A.

Simulations have been performed by using the same
combination of Metropolis and microcanonical updates
discussed in Ref. [35], which can be easily extended to the
case of the soft gauges discussed in this paper. Hard axial
simulations have been carried out by fixing A, ; = 0 and
updating only the d — 1 nonvanishing components of A, ,.
To obtain the results in the hard Lorenz gauge, we have
instead performed simulations with no gauge fixing and
implemented the gauge fixing before each measure. Given
the gauge configuration {A, ,} obtained in the simulation,
we have determined a gauge transformation (3) so that the
fields {A} ,} satisfy the condition F; ,(A’) =0 for all x
[see Eq. (10)]. Gauge correlations are then computed using
the fields {A},}. The gauge transformation has been
determined by using a conjugate-gradient solver.

A. Coulomb phase

We start by investigating the behavior of the gauge
model in the Coulomb phase (simulations for J = 0.2). In
the whole Coulomb phase the gauge field is expected to
have long-range correlations, and thus y,, should diverge
as L increases, in all gauges considered. Results for the two
hard gauges are reported in Fig. 2. We observe that y,,
diverges as L? in both cases, a fact that is consistent with
the analytic results for J = 0 (in which case 1/L? correc-
tions are expected); see Appendix A. The relation Eq. (24)
is fully confirmed by the data, see Fig. 2, and results in the
soft gauges behave analogously and are in full agreement
with relations (35) and (30).

Let us now consider the average of the photon-mass
operator B,. Results in the Lorenz gauges are reported in
Fig. 3. In both cases (B,) has a finite infinite-volume limit
with corrections of order 1/L. Again this is in agreement
with the results for J = 0 reported in Appendix A. We have
determined the same quantity in the axial gauges obtaining
a different result. In this case (B, ) diverges with the system
size as L increases; see Fig. 4: B, is not a well-defined
operator in the infinite-volume limit. The different behavior
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0.18 y T T T T
O H axial
0.17 - A H Lorenz A
0.16 - =
o
~
\N 5
5 % &
L;gb ?
0.14 =
0.13 - a
012 " | " | " | "
0 0.005 0.01 0.015 0.02

1/17

FIG. 2. Coulomb phase: estimates of cypy1;/ L? versus 1/L?% in
the hard Lorenz and hard axial gauge, where c,; is a gauge-
fixing-dependent constant. We use ¢y = 3 for the Lorenz-gauge
fixing and ¢, = 1 for the axial one. Lorenz-gauge data have been
slightly shifted toward the right to improve readability. Results in
the Coulomb phase, for J = 0.2.

can be understood by noting the completely different role
the two gauge fixings play in infinite volume. In infinite
volume, only the transformations Ay, = A, , + ¢,, where
¢, is a constant, leave the Lorenz-gauge-fixed action
invariant. Indeed, in the Lorenz gauge, a gauge trans-
formation leaves A, , invariant only if

> brin =2+ hei] =0 (37)

u

for all points x. By working in Fourier space, one can show
that all solutions of this equation can be written as
¢, =a+ Zﬂ CuXys so that, A ¢, = c,. Note that these
gauge transformations are valid only in infinite volume. In a

1.15 T T T T T T
P o H Lorenz
__ LIF O :
= L S S ]

g T e
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1 | | |

1‘4 N T T T
[T A S Lorenz
~ 135F A, b
mk L “*».\‘ . 4
13k Ty .

1.25 L 1 L 1 L 1

0 0.05 0.1 0.15
1/L

FIG. 3. Coulomb phase: estimates of (B,) versus 1/L in the

hard Lorenz (top) and soft Lorenz gauge with { = 1 (bottom). For
L — oo(B,) ~ 1.1328 and 1.3857 in the two cases, respectively.
Results in the Coulomb phase, for J = 0.2.
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FIG. 4. Coulomb phase: estimates of (B, )/L versus 1/L in the
hard axial (top) and soft axial gauge with { = 1 (bottom). For
L - oo(B,)/L ~0.5631 and 1.563 in the two cases, respectively.
Results in the Coulomb phase, for J = 0.2.

finite volume with C* boundary conditions, the gauge
fixing is complete and ¢, necessarily vanishes.

On the other hand, in the axial gauge, any gauge trans-
formation with function ¢, = ¢(x, y, z) that only depends
on x and y leaves the action invariant. Thus, the axial-gauge
action is invariant under a large set of space-dependent
transformations and this causes the divergence of (B, ). This
result can also be understood by looking at the relation
between the axial and Lorenz correlation functions; see
Eq. (21). While the Lorenz correlation function is expected
to be singular only for p = 0 (due to the presence of the zero
modes discussed above), the axial correlation function is
singular for p, = 0, irrespective of the value of the other
components of the momentum, i.e., on a (d — 1)-dimen-
sional momentum surface. These singularities make the sum
appearing in Eq. (25) diverge as L — oo.

It is well known that perturbation theory in the axial
gauges is problematic [3,59]. The results presented here
show that the difficulties one encounters using axial gauges
are not simply technical ones due to the infrared problems
of the perturbative expansion. Also nonperturbatively, axial
gauges do not allow a proper definition of some gauge-
dependent quantities, for instance, the photon-mass oper-
ator, in the infinite-volume limit.

We have also determined the behavior of the suscep-
tibility yp, obtaining results that are analogous to those that
hold for J =0. We find yz ~ L in Lorenz gauges and
x5~ L? in axial gauges.

Finally, let us make a few comments on the apparently
equivalent Lorenz-gauge fixing

d
FL’,x(A) = Z(Axﬂw _Ax-ﬂ)’ (38)

pu=1

which differs from the one reported in Eq. (10) in the choice
of the lattice derivative (forward instead of backward).
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This gauge-fixing function has several shortcomings. First of
all, in even dimension, it does not represent a complete gauge
fixing for some values of L. For instance, if L = 4n + 2 and
d = 4, transformations with [x = (x, x5, x3, x4)],

T

b, = A cos {5 (x; — xz)] cos B (x3 — x4)] (39)

leave F/,(A) invariant and are consistent with the C*
boundary conditions (¢, is antiperiodic). In d =3 the
gauge fixing is complete in a finite volume. However, in
infinite volume, F;/,(A) is invariant under a large set of
gauge transformations, as it occurs in the axial case. Thus,
we do not expect B, to be a well-defined operator if
F; (A) is used. For J =0, the average value of B,
diverges in the infinite-volume limit; see Appendix A.
We have also performed some simulations for J = 0.2,
observing that also in this case (B, ) increases as L is varied.

B. Higgs phase

Let us now discuss the behavior of gauge-dependent
observables in the Higgs phase (numerical simulations have
been performed for J =0.4). In Fig. 5 we report the
susceptibility y;; for the hard and the soft axial gauge
(with ¢ = 1), versus 1/L. In both cases y; has a finite limit
as L — oo and satisfies relation (30). The finite value in the
Higgs phase is consistent with the presence of a finite
photon mass. However, the apparent presence of size
corrections that decay as 1/L points to an unusual behavior
of the system, since in a standard massive phase corrections
are typically expected to scale as e™/¢,

In Fig. 6 we show results for the susceptibility y;; in
the Lorenz gauges. In the hard case, y; is finite in the

0.32 T T T T T T
O H axial
. A Saxial
0.3F ]
0.28 - %? i 4
0.26 F @% 1
0.24 - B
L 1 L 1 L 1
0 0.05 0.1 0.15
1/L
FIG. 5. Higgs phase: estimates of y; (hard axial gauge) and

x11 — 1 (soft axial gauge with { = 1), versus 1/L, in the Higgs
phase, J = 0.4. Soft axial-gauge data have been slightly moved to
the right to improve readability. The line is only meant to guide
the eye, since we have no theoretical understanding of the
possible origin of the 1/L correction.

infinite-volume limit and satisfies the exact relation (24)
with the corresponding quantity in the hard axial gauge.
Instead, in the soft Lorenz gauge, we find y;; ~ L2. This
divergence might be, erroneously, interpreted as an indi-
cation of the presence of physical long-range gauge
correlations in the Higgs phase—this would be in contrast
with the idea that the photon is massive. The correct
interpretation is instead, that in the soft Lorenz gauge
there are unphysical gauge modes that are long ranged and
contribute to y,,, even though they do not have physical
meaning. This interpretation is supported by Eq. (35) that
we rewrite as

¢
R X11LHL +d2—7[2L2 (40)

¢
X11.Le = X1HL T P
where y;; 1, and y; g, refer to the soft Lorenz gauge with
parameter £ and to the hard Lorenz gauge, respectively.
Since yq; g1, has a finite large-L limit, this relation shows
that the divergence of y;; ;- is only due to the last term,
which has no physical meaning, and is related to the
presence of propagating longitudinal modes that are instead
completely suppressed in the hard gauge ({ = 0).

Perturbation theory provides the recipe for the definition
of a susceptibility that only couples the physical modes. We
define

Gulp) = Z(l S [N

and a transverse susceptibility y, = G (p,). Using the
parametrization (22) we obtain

Je = (d=1)(cp1 = cpa)- (42)

Equation (35) then implies

0.1 T T T T T T
O H Lorenz |
e
- e
0.09 33 e e
e
0.08 L 1 L 1 L 1
T T T T T T
0.014 + .
o a ]
0.012 T . A A .
001 2 i
H A S Lorenz
0.008 . | . | . | .
0 0.05 0.1 0.15
1/L

FIG. 6. Higgs phase. Top: estimates of y;; in the hard Lorenz
gauge. Bottom: estimates of y,,/L? in the soft Lorenz gauge with
¢ = 1. Results in the Higgs phase for J = 0.4.
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Ztr(Cl) :)(tr<§2>’ (43)

The transverse susceptibility is independent of ¢ and
therefore is the same in hard and soft gauges. In particular,
xw(¢) is finite in the Higgs phase for all values of £, as
expected.

The behavior of (B,) and of the corresponding suscep-
tibility is analogous to that observed in the Coulomb phase;
see Fig. 7. The average (B,) is well defined only for Lorenz
gauges. In the axial gauge, we have instead (B, ) ~ L. This
is not unexpected since the argument we have presented in
the previous section, i.e., that the divergence of (B,) is
related to the large number of quasizero modes present in
the axial case, does not rely on any particular property of
the two phases.

Finally, let us consider the susceptibility yg. Not surpris-
ingly, in the axial-gauge data are consistent with a behavior
x5 ~ L, as in the Coulomb phase. In the hard Lorenz case,
we observe that yp is finite as L increases. This is the
expected behavior in the Higgs phase, in which the photon
is massive. In the soft Lorenz gauge instead, data are
consistent with yp ~ L. It is easy to realize that this
divergence is due to the contributions of the nonphysical
longitudinal modes present for nonzero values of ¢. The
linear divergence with L can be predicted by a simple
argument. Let us assume that the hard-gauge correlation
function has the form (at least for small values of p)

z Puby
o (-0 @

Gu(p.C=0) =

and, as predicted by the Ward identities, that
Puby
()

In a Gaussian approximation—we neglect irreducible four-
field contributions—we have

Gup.0) =Gup.L=0)+¢ (45)

0.182 T T T T T T
r O H Lorenz 1
0.181F __ o o .
L E.;e o
0.18 - S —
0.179 L L L
0.12 T T T T
F A
N LA .
= A
g ok .
L A H axial
L 1 L 1 L 1
0'090 0.05 0.1 0.15
1/L
FIG. 7. Higgs phase. Top: estimates of (B, ) in the hard Lorenz

gauge. Bottom: estimates of (B,)/L in the hard axial gauge.
Results in the Higgs phase for J = 0.4.

t5 =13 Y Gulp 000 (40
p

and therefore,

+2giz ! . (47)

The first sum has a finite limit as L — oo, while the second
one, see Appendix A, diverges as L and InL in d = 3 and
d = 4, respectively. Thus, in three dimensions the longi-
tudinal modes give rise to a contribution that increases as L,
in agreement with the numerical results. We conclude that
the photon-mass operator is not well defined nonperturba-
tively in the Lorenz soft gauge, because of the contributions
of the nonphysical longitudinal modes. Apparently, only
the hard Lorenz gauge is a consistent gauge fixing in which
the operator is correctly defined.

V. SOME FIELD-THEORY RESULTS

The results of the previous sections can be combined
with QFT results to obtain some general predictions of the
behavior of Abelian gauge systems at charged fixed points.

First, let us note that our previous results also allow us to
predict that the anomalous dimension of the gauge field is
the same in the axial gauge as in the Lorenz gauge. Indeed,
as we have discussed before, the large-scale behavior of the
susceptibilities y,, (for u,v < d) is the same for all gauge
fixings (although some caution should be exercised in the
soft Lorenz case). Indeed, a summary of the results
obtained is the following:

(i) the susceptibilities y,, (4, v < d) in the hard Lorenz
and in the hard axial gauge differ only by a
multiplicative constant: 2d/(d — 1) for y = v and
—d for u # v, see Eq. (24);

(ii) the susceptibilities in the hard and soft axial gauges
differ by an additive constant, see Eq. (30);

(iii) the susceptibilities in the hard and soft Lorenz gauge
behave differently, because of the coupling with the
longitudinal modes. If one considers the transverse
definition, see Eq. (41), results are independent of ¢,
i.e., are the same in the hard and soft case.

For the soft Lorenz gauge, one can prove to all orders of
perturbation theory that [3,60] 4 = 4 — d, independent of
the nature of the matter fields. Indeed, the proof only relies
on the relation Z,Z, =1 between the renormalization
constants of the gauge field and of the electric charge e.
This implies [3]

B =ei(d—4+4n4), (48)
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which connects the anomalous dimension 7, = ddlffgiA of

the gauge field (u is the RG energy scale) and the 8 function

of the gauge coupling > = 3 ‘lj(fgg =
In this expression the beta function f,. and the anomalous
dimension 5, of the field are functions of the renormalized
Lagrangian parameters; in particular they can be computed
in perturbation theory, as an expansion in powers of e? and
the other Lagrangian parameters. At a transition which is
associated with a charged fixed point, i.e., where the gauge
theory provides the effective critical behavior, we have
e2 #0. Therefore, the fixed-point condition f, =0
implies [20,60]

where €2 = e3ut=*/Z7,.

nya=4-d. (49)
Numerical results [52] for the three-dimensional Abelian-
Higgs model are in full agreement with this prediction.

A second interesting result concerns the parameter ¢ that
parametrizes the soft gauges. As a consequence of the Ward
identities discussed in Sec. B, in the soft Lorenz gauge we
have { = {,Z,, which implies

ﬂ{ = _CrnA' (50)
The value { =0 is a fixed point of this equation, as
expected. Indeed, if we start from a model with a purely
transverse gauge field, no longitudinal contributions are
generated by the RG flow. Instead, if we start the flow from
avalue ¢ # 0, { flows toward +o0, indicating that the hard-
gauge fixing is an unstable fixed point, at least for d < 4.
Moreover, for { # 0 the large-scale behavior is singular, as
the non-gauge-invariant modes become unbounded under
the RG transformations. Therefore, also QFT (which
describes the critical behavior at charged transitions)
predicts that only the hard Lorenz-gauge fixing provides
a consistent definition of non-gauge-invariant quantities at
the critical point in three dimensions.

Equations (49) and (50) allow us to predict the crossover
behavior of y,, at a critical charged transition point in the
soft Lorenz gauges. For d < 4 we predict

)(/w(g) - Lz_mf/w (éanA) - Ld_zfﬂy(CL4_d>' (51)
This relation should hold for L — o0, ¢ — 0 at fixed (L4,
The function f,,(x) can be computed using Eq. (35). If
Xuw(( =0)~a,L"? for L - oo, Eq. (35) implies

1
=L%72 <aw 5 CL“—d), (52)

so that f,,(x) = a,, + x/(d*z?).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we investigate the behavior of gauge
correlations in Abelian gauge theories with noncompact
gauge fields. Because of the unbounded nature of the
fluctuations of the gauge fields, a rigorous definition of the
model requires the introduction of a gauge-fixing term.
This is at variance with compact formulations (for instance,
models with Wilson action), in which a gauge fixing is not
required to make the model well defined. Here we consider
two widely used gauge fixings, the axial and Lorenz one.
We also distinguish between hard-gauge fixings—in this
case the partition function is given in Eq. (6)—and soft
ones depending on a parameter {—the corresponding
partition function is given in Eq. (8).

Gauge-invariant correlations are obviously independent
of the gauge-fixing procedure. On the other hand, the large-
scale behavior of gauge-dependent quantities may have a
nontrivial dependence. Here we first consider correlations
of the gauge field A, , and we derive general relations,
independent of the nature of the matter couplings, between
these correlations computed in the presence of different
gauge fixings. Second, we consider the photon-mass
composite operator A,%’”, which is usually introduced in
the action, in perturbative calculations, as an infrared
regulator of the theory.

As a specific example, we analyze the behavior of these
correlation functions in the three-dimensional Abelian-
Higgs model, in which an N-component complex scalar
field is coupled with a noncompact real Abelian gauge
field. In particular, we study their behavior in the so-called
Coulomb and Higgs phases (see Fig. 1 for a sketch of the
phase diagram). In the Coulomb phase, the correlation
function Gﬂy(p) of the gauge fields has the same small-
momentum behavior as in the absence of matter fields, for
all gauge fixings considered. In particular, the susceptibility
X defined in Eq. (16) diverges as L? in the infinite-volume
limit. In the Higgs phase, we expect the photon to be
massive and therefore y,, should be finite as . — oo. This
turns out to be true for the axial soft and hard gauges and
for the hard Lorenz gauge. On the other hand, y,, ~ L? in
the soft Lorenz gauge. This divergence is caused by the
unphysical contributions due to the longitudinal modes that
propagate in the soft Lorenz gauge.

While the behavior of G, (p) in all gauges is consistent
with the general picture that the photon is massless/massive
in the Coulomb/Higgs phase, the interpretation of the
results for the photon-mass operator B, = ) _, A2 4 1s more
complicated. If we consider the soft and hard axial gauges,
we find (B,) ~ L in both phases. The operator does not
have a well-defined infinite-volume limit. The divergence
is due to the presence of a (d — 1)-dimensional family of
quasizero modes, so that A, , develops infinite-range
fluctuations in the infinite-volume limit. Therefore, if an
axial-gauge fixing is used, B, cannot be defined
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nonperturbatively. In the soft and hard Lorenz gauge, the
average (B,) is finite as L — oo in both phases, and thus
the operator is well defined. However, in the Higgs phase,
the susceptibility yp defined in Eq. (16) behaves differently
in the hard and soft case. In the hard case, y has a finite
infinite-volume limit, as expected—the photon mass is
finite. Instead, yp diverges as L in the soft gauge. This
divergence is due to the longitudinal modes that are not
fully suppressed.

The results presented here show that neither the axial
gauge nor the soft Lorenz gauge are appropriate for the
study of generic gauge-dependent correlation functions.
More precisely, we show that in these gauges some
correlators of the gauge field do not have a smooth
thermodynamic limit and cannot be used to characterize
the large-distance behavior of the gauge field. For instance,
in the axial and soft Lorenz-gauge A,% correlators cannot be
used to distinguish the Higgs phase in which photons are
massive from the Coulomb phase in which photons are
massless, since they diverge in both the phases in the
thermodynamic limit. Of course, this does not mean that
these gauge fixings cannot be used tout court, since other
gauge-dependent correlators may in principle be well
defined and encode physically relevant information.
Note, however, that also scalar correlators have analogous
issues; see Appendix A of Ref. [52].

Axial gauges suffer from the existence of an infinite
family of quasizero modes, giving rise to spurious diver-
gences, unrelated to the presence of long-range physical
correlations. Soft Lorenz gauges suffer instead from the
presence of propagating unphysical longitudinal modes,
that, at least for d < 4 and therefore in three dimensions,
may hide the physical signal. Apparently, only the hard
Lorenz-gauge fixing provides a consistent model in which
gauge-dependent correlations have the expected large-scale
(small-momentum) behavior. It is interesting to observe
that also QFT singles out the hard Lorenz gauge as the
gauge of choice for the study of gauge correlations. Note
that the shortcomings of the axial gauge and of the soft
Lorenz gauge are not related to the nature of the matter
fields but are due to intrinsic properties of the gauge
fixings. Therefore, our conclusions should be relevant also
for systems in which fermions are present.
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APPENDIX A: CRITICAL BEHAVIOR
IN THE U(1) ABELIAN GAUGE THEORY

In this appendix we summarize the expressions of the
observables defined in Sec. 1l for the free U(1) gauge theory,
i.e., in the absence of matter fields. The susceptibilities y,,

can be trivially derived from the small-momentum behavior
of G, (p) defined in Sec. II. Moreover, we have

1 -
zvzp:;(;/w(p)’ (Al)
2 - 2
- v ; ;[G/w (P)] (A2)

Because of the C* boundary conditions the sums go over the
momenta

= %(2;11 1,20, + 1,205 + 1), (A3)

with 0 <n; < L.

1. Lorenz gauge
In the Lorenz gauge, the propagator G,w(p) is given by

1 CK 1 puby
p ko (P

where p, =2 sinp,/2 and p* =" py. It follows that

G.(p) = (A4)

(B =T ),
B = 2d - ]K;r &) 145(L), (AS)
where p.;, = #/L and
() = 153 o (0
>~ (%)

The behavior of the sums /,,, depends on the dimension d.
For d > 2, I,; has a finite limit for L — oo, while it
diverges logarithmically in d = 2. In particular, in d = 3
we have [61,62]

d*p 1
I3,(L) z/
3,1 aap 27) P

:ﬁ(\@—l)r(z—bzr(%)z

~ 0.252731.

(A7)

Instead, the sum /;, diverges for L — oo in dimension
d<4,as L*? (as InL in d = 4). We find
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13,2<L> ~ azL[l + O(L_l)], a, X 0015216,
1

14_2(L)za21nL+0(1), @

a, X (Ag)

Thus, in three dimensions the susceptibilities y,, and yp
diverge as L? and L, respectively, while (B,.) is finite.

2. Axial gauge

In the axial gauge

N 18,  puby (1
G =-B 4 :
(D) proR P Kﬁ2+c

(A9)

if both u and v are not equal to d. Otherwise, we have

> Puby
Gﬂy(p):é Ijz .

Pa

(A10)

As for the susceptibilities, we find y, = ¢ and, for
u,v<d,

6,+1 1 o, +1
= ~ L2, All
Xuw dx Ail - + C dKﬂ.’z ( )

where pin = /L. As expected, y 4, is finite (it vanishes in
the hard axial gauge for which { = 0), while the other
susceptibility components diverge as L. Although the
large-L behavior is the same as in the Lorenz case, here the
asymptotic behavior is { independent: The susceptibilities
behave identically in the hard and soft axial case, a result
that does not hold in the Lorenz case.
As for (B,) and yp we find

(B)=

=20 +20(d=1) (20 -+ (d=2)J202 + T30 )

((d=2)1gy+J1)+{(A+(d=1)],J_y),

+K—22((d—2)1d,2+J2+2(d—l)Z_,'KJzJ_l), (A12)

where the quantities J,, (L) correspond to the one-dimensional
sums [p = 2n+ 1)z/L with n =0,...,L — 1],

JL) =1 S (A13)

Since we have (these expressions can be derived as in
Appendix B. 1.d of Ref. [63])

1
Jy =—L(L*+2),

48
S L
1 — 4 )
J_1 =2,
J_,=6, (A14)
we obtain for large values of L for d > 2:
14+2(d - 1)k
B)~—m——L,
< x> 4K
1
+2(d —1)(2d — 1)*k*|L3. (A15)

Note that (B,) diverges, at variance with what happens in
the Lorenz case. From a technical point of view this is due
to the fact that the axial-gauge propagator is more divergent
than the Lorenz one: Indeed, in the axial gauge G, (p)
diverges as p; — 0, for any value of the other momentum
components, while in the Lorenz gauge a divergence is only
observed as |p| — 0. More intuitively, note that, in infinite
volume, the axial-gauge-fixed Hamiltonian is still invariant
under the gauge transformations (3) if the function
¢x = P(x,....x,) depends on x; with i < d only. This should
be compared with the Lorenz case, in which only gauge
transformations with A, ¢, = c,, where ¢, is x indepen-
dent, leave the infinite-volume gauge-fixed Hamiltonian
invariant. The presence of this large family of quasizero
modes is responsible for the divergence of the variance of
Ay, for p < d.

3. Some other gauge fixings

It is interesting to note that the results for the Lorenz
gauge apply only to the discretization (10). If instead the
discretization (38) is used, different results are obtained.
Indeed, in the latter case, in the infinite-volume limit, the
gauge-fixed Hamiltonian is invariant under a large family
of gauge transformations. For instance, one can consider
transformations like those reported in Eq. (39). To deter-
mine the full set of transformations that leave F/ . (A)
invariant in infinite volume, we work in Fourier space and
consider a function ¢, of the form

br = aeP* + ge~P*, (A16)

where a is an arbitrary complex constant. These trans-
formations leave F;/(A) invariant, if at least one of these
two conditions is satisfied:
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Zcos pu(l=cosp,) =0,
"

Zsinp”(l
"

If only the first (the second) equation is satisfied, then a is
necessarily real (purely imaginary). The transformation
(39) corresponds to taking p = (z/2,—-x/2,7/2,—x/2)
and a real constant a. We have studied numerically the
equations (A17) in three dimensions, finding that both
equations are satisfied on a two-dimensional surface in
momentum space. The presence of this family of gauge
transformations that leave the Hamiltonian invariant,
implies that the correlation function Gﬂy(p) is singular in
p space. In turn, this implies (we have performed a
numerical check) the divergence of the variance of A,
as it also occurs in the axial gauge.

Finally, we would like to make some comments on the
Coulomb gauge that we can define as

—cos p,) = 0. (A17)

U

Fuad) = S

-A

v—iip)- (A18)

X

=
Il

In the hard case { = 0, the correlation function is given by

. 16 _1pupy
Gﬂy(p) :;ﬁ2 Kp2ﬁ%’ /,t,l/<d,
Gy =0, u<d,
~ 11
dd =~ 7s (A19)
K p7
where p7 = > 47} p;. The susceptibilities diverge as L*

while (B,) is given by

1
(By) = ;(21@ +14m10)- (A20)
In four dimensions, both sums are finite; therefore (B,) is
well defined. In three dimensions, however, the result
depends on the two-dimensional sum /, ;, which diverges

logarithmically. Therefore, for d =3, the photon-mass
operator is not well defined in the Coulomb gauge.

APPENDIX B: WARD IDENTITIES
IN DIFFERENT GAUGES

A crucial ingredient in the derivations presented in
Sec. III is the Ward identities satisfied by the correlation
functions. We derive them here for the generic gauge-fixing
function introduced in Sec. III; see Eq. (5). The corre-
sponding function Sgr(A) defined in Eq. (7) is given by

Su(A 2CV,%,;M o(P)My(—p)e=i(Puri)/2
x Ay (p)As(-p). (B1)

Under an infinitesimal gauge transformation, we have
1 ~
Sy = VZéM@M(p),

5M(P ZMH(p M/), _p) i(Pa—pp)/2

x (lpa)Aﬁ(—p)- (B2)
If we now consider (A, ,) and require its invariance under
changes of variable represented by infinitesimal gauge
transformations, we obtain

(A, + Ay ,6Sy) = 0. (B3)
In Fourier space, this implies the relation
_ZM (p Mﬁ _P) i(Pa=pp)/2 pa yﬂ(p) y' (B4)

a//’

In the axial gauge we have M,(p) = 8,4, while in the
Lorenz gauge we have M, (p) = —e'P+/?ip,. Substituting
these relations in Eq. (B4), we obtain Egs. (28) and (33).
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