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We explore a novel IR phase of electromagnetism and place constraints on it. The usual IR modification
of electromagnetism, the Higgs phase, involves adding a photon mass for the gauge field A,, which screens
electric fields and confines magnetic fields. We explore the confined phase resulting from adding a mass term
for the dual photon, which screens magnetic fields and confines electric fields. We study the theory of a dual
photon mass and argue that it is a consistent effective field theory. We then elucidate the phenomenological
consequences of such a mass term and derive constraints on it. As the current constraints come with large
uncertainties, we also propose a few new searches for a dual photon mass term.

I. INTRODUCTION

Electromagnetism is a main pillar of physics and quantum
electrodynamics (QED) is one of the best tested theories we
know. The force carrier, the photon, famously is the only
massless particle in the Standard Model. Other particles, such
as neutrinos, were originally thought to be massless but have
since been demonstrated experimentally to be massive. This
fact has led people to consider theories with a massive photon,
described by the Proca/Stueckelberg Lagrangian [1, 2], and to
test experimentally if the photon is indeed massless, or if the
mass is just too small to be measured.

Electromagnetic duality has been historically important. It
led to the discovery of Faraday’s Law and was formalized in
quantum theories with Montonen—Olive duality [3]. In QED,
this symmetry is spontaneously broken by the fact that we
have electrically charged particles but, at least so far, no mag-
netically charged particles. A Proca/Stueckelberg mass of the
photon also spontaneously breaks this symmetry, as it screens
electric fields but confines magnetic fields. However, there is
no a priori reason for the two breakings to be aligned (mutu-
ally local). As such, we consider the electromagnetic dual of
a photon mass, a dual photon mass.

In this article, we propose a new IR modification to QED,
the inclusion of a mass term for the dual photon (A,,) rather
than the usual photon (A,,). The dual photon is related to the
usual photon by the standard electromagnetic duality relation-
ship !

Fa=0NA  F;=0AA  F;=Fy. (1)
Electrically (magnetically) charged particles couple to the
gauge field A, (A,). Our modification involves adding to the
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! Following Ref. [4] we will make the following simplifications (anb) =
atb’ —b*a”,a- F = ay, F*” and F = %E’W”"Fpg.

QED Lagrangian a term

oL =—m?A, A", 2)
As mentioned before, this new modification is only different
from a Stueckelberg mass when the theory contains the elec-
tron. In the absence of an electron, what is an electric field
and what is a magnetic field is merely a matter of convention.
Thus, in the absence of sources, mass terms for the gauge field
and the dual gauge field are completely equivalent. However,
once the electron has been included into the theory and has
been defined to carry electric charge, the two different mass
terms are physically inequivalent.

Whenever one discusses electrically and magnetically
charged particles at the same time, there have been historical
concerns as well as historical resolutions. The first concern is
that the relationship between A,, and A,, is not local and that
including both at the same time would result in a non-local
theory. If one is willing to give up explicit Lorentz invariance,
one can write down a local Lagrangian describing a theory of
electrically and magnetically charged particles [4]. The lack
of explicit Lorentz invariance is the direction of the infamous
Dirac string [5]. Requiring that the Dirac string is unphysical,
which restores Lorentz invariance, leads to the quantization of
electric and magnetic charges % =7Z.

The second concern is a direct result of charge quantiza-
tion. If a theory has electric and magnetic charges, one of
the two theories is necessarily strongly coupled. It is diffi-
cult to prove anything about a strongly coupled theory and
thus we are led to consider whether the modification Eq. 2 is
inherently strongly coupled. Luckily for us, while we have in-
volved the dual photon, we have not added any magnetically
charged particles, so the magnetic coupling g does not make
an appearance. As we will see below, the theory is still weakly
coupled and completely calculable.

While we are considering the unstudied case of a Stueck-
elberg mass for the dual photon, there are quite a number
of results on a mass term that is the result of the dual of a
Higgs mechanism. The first example is a symmetry break-
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ing structure SU(2)/U(1)/@. The first symmetry breaking
comes from an adjoint scalar and produces ’t Hooft-Polyakov
monopoles [6, 7]. The second symmetry breaking comes from
the standard Higgs mechanism generating a mass for the pho-
ton. Switching the definition of electric and magnetic via elec-
tromagnetic duality, we have a theory with an electron and a
magnetically Higgsed gauge boson.

With supersymmetry, even more powerful results can be
proven. Seiberg-Witten demonstrated in particular cases that
confinement of non-abelian gauge theories is the result of a
magnetic Higgs mechanism [8]. In specific Seiberg-Witten
examples called Argyres-Douglas models, it was shown that
the IR theory contains massless electrically and magnetically
charged particles [9]. The strongly coupled theory was shown
to be a conformal field theory and deformation of the UV the-
ory was argued to lead to a magnetic Higgs mechanism.

Despite the fact that we know theories with electric and
magnetic charges exist, our ability to write a Lagrangian for
these theories is extremely limited. The best attempt that we
know of is Zwanziger’s two potential formalism which is a
first quantized theory [4]. Particle creation and annihilation
cannot be described using that formalism. If one attempts to
second quantize these theories, the end result is a Lorentz vio-
lating theory. However, this limitation is well-known and does
not invalidate the theory [10].

As we do not wish to include magnetically charged parti-
cles, only a dual photon mass, things are marginally better 2.
While our Lagrangian is still Lorentz violating, the Lorentz
violation has a simple physical understanding. In these the-
ories, the Lorentz violation is the direction of the unphysical
Dirac string. However, when the dual photon mass is non-
zero, the Dirac string develops an electromagnetic dressing
which is the physical observable flux tube. Because of the
dual photon mass, the theory attempts to screen the flux car-
ried by the Dirac string, which is the origin of the physical
string giving confinement. The direction of the Dirac string
specifies the direction of the string to which any given electron
is connected. Changing this direction corresponds to physi-
cally different scenarios, which is why the theory appears to
be Lorentz violating. Generic vortex lines are dynamical and
relax as the electrons move. In our Lagrangian, the vortex
lines are non-dynamical and thus we can only describe steady
states configurations [2]. The Lagrangians that we present in
Sec. IT will only be useful in a steady state first quantized pic-
ture when all of the straight Dirac strings point in the same
direction. We leave studies with a dynamical fluid of vortex
lines to future work.

In what follows, we first describe the Lagrangian that we
will be utilizing in Sec. II and review some of the formalism
used when describing electrically and magnetically charged
particles. In Sec. III, we describe some of the physical ef-
fects that result from a non-zero dual photon mass. In Sec. IV

2 At long distances, the theory is just a theory of open strings with electrons
and protons at the end points. The bounds on the dual photon mass will
be strong enough that this simple theory will not be sufficient for what
follows.

we place constraints on m and propose a new experiment to
search for it. We discuss conclusions in Sec. V.

II. A LAGRANGIAN FOR A CONFINING U (1) THEORY

We will present three different but equivalent ways in which
to introduce our mass term in the Lagrangian. When using just
the gauge field A,,, our mass term will be explicitly non-local
and Lorentz symmetry breaking. When using just the gauge
field A, our mass term will be local and Lorentz symme-
try preserving, but the coupling of fl# to the electron will be
non-local and Lorentz symmetry breaking. When using both
gauge fields A, and A,, our Lagrangian is local but the ki-
netic terms of A, and fl# will break Lorentz symmetry. In
all cases, the breaking of Lorentz invariance will be done with
a space-like vector n* that corresponds to the direction of a
straight Dirac string. Some of what we discuss is known in
some shape or form in the condensed matter literature, and
we found Ref. [11] to be a useful review of the subject.

a. A non-local mass term  When written in terms of 4,
our Lagrangian is simply

L= —in +A,J"
TLQ’ﬁ’LQ (3)
n2m?2+ (n-9)>2

-5 (-T2 A) (n-TAA) .
This mass term is explicitly non-local due to the derivatives
in the denominator, but the interaction between the photon
and the standard electric current J is local. This Lagrangian
highlights how the theory reverts back to standard QED when
m—0°.

b. A non-localinteraction If we use the dual photon A ",
the non-locality can be shifted from the mass term to the cou-
pling with the electrons. This formalism is the same as what
Dirac used when describing monopoles. In this basis, the La-
grangian is

z:_l(aAmL—mJ)zAm?AAu )
4 n-0 2 e

As is the case when this formalism was first introduced by
Dirac, the electromagnetic field strength is modified to be

F:—8A/~l+inAJ. 5)
n-0

When there is an electron present, the solution for 0 A A has
a singularity that describes the infinitely thin solenoid leav-
ing the electron. By considering the exact combination shown

3 Without a second quantized theory, we cannot specify how exactly a dual
photon mass emerges from the full SU(2)w x U(1)y invariant theory.
From degree of freedom counting, we expect that a dual photon mass term
for U(1)y will result in a dual photon mass term for electromagnetism at
low energies.



in Eq. 9, this singularity in 0 A A cancels the singularity in
1

—5n A J, leaving just the electric field of the electron without
any Dirac string attached to it.

We expect that Eq. 4 is more general than Eq. 3 and Eq. 6,
as it can easily be extended to accommodate non-straight
Dirac strings of different particles pointing in different direc-
tions [11]. Unfortunately, we cannot prove that these exten-
sions remain local, though we suspect that they are.

c. Two field formalism At the price of introducing an ex-
tra gauge field A,,, everything can be made to be completely
local. This two field formalism was originally introduced by

Zwanziger [4].

L=y (- (07 A)* = Sy (- (07 4)) (- (D1 A)
_#(n.(aAA))%#(n.(aAA)).(n.(aA—A))
+ Ay J* + %m%#ﬁﬂ.

(6)
The price of this two field formalism is that the usual electric
and magnetic fields are described by

F==(nam-0rA) -nn(n-@rA)). @

n2

In words, Eq. 7 means that A, describes E || n and B 1L n
while flu describes B || n and E L n. While this formalism is
a bit clunky, it does demonstrate that the theory is completely
local.

Eq. 3, Eq. 4, and Eq. 6 are connected. Starting with Eq. 6, if
we integrate out A,,, we obtain Eq. 3. If we instead integrate
out A,,, we arrive at Eq. 4. We will mainly make use of Eq. 4,
which is the easiest to extend to a large number of charges.

III. PHENOMENOLOGY

In this section, we discuss the main phenomenological con-
sequences of the Lagrangian in Eq. 4. The solution to the
modified Maxwell’s equations in the presence of a current J
is

_ ebvpo

no_
BRI Do R ®)

In the following, we consider the case where there is a Dirac
string stretched throughout all of space and demonstrate that
the unphysical Dirac string acquires a physical flux tube at-
tached to it. We also calculate the potential energy between
an electron and positron both at rest. Then, we demonstrate
that the magnetic field is screened on distances larger than
1/m and that the Bianchi identity is violated.

A. Electric field

a. Dirac string Electrostatic solutions of Maxwell’s
equations can be found in the presence of a Dirac string. We

find that while the Dirac string is unphysical, it acquires a
physical flux tube surrounding it.

To get an infinite Dirac string pointing along the z-axis, we
will choose the source J° = ¢ §3(7 + %2) —ed3(7F- %2), take
n' to point in the z direction so that the Dirac string stretches
between the two charged particles, and take the limit where
R — oco. With this, and using Eq. 8 and Eq. 5, we find that

B=0 E=—Ky(mr)2, ©)
™

where K, is the modified Bessel function and 7 is the cylin-
drical distance from the Dirac string.

As claimed, we see that the delta function electric field of
the Dirac string has vanished, indicating that it is indeed un-
physical. More surprisingly, we see that the unphysical Dirac
string has acquired a physical string counterpart. Eq. 9 is the
electromagnetic field of a standard Abrikosov vortex solution
in the limit that the Higgs mode mass is taken to infinity [12]
(see also [13, 14]). We see that there is a Dirac string at the
center of every confined flux tube. The flux contained in the
string is equal and opposite that of the Dirac string.

b. Potential energy of an electron-positron pair Taking
Eq. 4, completing the square and integrating out the dual pho-
ton, we find

1 g 1 n? m? L, ntn?
- — - — g - gy
20+m? 2(n-0)2\o+m? n?
We will choose the source to be an electron positron pair J© =
e63(7) — e 0%(7 + R2) and take n* to point in the z direction.

Plugging this in, we find that the energy of this configuration
is

e

e? - 1 m? 1
V(R) = [ d*ke®en .
(R) (2m)3 ¢ k2 +m?2 " k2 +m? (2. k)2

2 2,-2
e _mr €emMR

AR 1 .
= e + /0 dym(cosy+y81(y))

47R 42

where Si is the sine integral and the momentum integral is cut
off at a UV scale A. In the R > 1/m limit, the potential is
e iR . e?m?R

V(R) % ———e¢
4R 47

log ﬁ (10)
m
The logarithmically divergent tension is the standard log di-
vergent tension found in all strings. The lack of a counter-term
to absorb this log divergence indicates that our Lagrangian
is missing a degree of freedom, namely the dynamical flux
tubes. Given that the U (1) theory has a Landau pole and that
the Planck scale provides another possible cutoff scale, this
logarithm is not particularly large. At small R <« 1/m, the
potential is
e e?m’R

V(R)» ———+
4R 47

log AR, (11)

where the same logarithmic dependence on the UV scale ap-
pears. The physical interpretation of this potential is pretty



clear. At short distances, the electron-positron pair behaves as
expected from Maxwell’s equations, with corrections from the
existence of an infinitely thin string core. At long distances,
the electric flux confines into a flux tube that stretches be-
tween the two particles and has string tension p = <™= log %

4am
providing a constant force between the two particles.

B. Magnetic field

a. Violation of the Bianchi identity Given Eq. 8, a time-
independent space-like current J; produces a non-zero AV,
which leads to a modification of the Bianchi identity V- B = 0
to

V-B=m2A4°, (12)

suggesting that magnetic field lines are no longer closed in the
presence of a persistent current. This suggests that a dipolar
magnetic field generated from, for example, a current loop,
can be screened at long distances.

b. Screening of a magnetic field Consider a current [
going in the z-direction and solve for the magnetic field as
a function of distance from the current using Eq. 8 and Eq. 5.
We find that the electromagnetic field surrounding a current is

i (rr K1(mr)) ¢. (13)
2rr

E=0 B

At close distances, mr <« 1, the new factor (mr Ky (mr)) —
1 and we get the usual result for a magnetic field around a
wire. However, at large distances, mr > 1, an exponential
suppression kicks in (r K1 (mr)) — e ™ \/mmr/2. Thus
we see that magnetic fields generated by currents are screened
in the long-distance limit. In the limit of large m it is tricky
to treat a densely packed flow of charged particles in a wire
with a complicated shape such as a toroid. However, given
the strength of the astrophysical constraint (see section IV B
for more details), such a detailed computation is likely unnec-
essary for any realistic system in the laboratory.

c. Lack of screening of a magnetic field Just as a Proca
mass screens most but not all electric fields, a dual photon
mass screens most but not all magnetic fields. There is a lon-
gitudinal mode. For example, in the absence of a source, Eq. 4
has a propagating plane wave solution

B'=acos(wt—-k-7)  w’=k*+m’ (14
This propagating plane wave has a non-zero B field and a ve-
locity suppressed E field. From this, we see that it is possible
to have a B field coherent on a distance ~ 1/k > 1/ at the
price of having time variation on time scales ~ 1/m.

To conclude, whereas the violation of V - B =0 has a direct
phenomenological consequence, the screening of long-range
magnetic fields or the lack of, though very closely related,
does not always offer a conclusive test.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

There are three main ways to look for a dual photon mass.
There are the dispersion relationship of the photon, modifica-
tions to the 1/r? force, and the screening of magnetic fields.
In this section, we will describe constraints resulting from
searches of these kind. Similar to the case of a normal Stuckel-
berg mass, the strongest bounds come from astrophysics (for
a review see Refs. [15, 16]). However, these astrophysical
bounds are fraught with order of magnitude or more uncer-
tainty and thus we will consider separately the more concrete
laboratory constraints and the astrophysical bounds.

A. Laboratory Constraints

There are laboratory-based constraints on the dispersion re-
lationship of light and violations of the 1/r Coulomb potential
shown in Eq. 11, whereas a precision experiment that tests a
fundamental violation of the Bianchi identity shown in Eq. 12
has likely not been done.

a. Schumann resonance The simplest constraint on the
dual photon mass comes from propagation of light. Schumann
resonances are atmospheric electromagnetic waves trapped
between the Earth’s surface and the ionosphere. Kroll’s mea-
surement of very low frequency waves places a constraint on
the dual photon mass [17, 18]

m<3x107BeV. (15)

b.  Lamb shift 1In the limit of 7 << 1/, the correction to
the Lamb shift is approximately

2.~2
em ap log[Aaop], (16)
T

AE ~

where ag is the Bohr radius. Given the precision of the re-
cent measurement [19], we find a limit on the magnetic mass
of . < meV. A similar limit can be obtained from similar
measurements with muons [20], and we expect precision mea-
surements of atomic energy levels to give similar constraints.
It is clear that these measurements are not competitive against
long-range magnetic field measurements.

Precision tests of Coulomb’s Law, see e.g. Ref. [21], do not
apply easily to the case of a dual photon mass. Traditionally,
tests of Coulomb’s Law are Cavendish-type experiments that
utilize [ da- E = 0 to show that the electric field is zero inside
of a uniformly charged sphere. Unfortunately, a dual photon
mass preserves Gauss’s law, and thus these experiments do
not apply in a straightforward manner. These Cavendish-type
experiments [21] do not test violations of the inverse-square
law but instead test violations of Gauss’s law.

c. Magnetic (Aharonov-Bohm) experiment A standard
lab-based Aharonov-Bohm experiment tests magnetic fields
at distances ~ meter giving a bound 7 § 1/meter ~ 1077 eV.
An experiment similar to the one proposed in Ref. [22], in-
cluding several designed to search for axion dark matter [23],
can be modified to extend this limit to /. < 10712eV. We



leave a more detailed study to future work.

B. Astrophysical constraints

a. Screening stellar magnetic fields The presence of a
long-range unscreened dipole magnetic field of the Earth
(Jupiter) places a constraint on the photon mass of order
M < 1/ Reartn » 10714 eV (11 < 1/ Ryupiter ® 1071° V). This
is the strongest known constraint on the mass of the photon
that explicitly tests V - B # 0. Given the abundance of data on
the magnetic fields of these planets, one can likely use the data
to evaluate [ da- B around the entire planet as an explicit test
of V- B # 0. A more detailed analysis can likely significantly
improve this limit.

b. Screening galactic magnetic field and a new exper-
iment The strongest constraint on the usual photon mass
comes from the existence of galactic magnetic fields with a
magnitude ;G that are coherent over distances of ~ kpc [24,
25] that extend off of the galactic plane. If this magnetic field
is generated by currents in the galactic disk, then we can use
the results of Sec. III B to impose a bound. The fact that the
galactic magnetic field has not been exponentially damped im-
plies that

~107%%eV. 17)

A loophole in the previous bound is that the galactic
magnetic field can also receive contributions from very
non-relativistic photons. In this case, the resulting magnetic
field would oscillate as a function of time instead of being
screened. While this possibility is exotic and implausible,
it is not excluded. We are not aware of a study that directly
limits the violation of V- B = 0 on galactic scale. Because of
this, we propose closing this loophole by studying the time
dependence of the Faraday rotation resulting from an oscillat-
ing longitudinal mode shown in Eq. 14. An experiment along
these lines would be to measure the direction and magnitude
of the galactic magnetic field and measure it again a year later
to confirm that the magnitude and direction have not changed.

If the time dependence can be demonstrated to be longer than
a month, the resulting constraint would likely be stronger
than the other constraints we consider.

V. CONCLUSION

In this article, we discussed a new IR phase for QED where
electric fields are confined and magnetic fields are screened.
This phase occurs when a mass term is added for the dual
photon. After writing down the Lagrangian, we discussed
the physical consequences of this term and placed an exper-
imental constraint on m. The physical consequence is that
the electric field of charged particles is confined into a flux
tube that connects it to an oppositely charged particle. Mean-
while, magnetic fields are screened and acquire an exponential
suppression e”™". The best experimental constraints are as-
trophysical in nature, but are extremely uncertain and contain
possible loopholes. We propose a simple experiment to im-
prove upon these bounds. It would be interesting if a more
complete second quantized, local and Lorentz invariant La-
grangian which describes both electrically and magnetically
charged particles could be constructed. In that case, we can
extend our discussions beyond steady states that are semi-
classical.
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