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We analyze how gauge fixing, required by any practical continuum approach to gauge systems,
can interfere with the physical symmetries of such systems. In principle, the gauge fixing procedure,
which deals with the (unphysical) gauge symmetry, should not interfere with the other (physical)
symmetries. In practice, however, there can be an interference which takes two different forms. First,
depending on the considered gauge and on the considered physical symmetry, it might not always
be simple or possible to devise approximation schemes that preserve the symmetry constraints on
(gauge-independent) observables. Second, even at an exact level of discussion, the (gauge-dependent)
effective action for the gauge field, and thus the related vertex functions, may not reflect the physical
symmetries of the problem. We illustrate these difficulties using a very general class of gauge fixings
that contains the usual gauge fixings as particular cases. Using background field techniques, we
then propose specific gauge choices that allow one to keep the physical symmetries explicit, both at
the level of the observables and at the level of the effective action for the gauge field. Our analysis
is based on the notion of invariance modulo gauge transformations. This is not only a convenient
framework to discuss symmetries in the presence of unphysical degrees of freedom, but it also allows
one to reinterpret certain aspects of gauge theories without the need to invoke the conceptually
annoying “breaking of gauge symmetry”.

I. INTRODUCTION

Physical systems are usually characterized by sym-
metries that underlie some of their most basic proper-
ties. Accordingly, any sound formulation of such systems
should make these physical symmetries as explicit as pos-
sible.1 Although this should definitely be the case at an
exact level, this is not always easy to achieve in the pres-
ence of approximations, however.

The situation is even more intricate in the case where
the formulation relies on gauge field theories which con-
tain unphysical degrees of freedom, and, correspond-
ingly, unphysical (gauge) symmetries. Most treatments
of these systems require working in a given gauge and,
even though the gauge fixing should in principle not in-
terfere with the way physical symmetries constrain the
observables, it so happens that, depending on the choice
of gauge and depending on the considered symmetry, it is
more or less easy to devise approximation schemes that
make the associated constraints explicit. Moreover, it is
sometimes convenient to work with gauge variant quan-
tities such as the effective action for the gauge field or
the corresponding vertex functions. In a chosen gauge,
these quantities do not necessarily reflect the physical
symmetries of the problem, not even at an exact level.
This is certainly an inconvenient feature, in particular
within continuum approaches that give primarily access
to correlation functions [1–8, 10–17, 19–22, 62–64].

The goal of this work is, first, to identify possible
sources for these difficulties and, second, to use this
knowledge in order to put forward gauge fixings that are
more favorable to the building of symmetry preserving

1 The term explicit carries here no prejudice on whether the sym-
metry is spontaneously broken or not.

approximations, both at the level of the observables and
at the level of the effective action/vertex functions for
the gauge field. Although the discussion applies to any
type of physical symmetry, we shall first consider the case
of center symmetry, which is relevant for the study of
the confinement/deconfinement phase transition in pure
Yang-Mills (YM) theories at finite temperature. Beyond
this particular application, center symmetry provides in
fact a prototype for how physical symmetries need to be
considered in the presence of unphysical degrees of free-
dom.

As for the gauge fixing procedure, we shall consider a
rather general formulation which we refer to as gauge fix-
ing on average and which contains the usual, conditional
gauge fixings as particular limits. Although admittedly
a bit formal, it has the advantage of being more rigorous
than the Faddeev-Popov approach for it allows one to in-
corporate possible Gribov copies. Related to this point,
we mention that, beyond the question of approximations,
it is often necessary to model the gauge fixing procedure
in the infrared. This can also strongly interfere with the
physical symmetries if the model is constructed within
an arbitrary gauge. The gauges that we shall identify
are also more favorable to the building of symmetry pre-
serving models of their IR completion.

The paper is organized as follows. The next two sec-
tions introduce the various concepts to be used through-
out this work. In Sec. II, we recall basic knowledge about
center symmetry as a prototype for how, in general, phys-
ical symmetries need to be discussed in the presence of
gauge fields. We pay particular attention to the notion
of invariance modulo gauge transformations. In Sec. III,
we introduce the general class of gauge fixings on average
upon which we base the subsequent analysis. After these
introductory considerations, and using the particular ex-
ample of the Polyakov loop, Sec. IV discusses the phys-
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ical symmetry constraints on observables and how ap-
proximations within a generic gauge might violate these
constraints. Section V considers the case of the effec-
tive action/vertex functions for the gauge field and shows
that, in general, and even at an exact level of treatment,
the symmetries do not constrain these objects in a speci-
fied gauge but, rather, connect them to the same objects
in another gauge. It follows for instance that, unless
the gauge is chosen appropriately, the one-point function
(obtained from the minimization of the effective action)
cannot be used a priori as an order parameter for the
symmetry at hand. In Sec. VI, we define the notion of
symmetric gauge fixings for which the constraints on ob-
servables should be more robust to approximations, and
for which the above mentioned identities connecting the
effective action/vertex functions in two different gauges
turn into actual symmetry constraints in that particular
gauge. It also discusses under which conditions a given
conditional gauge fixing can be considered symmetric.
Section VII explicitly constructs symmetric gauge fixings
as particular realizations of background field gauge fix-
ings. Finally, in Sec. VIII, we compare this approach
to the more familiar one based on self-consistent back-
grounds. After some concluding remarks, the Appendices
gather some additional material. Appendix A provides
a general discussion of physical symmetries in the pres-
ence of gauge fields, beyond the particular example of
center symmetry. Appendix B discusses other possible
ways to construct symmetric gauge fixings, which, how-
ever, turn out to be not as promising as the one based
on background gauges introduced in Sec. VII.

The discussion in this article is mostly centered around
continuum methods. Its extension to the lattice setting
is left for a future work. Every now and then, however,
we shall use the lattice to provide a complementary illus-
tration of some of the discussed concepts and ideas. Also,
as already mentioned above, our discussion is based on
the notion of invariance modulo gauge transformations.
Beyond the specific application discussed in this work, it
allows one to reinterpret certain aspects of gauge theo-
ries without invoking the somewhat annoying notion of
“broken gauge symmetry”. We illustrate these questions
in Secs. II E, VIII E and VIII F.

II. CENTER SYMMETRY

Center symmetry is a symmetry present in YM theo-
ries at finite temperature [24–29]. It is physical in the
sense that it transforms certain observables such as the
Polyakov loop, see below. Yet, it acts on gauge fields
modulo unphysical (gauge) transformations. Let us see
how this comes about using the particular case of SU(N)
YM theories. In what follows, it will be convenient to
see the gauge field Aa

µ as an element Aµ ≡ Aa
µt

a of the
associated Lie algebra.

A. Action on gauge fields

Center symmetry arises from the observation that, at
finite temperature, the transformations

AU
µ ≡ UAµU

−1 +
i

g
U∂µU

−1 (1)

that leave the classical action invariant do not all qualify
as symmetries under the functional integral. This is be-
cause the periodic boundary conditions of the gauge field
at finite temperature that restrict the gauge field as

Aµ(τ + β, x⃗) = Aµ(τ, x⃗) , (2)

with τ the Euclidean time and β = 1/T the inverse tem-
perature, impose the following restriction on the SU(N)
transformation field U(τ, x⃗):

U(τ + β, x⃗) = ei2πk/NU(τ, x⃗) , (3)

with k = 0, ..., N − 1, such that the transformed field AU
µ

remains periodic. The corresponding group of transfor-
mations will be denoted G in what follows.
It should be emphasized that, only for the subgroup

G0 < G corresponding to k = 0, do U(τ, x⃗) and Aµ(τ, x⃗)
have the same boundary conditions and that only these
transformations should be considered as genuine gauge
transformations in the sense of unphysical transforma-
tions that do not alter the state of the system. In con-
trast, any element of the complementary set G − G0 ≡
{U ∈ G |U /∈ G0} should be seen as a physical transfor-
mation that changes the state of the system.2 In partic-
ular, it changes the value of the observable

ℓ ≡ ⟨Φ[A]⟩ ≡ 1

N

〈
trP exp

{
ig

∫ β

0

dτAa
0(τ, x⃗) t

a

}〉
, (4)

known as the Polyakov loop. That ℓ is an observable
follows from the fact that it directly connects to the free
energy F of a static quark source in a thermal bath of
gluons, ℓ ∼ e−βF [30].
The complementary set G − G0 is not a very useful

concept, however, since it does not possess a natural
group structure. To unveil the group structure associ-
ated to the physical transformations, we first label all
transformations U ∈ G as Uk, with k the integer that de-
termines the phase in the boundary condition (3). This
divides G into N subsets which we denote Uk. The rele-
vance of these subsets is that the change of the Polyakov
loop is the same for any transformation Uk belonging to
the same subset Uk. Thus, what really characterizes the
symmetry are not the distinct elements of G but rather

2 The complementary set is also denoted G\G0 sometimes. Here,
we avoid this notation, not to introduce any confusion with the
quotient group G/G0 to be introduced below.
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the distinct subsets Uk, the various transformations Uk

belonging to the same subset Uk representing the same
physical transformation of the state of the system.

In other words, the physical transformations should be
identified with the Uk and the set of all possible physi-
cal transformations is {U0,U1, . . . ,UN−1}. In order to
define a group structure on this set, we notice that the
transformations Uk obey the relation3

UkU
′
j = U ′′

k+j , (5)

where the labels are defined modulo N . We can then
define a group law on the set of physical transformations,
by setting

Uk Uj ≡ Uk+j . (6)

This is the actual group of physical center transforma-
tions. It is isomorphic to the group of relative integers
moduloN , ZN ≡ Z/NZ, or to the group of theN th roots
of unity, ZN ≡ {ei2πk/N | k = 0, . . . , N − 1}, or yet to the
center of SU(N), defined as the subgroup of elements of
SU(N) that commute with any element of SU(N).

From Eq. (5), we also see that two transformations
Uk, U

′
j ∈ G belong to the same subset, and therefore rep-

resent the same physical transformation, if and only if
they are related by and element U0 of G0 as Uk = U0U

′
j .

This means that the subsets form equivalence classes un-
der the relation

Uk ∼ U ′
j ⇔ ∃U0 ∈ G0 , Uk = U0U

′
j , (7)

and that the set of of physical transformations is nothing
but the quotient set G/G0. That it can naturally be en-
dowed a group structure, see Eq. (6), relates to the fact
that G0 is a normal subgroup within G:

∀U0 ∈ G0 , ∀U ∈ G , UU0U
−1 ∈ G0 . (8)

The identity element of G/G0 is nothing but the class
generated by the identity element of G and corresponds
thus to G0 itself. The associated physical transformation
is just the identity transformation that does not change
the state of the system, in line with the fact that this
class is made of all the genuine gauge transformations.
The other classes correspond to the non-trivial center
transformations.

In a certain sense, G/G0 eliminates the gauge redun-
dancy within G due to the presence of the subgroup of
unphysical transformations G0. It should be emphasized
that the global gauge transformations (a.k.a. color ro-
tations) belong to G0. Then, we are here assuming that
they also correspond to redundancies that do not alter
the physical state of the system. We do not have a fully
rigorous justification for this choice, but rather a collec-
tion of implications that make this choice consistent and

even useful at an interpretation level. We shall illustrate
them at various instances below.

FIG. 1. Schematic representation of two G0-orbits connected
by the gauge class U , with gauge-field configurations A1 ∈ A
and A2, A3 ∈ AU , so that AU0

2 = A3. On the left side, the
orbits are not center-symmetric, and A1 is connected to A2

and A3 through elements of U , i.e. AU
1 = A2 and AU′

1 = A3.
On the right side, the two orbits are center-symmetric and
thus lie on top of each other, so that each gauge configuration
on A is identified with one gauge configuration on AU , in
this case A1 = A2 = AU

1 , this is Eq. (10). Then, two gauge
configurations are always connected by a transformation in

G0, in this case AU′
1 = A3 = AU0

2 = AU0
1 , this is Eq. (11).

B. States and gauge orbits

A similar discussion applies to the gauge-field config-
urations which are redundant due to the possibility of
G0-transforming them into one another.

At a classical level,4 a given gauge-field configuration
A can be seen as representing a certain state of the sys-
tem. However, since G0 is the group of gauge transforma-
tions, any AU0 with U0 ∈ G0 represents the same physical
state. Phrased differently, a physical state is described
by a given G0-orbit A = {AU0 |U0 ∈ G0} and any gauge-
field configuration belonging to this orbit is an equivalent
representation of that state. By describing the states in
terms of G0-orbits, one eliminates the gauge redundancy
associated to a description in terms of gauge-field con-
figurations, just as G/G0 removes the gauge redundancy
present in G.

Now, since center transformations are physical trans-
formations, it should be possible to represent them di-
rectly on the G0-orbits. To see this, we invoke once again
the fact that G0 is a normal subgroup within G, Eq. (8).
From this, it is easy to see that the action of G on the
gauge-field configurations is in fact an action of G/G0 on
the G0-orbits: given U ∈ G, it transforms all configura-
tions of a given G0-orbit into configurations of one and
the same G0-orbit. Moreover, this G0-orbit depends only
on the class U to which belongs the transformation U ,5

thereby defining the action of G/G0 on the G0-orbits. In
what follows, we denote by AU the transformation of a
given G0-orbit A under U ∈ G/G0.



4

FIG. 2. Transformation of a Weyl chamber under a center transformation made of a non-periodic element of G (corresponding
to a translation along one of the edges of the Weyl chamber) followed by two genuine gauge transformations (corresponding
to reflections with respect to the edges of the Weyl chambers). The combination of these transformations leads to a specific
geometrical transformation of the Weyl chamber into itself. We have chosen a point and a particular axis of the Weyl chamber
to ease orientation as the Weyl chamber is transformed. In the first three figures, the blue items represent the transformations
that will be applied to the Weyl chamber, while in the fourth figure, the blue item represents the resulting transformation of
the original Weyl chamber into itself, here a rotation by an angle 2π/3 around its center.

Of particular interest for the discussion below are those
states that are invariant under center symmetry. Ac-
cording to the discussion above, these are represented by
G0-orbits Ac such that

∀U ∈ G/G0 , AU
c = Ac . (9)

As is easily shown, they correspond to gauge-field config-
urations Ac such that

∀U ∈ G/G0 , ∃U ∈ U , AU
c = Ac , (10)

or, equivalently, such that

∀U ∈ G , ∃U0 ∈ G0 , AU
c = AU0

c . (11)

We refer to these configurations as center-symmetric.6

According to our definition, see Eq. (10), the center-
symmetric configurations are invariant only under certain
transformations U in each class U ∈ G/G0. Equivalently,
they are invariant under G modulo G0, see Eq. (11).7

A graphical illustration of these conditions is shown in
Fig. 1.

3 This implies in particular that the U0 form a group: the subset U0

is the aforementioned subgroup G0. We notice also that U−1
k ∈

UN−k.
4 We shall later adapt this discussion at a quantum level, within
a given gauge fixing.

5 From now on, we will not display the label k unless a certain value
is meant, i.e. U ≡ Uk and U ≡ Uk for unspecified k = 0, ..., N−1.

6 In fact, it is enough that these conditions apply to the particular
class U1 of center transformations corresponding to the center
element ei2π/N , since then they are satisfied for any other class
in G/G0.

7 We stress that the transformation U0 that enters this equation
depends in general on U and is not necessarily unique.

One could wonder why center-invariant configurations
could not be defined by requiring them to be strictly in-
variant under G, corresponding to Eq. (11) with U0 = 1.
Actually, such configurations do not exist. This is be-
cause G0, and thus G, contains transformations that sim-
ply translate some of the color components of the gauge
field and which have then no fixed point in field space.

C. Weyl chambers

For the discussion below, we will not need to identify
all center-invariant configurations but just any particular
configuration that obeys Eq. (10) or (11). In this respect,
it is easy to obtain the center-invariant configurations
which are, in addition, constant, temporal and Abelian,
that is

βgAµ(τ, x⃗) = δµ0 r
jtj , (12)

where the tj span the commuting or diagonal part of the
color algebra and the rj are the components of a vector
r ∈ RN−1.
First, one introduces the subgroup G̃ of G that pre-

serves the particular form (12), and similarly the cor-

responding subgroup G̃0 of G0. The transformations of
G̃0 can then be shown to subdivide the space RN−1

into physically equivalent cells known as Weyl chambers,
each point of a Weyl chamber representing one G̃0-orbit
[32, 48]. The action of the center symmetry group on the
orbits is represented by transformations of a given Weyl
chamber into itself, whose fixed points represent center-
symmetric configurations. In order to identify these par-
ticular transformations, it is easier to first determine the
transformation of the Weyl chamber under an element
of G̃. These are typically transformations that take the
original Weyl chamber into a different one. In a sec-
ond step, one uses the transformations in G̃0 to fold the
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transformed Weyl chamber back on top of the original
Weyl chamber. Doing so, one unveils how the center sym-
metry group acts on a given Weyl chamber and identi-
fies the center-symmetric configurations of the form (12)
[32, 48].8

Let us illustrate the previous considerations with some
well-known examples. In the SU(2) case, r ∈ R and the

action of G̃0 on configurations of the form (12) is gen-
erated by r → −r and r → r + 4π. Equivalently, it is
generated by r → 4πk − r which correspond to reflection
symmetries with respect to the points 2πk. It follows that
R is divided into the Weyl chambers [2πk, 2π(k + 1)],
which are all equivalent to each other from a phys-
ical point of view. A non-trivial center transforma-
tion (with phase −1) is represented by r → r + 2π. It
transforms a given Weyl chamber [2πk, 2π(k + 1)] into
[2π(k + 1), 2π(k + 2)] which can be folded back into the
original Weyl chamber using r → 4π(k + 1)− r. It fol-
lows that the corresponding center transformation acts
on [2πk, 2π(k + 1)] as r → 4π(k + 1/2)− r, that is a re-
flection with respect to the center 2π(k+1/2) of the Weyl
chamber, which is then the center-symmetric point in this
Weyl chamber. In practice, one can restrict to the fun-
damental Weyl chamber [0, 2π] whose center-symmetric
point is π.

In the case of SU(3), the Weyl chambers are equilat-
eral triangles and the non-trivial center transformations
are represented by rotations by an angle ±2π/3 about
their centers which correspond to the center-symmetric
points. This is illustrated in Fig. 2 together with the
procedure that allows one to identify how the center
transformations act on the Weyl chambers. One can
restrict to the fundamental Weyl chamber correspond-
ing to (0, 0), (2π, 2π/

√
3) and (2π,−2π/

√
3), with the

center-symmetric point located at (4π/3, 0).

D. Extension to any physical symmetry

As explained in App. A, the previous discussion ex-
tends to any physical symmetry that operates on gauge
fields. Thus, in what follows, G denotes any group of
physical transformations modulo gauge transformations,
the actual group of physical transformations being iden-
tified with G/G0.

At finite temperature, when restricting to configura-
tions of the form (12), one can again make use of the Weyl
chambers. Any physical symmetry corresponds to a cer-
tain transformation of a given Weyl chamber into itself
whose fixed points are the invariant states for this sym-
metry. In particular, YM theory is invariant under charge

8 We note that the transformation of G̃0 that allows one to fold
back a Weyl chamber that has been transformed by a certain
element U ∈ G̃ is precisely the inverse of a transformation U0

complying with Eq. (11) in the case where Ac belongs to the
original Weyl chamber.

conjugation: Aµ → −At
µ ≡ AC

µ . In the SU(2) case, this
transformation is an element of G0, thus any point of
the Weyl chamber is invariant and charge conjugation
invariance imposes no constraint. In the SU(3) case, in
contrast, charge conjugation is not an element of G0 and
the action on a given Weyl chamber leaves only certain
points invariant. Within the fundamental Weyl chamber,
these are the points corresponding to r8 = 0.
These results are in agreement with physical intu-

ition. In the SU(2) case for instance, if one evaluates
the Polyakov loop functional Φ[A] associated to a quark,
see Eq. (4), for any configuration of the form (12), one
obtains the same result as for the functional Φ[A]∗ which
is associated to an antiquark. In the SU(3) case, in con-
trast, one only arrives at the same conclusion provided
one restricts, within the fundamental Weyl chamber, to
r8 = 0. We note that this discussion relies crucially on
treating global gauge transformations as redundancies,
see the remark above. Had we not made this assumption,
we would have wrongly discarded configurations that do
actually qualify as charge-conjugation invariant.
Let us finally consider an even simpler example in the

vacuum. Take for instance classical electrodynamics and
consider the vector potential A⃗(x⃗) = (x⃗× B⃗)/2. It cor-

responds to a constant magnetic field B⃗ and, thus, to a
translationally invariant physical field. Yet, the vector
potential is not itself translationally invariant, but trans-
lationally invariant modulo a gauge transformation:

A⃗(x⃗+ a) = A⃗(x⃗) +
1

2
a⃗× B⃗

= A⃗(x⃗) + ∇⃗
(
1

2
x⃗ · (⃗a× B⃗)

)
. (13)

Moreover, there is no way to gauge transform this config-
uration into a configuration which is strictly translation
invariant because the latter would necessarily correspond
to a vanishing magnetic field.

E. A comment on “gauge symmetry breaking”

We insist on the fact that the center-symmetric states
correspond to G0-orbits that are invariant under the ac-
tion of G (or G/G0 whose action is the same on the
G0-orbits). However, the gauge-field configurations that
make this orbit are not invariant under the action of G
but rather under the action of G modulo G0. The same
occurs for the charge conjugation invariant states: they
correspond to configurations invariant under Aµ → AC

µ

modulo G0 but are not necessarily invariant under Aµ →
AC

µ . In general, the invariance under a symmetry group
at the level of gauge-field configurations needs always
to be understood modulo possible gauge transformations
belonging to G0.
This leads to an interesting interpretation when the

symmetry group under scrutiny is G0 itself. Indeed,
any gauge-field configuration is invariant under G0 mod-
ulo G0 and thus the state this configuration represents
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is invariant under gauge transformations. This is obvi-
ous since the physical states correspond to the G0-orbits
which are invariant under G0 by construction. Therefore,
any gauge-field configuration, representing a certain G0-
orbit, is compatible with gauge symmetry. This interpre-
tation complies with the expectation that there should
be no way in which one could conclude to the sponta-
neous breaking of a local gauge symmetry [33]. As al-
ready mentioned, we are also assuming that global gauge
transformations are redundancies as well, and, as such,
we do not expect them to be broken. We shall explain
in which sense they are not broken when discussing the
Higgs mechanism at the end of the present section as well
as in Sec. VIII F.9

In some approaches to Yang-Mills theories with com-
pactified dimensions, see for instance Ref. [36], a different
point of view is taken in which gauge-field configurations
are classified according to the degree of invariance of the
untraced Polyakov loop under elements of G0. In this
case, it may seem that only certain configurations com-
ply with gauge symmetry while the other break it in var-
ious possible forms. We believe that a more sound inter-
pretation is the one that relies on invariance modulo G0

and for which any configuration is compatible with gauge
symmetry in the extended sense discussed above. In this
sense, gauge symmetry can never be broken. What can
happen, however, is that the system transitions from a
state represented by a G0-orbit that contains configura-
tions that are strictly invariant under some of the ele-
ments of G0, to a state represented by a G0-orbit that
contains no such configurations. The transition between
these two types of states could have observable conse-
quences.

The classification in Ref. [36] is interesting precisely in
this sense and can be given an interpretation in terms of
the Weyl chambers. In the SU(3) case, one can argue that
the configurations of type A in Table I of Ref. [36] corre-
spond to the vertices of the Weyl chambers, while those
of type B correspond to the edges of the Weyl chambers
and finally configurations of type C correspond to points
strictly inside the Weyl chambers including the center-
symmetric points. The interesting question is whether
the system could transition between any of these con-
figurations. This would not question our interpretation

9 If the local gauge transformations that are not broken include
transformations that become constant at space-time infinity,
then the global gauge transformation cannot be broken either.
This is because any global gauge transformation can be seen as
the combination of two such local gauge transformations. It is
sometimes considered that only the gauge transformations which
become the identity at space-time infinity correspond to redun-
dancies [34, 35]. Our point of view in this work is slightly dif-
ferent since it also considers as redundant any gauge transfor-
mation that can be obtained from the former via a continuous
deformation. This is certainly the case of gauge transformations
that become constant at space-time infinity, but certainly not
the case of the non-trivial center transformations U ∈ Uk, with
k = 1, . . . , N − 1.

that a gauge symmetry cannot be spontaneously broken,
in the sense that any of these configurations is compat-
ible with gauge symmetry as explained above, but this
could leave an imprint on some observables. To discuss
this question further, we need to leave the classical frame-
work and move to the quantum framework and in par-
ticular specify the gauge fixing. We shall go back to this
question in Sec. VIII.
Similar considerations apply to gauge field theories

coupled to a Higgs field. Since the latter transforms as
φ → U0φ, one could be tempted to associate a non-zero
classical Higgs configuration which minimizes the (clas-
sical) Higgs potential (φ†φ − v2)2, with the breaking of
gauge symmetry. However, any gauge transformation of
φ = v, which also minimizes the potential, is a represen-
tative of the same G0-orbit, which is invariant under G0

by construction. In this sense, any pair (A,φ) is com-
patible with gauge symmetry, irrespectively of whether
φ = 0 or φ ̸= 0. Again, a transition from φ = 0 to φ ̸= 0
could leave an imprint on certain observables, but this
would not mean that gauge symmetry is broken (since
the orbit, as a whole, would remain gauge-invariant) but
rather that the system transitions from a state described
by an orbit that contains configurations of the Higgs-field
that are strictly invariant under the considered transfor-
mations to a state described by an orbit that contain no
such configurations. We postpone the discussion of the
quantum case to Sec. VIII.

III. GAUGE FIXING

In order to study how the gauge-fixing procedure might
interfere with physical symmetries, let us now introduce
a formal gauge-fixing procedure that contains the usual
procedures as particular cases.

A. Gauge fixing on average

Suppose that we can find a functional ρ[A] such that,
for any configuration A,

0 <

∫
G0

DU0 ρ[A
U0 ] < ∞ . (14)

In other words, the integral of ρ[A] along any G0-orbit
should be non-zero and finite.10 When this condition is
met, we can immediately define another functional

z[A] ≡ ρ[A]∫
G0

DU0 ρ[AU0 ]
. (15)

10 We shall assume that such functionals exist although it might be
difficult to construct one explicit example.
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It is such that, for any configuration A,∫
G0

DU0 z[A
U0 ] =

∫
G0

DU0
ρ[AU0 ]∫

G0
DU ′

0 ρ[(A
U0)U

′
0 ]

=

∫
G0

DU0
ρ[AU0 ]∫

G0
DU ′

0 ρ[A
U ′

0U0 ]

=

∫
G0

DU0
ρ[AU0 ]∫

G0
DU ′

0 ρ[A
U ′

0 ]
= 1 .(16)

In the first steps, we have used (AU0)U
′
0 = AU ′

0U0 , as it
can be checked from Eq. (1), while in the last steps, we
have considered the change of variables U ′

0 → U ′
0U

−1
0

that changes neither the integration measure11 DU ′
0 nor

the integration domain.
From Eq. (16), we see that the functional z[A] provides

a partition of unity along each G0-orbit. It can then be
used to “fix the gauge”. To this purpose, one rewrites the
expectation value of any G0-invariant functional O[A] as

⟨O[A]⟩ =

∫
DAO[A] e−SY M [A]∫

DAe−SY M [A]

=

∫
DA

∫
G0

DU0 z[A
U0 ]O[A] e−SY M [A]∫

DA
∫
G0

DU0 z[AU0 ] e−SY M [A]

=

∫
G0

DU0

∫
DAU0 z[AU0 ]O[AU0 ] e−SY M [AU0 ]∫

G0
DU0

∫
DAU0 z[AU0 ] e−SY M [AU0 ]

=

∫
G0

DU0 ×
∫
DAz[A]O[A] e−SY M [A]∫

G0
DU0 ×

∫
DAz[A] e−SY M [A]

=

∫
DAz[A]O[A] e−SY M [A]∫

DAz[A] e−SY M [A]
. (17)

In going from the first to the second line, we have used
Eq. (16), while in going from the second to the third line,
we have used the invariance under G0 of the measure,
the observable and the action. Finally, in going from the
third to the fourth line, we have considered the change

of variables A → AU−1
0 . This eventually allows us to

factor and cancel the volume of the gauge group: the
redundant summation over each orbit in the numerator
and the denominator of the first line has been replaced by
a non-redundant summation in which each configuration
of a given orbit contributes only partially, that is with
a weight z[A], to the numerator and the denominator of
the considered observable.

We refer to this type of gauge fixing as gauge fix-
ing on average.12 The reason why the gauge is “fixed”

11 The Haar measure can be taken right-invariant.
12 At our formal level of treatment, we are not interested in the

practicality of the gauge-fixing procedure, such as the possibil-
ity of formulating it as a local renormalizable field theory, the
absence of a sign problem, and so on. Of course, these consider-
ations are important in practice.

is that, contrary to the numerator/denominator in the
first line, the contribution of each orbit to the numera-
tor/denominator in the last line is finite. In particular,
one can extend the expression in the last line to gauge-
variant functionals. Of course, in the case of observables,
the expression in the last line does not depend on z[A]
because we can take the steps in Eq. (17) backwards.
This relies on the fact that z[A] is a partition of unity
along each G0-orbit. We shall return back to this remark
below.

B. Conditional gauge fixing

One particular case of gauge fixing on average is that
of conditional gauge fixings corresponding to the choice

ρ[A] = δ(F [A]) , (18)

where F [A] is known as the gauge-fixing functional and
F [A] = 0 as the gauge-fixing condition. One has in this
case13∫

G0

DU0 ρ[A
U0 ] =

∫
G0

DU0 δ(F [AU0 ])

=
∑
i

∣∣∣∣∣det δF [AU0 ]

δU0

∣∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣∣
−1

,(19)

where U
(i)
0 (A) ∈ G0 is a solution to the gauge-fixing con-

dition on the G0-orbit of A, that is F [AU
(i)
0 (A)] = 0. The

functional z[A] is then

z[A] =
δ(F [A])∑

i

∣∣∣∣det δF [AU0 ]
δU0

∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣−1 . (20)

In order for the right-hand side of Eq. (19) to comply with
the left constraint of Eq. (14), we need to assume that
each G0-orbit is intersected at least once by the gauge-
fixing condition. This is a natural assumption since oth-
erwise the gauge-fixing condition could miss configura-
tions that might be important for certain observables.
On the other hand, having Gribov copies along each or-

bit [38], that is more than one U
(i)
0 (A) for each A, is not

13 The notation in the second line of Eq. (19) is somewhat for-
mal. A more explicit form can be obtained by locally consid-
ering a chart U0(θ) and peforming the integral of δ(F [AU0(θ)])
with respect to θ while taking into account the Haar measure
expressed in these variables. The simplest choice is to use a local

chart eiθ
ataU

(i)
0 (A) in the vicinity of each of the U

(i)
0 (A), with

tr tatb = 1. In this case, the Haar measure

detab tr
∂e−iθctc

∂θa
∂∂eiθ

dtd

∂θb

∣∣∣∣∣
θ→0

= detab tr t
atb = detab δ

ab = 1

contributes trivially and the derivative in the RHS of Eq. (19)

needs to be interpreted as δF [(AU
(i)
0 (A))e

iθata

]/δθb|θ→0.



8

a problem at this formal level of discussion.14 We shall
only assume that the sum over copies in Eq. (19) is finite,
in order to fulfil the right constraint in Eq. (14).

C. Serreau-Tissier gauge fixing

In the presence of Gribov copies, there exist in fact
many other implementations of conditional gauge fix-
ings as gauge fixings on average. Indeed, one can choose
ρ[A] = w[A]δ(F [A]) provided that

∑
i

w[AU
(i)
0 (A)]

∣∣∣∣∣det δF [AU0 ]

δU0

∣∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣∣
−1

(21)

is non-zero and finite. Noticing that det δF [AU ]/δU is
only a functional ∆[AU ] of AU ,15 one can even choose
ρ[A] = w[A]∆[A]δ(F [A]) with the condition that∑

i

w[AU
(i)
0 (A)]s[AU

(i)
0 (A)] (22)

is non-zero and finite, with s[AU
(i)
0 (A)] the sign of the

Faddeev-Popov determinant on the Gribov copy U
(i)
0 (A).

This particular choice leads to the class of Serreau-Tissier
gauge fixings [39].16

D. Case without Gribov copies

While we remain at a formal level of discussion, we
can also consider the case without Gribov copies, that is

the case where there is only one U
(i)
0 (A) for each A. In

this case, the various implementations of the conditional
gauge fixing associated to a given gauge-fixing condition
F [A] boil down to17

z[A] = δ(F [A])

∣∣∣∣∣det δF [AU0 ]

δU0

∣∣∣∣
U0=1

∣∣∣∣∣ . (23)

14 It becomes a problem when trying to rewrite the associated gauge
fixing as a tractable functional integral.

15 This is because of the interpretation of δF [AU ]/δU discussed in
the previous footnote.

16 The original idea [39] involved a functional w[A] that allowed for
a local formulation. However, this requires the use of the “replica
trick” which is not void of subtleties.

17 In the usual Faddeev-Popov gauge fixing, one assumes that this
formula is valid even for functionals F [A] presenting Gribov
copies. One also removes the absolute value around the Faddeev-
Popov determinant. Although these approximations are believed
to make sense in the UV, they are not controlled in the IR. In
this latter case, it is mandatory to extend the Faddeev-Popov
prescription. Possible choices include a partial account of the
Gribov copies, as in the Gribov-Zwanziger framework [38, 40? ?
], or a more phenomenological account, as in the Curci-Ferrari
framework [41, 42].

We could restrict the functional derivative to U0 = 1
thanks to the presence of the delta function and the as-
sumption that there is only one configuration obeying the
gauge-fixing condition on each orbit.

IV. OBSERVABLES

We are now prepared to discuss how the gauge fixing
might interfere with physical symmetries. We consider
the case of observables in this section. The next section
will be devoted to the effective action for the gauge field
and the corresponding vertex functions.
Consider a group of physical symmetries G/G0 that is

realized as G at the level of the gauge fields. To these
symmetry transformations are associated constraints on
certain observables that transform simply enough (most
often linearly) under them. The paradigmatic example
is that of the Polyakov loop ℓ

ℓ ≡
∫
DAΦ[A] e−SY M [A]∫

DAe−SY M [A]
(24)

associated with center-symmetry transformations. Let us
recall how the symmetry constraints emerge in this case,
first without gauge fixing and, then, in the presence of
gauge fixing. We shall then argue why, in the latter case,
approximations can jeopardize the symmetry constraints.

A. Without gauge fixing

With Φ[A] denoting the Polyakov loop functional, see
Eq. (4), we have for any U ∈ G

Φ[AU ] = ei2πk/NΦ[A] , (25)

for some k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and thus, if the symmetry is
not spontaneously broken∫

DAΦ[A] e−SY M [A]∫
DAe−SY M [A]

=

∫
DAU Φ[AU ] e−SY M [AU ]∫

DAU e−SY M [AU ]

= ei2πk/N
∫
DAΦ[A] e−SY M [A]∫

DAe−SY M [A]
, (26)

where we have used a change of variables A → AU and
then exploited the invariance of the action18 and of the

18 It is important that the integration domain, here the space of
periodic gauge-field configurations, is not changed by the trans-
formation. This is where it becomes important to restrict to
transformations obeying Eq. (3). Transformations that change
the boundary conditions will also turn out to be useful below.
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integration measure under G together with the transfor-
mation rule (25).

One crucial ingredient in these manipulations is that,
in the right-hand side of Eq. (26), and up to a phase
factor, we have been able to reconstruct the same func-
tional integral as on the left-hand side. Since this integral
is nothing but the one that defines the Polyakov loop, we
deduce that ℓ = 0 when the symmetry is not broken.19

B. With gauge fixing

If we repeat the previous steps in the presence of a
generic gauge fixing on average, we find instead∫

DAΦ[A] z[A] e−SY M [A]∫
DAz[A] e−SY M [A]

=

∫
DAU Φ[AU ] z[AU ] e−SY M [AU ]∫

DAU z[AU ] e−SY M [AU ]

= ei2πk/N
∫
DAΦ[A] z[AU ] e−SY M [A]∫

DAz[AU ] e−SY M [A]
. (27)

In order to complete the argumentation as above, we
would need to show that the functional integral in the
right-hand side is the same as the one in the left-hand
side. Of course the simplest scenario would be that where
the gauge fixing satisfies z[AU ] = z[A]. We will come
back to this particular requirement below. In general,
however, a generic z[A], whose only constraint is to be a
partition of unity along G0-orbits, has no reason to have
simple transformation properties under G. Thus, in or-
der to connect back to ℓ, as in Eq. (26), one needs to find
another strategy.

We then note that the functional zU [A] ≡ z[AU ] that
appears in the right-hand side of Eq. (27) defines a new
partition of unity along G0-orbits. To verify this we write∫

G0

dU0 zU [A
U0 ] =

∫
G0

dU0 z[(A
U0)U ]

=

∫
G0

dU0 z[A
UU0 ]

=

∫
G0

dU0 z[A
UU0U

−1U ]

=

∫
G0

dU0 z[(A
U )UU0U

−1

]

=

∫
G0

dU0 z[(A
U )U0 ] = 1 . (28)

In obtaining 1 in the last line, we have used Eq. (16)
which is valid for any A and thus in particular for

19 In the broken symmetry case, one needs to perform these ma-
nipulations in the presence of an infinitesimal source coupled
to Φ[A]. The symmetry then imposes relations between the
Polyakov loop in the presence of various choices of the source
[32].

A → AU . In the last steps, we have also made the change
of variables U0 → U−1U0U which leaves the integration
measure as well as the integration domain invariant.20

Because zU [A] is a partition of unity, it qualifies as a
gauge fixing on average and can be replaced by z[A] in
the average appearing in the right-hand side of Eq. (27)
since this average is an observable. This allows one to
complete the argumentation as in Eq. (26).

C. Approximations

The reasoning in the previous section relies on the in-
dependence of the expectation value of any observable
with respect to the choice of partition of unity. We note,
however, that this requires each orbit to be considered
entirely. In the presence of approximations, which usu-
ally lose contact with the notion of orbit, this property
might be invalidated.
Even though our focus is here on continuum methods,

in order to appreciate the problem further, it is useful
here to imagine how a gauge fixing on average would be
implemented on the lattice where one usually evaluates
observables or correlation functions from a certain num-
ber of links. In the presence of a gauge fixing on average
z, the contribution of each link would need to be weighted
by the corresponding value of z. Now, when computing
an observable, because the latter depends only on the
gauge orbits, when evaluating all the links along a given
orbit, the contribution of z would add up to 1, and the
result of the observable would not depend on z. In prac-
tice however, only a subset of links would be considered
along a given orbit and, therefore, z would not add up to
1, leaving a residual dependence on z in the evaluation of
the observable that would compromise the deduction of
symmetry constraints in the presence of approximations.
Of course, the lattice usually does not rely on gauge

fixings on average but rather on conditional gauge fixing,
selecting only one configurations per orbit which suffices
to ensure the gauge-fixing independence of the observable
and thus the symmetry constraints. Unfortunately, con-
tinuum conditional gauge fixing is not equivalent to con-
ditional gauge fixing on the lattice. For instance, if Gri-
bov copies are present a rigorous treatment such as the
one in Eq. (20) is more similar to a full-fleshed gauge fix-
ing on average in the sense that various (infinitely many)
configurations should be selected per orbit in order to
ensure the gauge-fixing independence of the observables.
So, the problem prevails.21

20 Here we assume that the group measure is left- and right-
invariant. This is the case for instance when the underlying
group is compact. That the integration domain remains invari-
ant relies on the fact that G0 is a normal subgroup within G.

21 The ideal case of continuum conditional gauge fixing without
Gribov copies is the one that resembles most the conditional
gauge fixing on the lattice and one could think that there is no
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The above discussion shows that, in the continuum, it
could be convenient to find particular realizations of the
gauge fixing such that the symmetry under scrutiny is
more explicit (that is without relying on full integration
along the orbits), making it more resistant to approxima-
tions. This will be covered in Sec. VI. Before doing so,
let us extend our discussion of the symmetry constraints
to the case of the effective action for the gauge-field and
the corresponding vertex functions.

V. EFFECTIVE ACTION
AND VERTEX FUNCTIONS

So far, we have focused our analysis on observables.
Another quantity of interest is the effective action for the
gauge field and the related vertex functions. In most con-
tinuum approaches, these quantities are simpler to eval-
uate. It is thus a question whether it is possible to study
the symmetries and their breaking in terms of them.

An important difference with respect to observables
is that the very definition of the effective action/vertex
functions requires a gauge to be specified. Therefore,
these quantities are usually gauge-variant. Moreover, as
we will see, within a generic gauge, the symmetries do
not impose any constraint on these objects. Rather, they
connect them to similar objects in another gauge. This
is true even in the absence of approximations.

A. Definitions

Let us choose a gauge z[A] and define the generat-
ing functional for connected correlation functions in that

gauge as

Wz[J ] ≡ ln

∫
DAz[A] e−SY M [A]+J·A , (29)

where

X · Y ≡
∫
x

2 trXµ(x)Yµ(x) . (30)

The effective action Γz[A] is then defined as the Legendre
transform of Wz[J ] with respect to the source J :

Γz[A] ≡ −Wz[Jz[A]] + Jz[A] ·A , (31)

with Jz[A] the functional inverse of

Az[J ] ≡
1

2

δWz

δJ t
. (32)

As usual, we have

Jz[A] =
1

2

δΓz

δAt
. (33)

Let us now analyze the consequences of center symmetry
on the functionals Wz[J ] and Γz[A].

B. Symmetry identity for Wz[J ]

Let us proceed as in Eq. (27). Noting that22

J ·AU = JU−1

·A+
i

g
J · (U∂U−1) , (34)

with JU ≡ UJU−1, we write

ln

∫
DAz[A] e−SY M [A]+J·A = ln

∫
DAU z[AU ] e−SY M [AU ]+J·AU

=
i

g
J · (U∂U−1) + ln

∫
DAz[AU ] e−SY M [A]+JU−1

·A

=
i

g
J · (U∂U−1) + ln

∫
DAzU [A] e−SY M [A]+JU−1

·A . (35)

We have seen above that zU [A] ≡ z[AU ] is a partition of
unity and thus qualifies as a gauge-fixing functional. We

problem in this case. We shall discuss this issue more specifically
in Sec. B 4 and will find that, although the situation is indeed
more favorable, it is not totally obvious that the problem can be
evaded.

22 Strictly speaking, this identity applies to the case of center sym-
metry. For other symmetry groups G, the identity will be differ-
ent but we should assume for simplicity that it takes again the
form of an affine relation involving A.

thus arrive at

Wz[J ] = WzU [J
U−1

] +
i

g
J · (U∂U−1) . (36)

We stress thatWz[J ] depends on z, even at an exact level.
Therefore, the previous identity is in general not a sym-
metry constraint on the generating functional within a
given gauge, but, rather, a relation between the generat-
ing functionals in two different gauges, corresponding to
z and zU respectively. Similarly, by taking J-derivatives
of Eq. (36), one deduces relations between the correla-
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tion functions in these two gauges but no particular con-
straints on the correlation functions within a given gauge.

C. Symmetry identity for Γz[A]

The previous considerations translate into similar re-
sults for the effective action Γz[A]. First, from Eq. (36),

one deduces that

Az[J ] = UAzU [J
U−1

]U−1 +
i

g
U∂U−1 = AU

zU [] ,

(37)

which, upon functional inversion, leads to23

Jz[A] = JU
zU [A

U−1

] , (38)

and thus

Γz[A] = −Wz[Jz[A]] + Jz[A] ·A

= −WzU [JzU [A
U−1

]]− i

g
JU
zU [A

U−1

] · (U∂U−1) + JU
zU [A

U−1

] ·A

= −WzU [JzU [A
U−1

]] + JzU [A
U−1

] ·AU−1

, (39)

that is

Γz[A] = ΓzU [A
U−1

] . (40)

Once again, because Γz[A] depends on z, this is in gen-
eral not a symmetry constraint within a given gauge but,
rather, a relation between the effective actions in two
different gauges corresponding to z and zU respectively.
From this identity, one deduces relations between the ver-
tex functions in these two gauges but, a priori, no par-
ticular constraints on the vertex functions within a given
gauge.

Another consequence of the above is that the minimum
Amin[z] of Γz[A] does not qualify in general as an order
parameter for the symmetry. Indeed, the absence of a
symmetry constraint on Γz[A] prevents one from deduc-
ing that the minimum is invariant under the symmetry
in the case where the minimum is unique (contrary to
what happens for an actual order parameter when the
symmetry is realized in the Wigner-Weyl sense).

All these inconvenient features will find a solution in
Sec. VI once we introduce the notion of symmetric gauge
fixings.

D. Free energy

We stress that, despite the functional Wz[J ] being
z-dependent, its zero-source limit Wz[0] should be z-
independent as it corresponds to a physical quantity: the
free-energy of the system. Correspondingly, the value of
Γz[A] at its absolute minimum Amin[z] should be inde-

23 Indeed, Az [JU
zU

[AU−1
]] = AU

zU
[JzU [AU−1

]] = (AU−1
)U = A.

pendent of z:24

0 =
δ

δz
Γz[Amin[z]] . (41)

This is just the statement that the same physics should
be accessible from any gauge.

Then, at an exact level, the fact that the symmetry
is not explicit on the effective action Γz[A] for a given,
generic z, is not really a problem. Indeed, it is enough
that it is explicit for one particular choice of z. Then,
if the symmetry breaks in that gauge at the level of the
effective action, this will leave an imprint on (the deriva-
tives of) the free energy, which will then be carried out to
any other gauge through the identity (41). This explains
in particular how the deconfinement transition can occur,
at least in principle, in gauges that preserve color rotation
invariance and for which Amin[z] = 0 at any temperature.

Unfortunately, the identity (41) is difficult to maintain
within an approximation set-up.25 This is yet another
reason for looking for gauges where the symmetry is ex-
plicit at the level of the effective action.

24 That the limit of zero sources corresponds to an extremum of
Γz [A] follows from the fact that δΓz [A]/δA = 2Jt. That it cor-
responds to an absolute minimum follows from the convexity of
Wz [J ] which should be guaranteed if z[A] is not too negative.

25 In a strict perturbative expansion, in a scheme that does not
depend on z, Eq. (41) is true order by order. However, it is
very often the case that perturbation theory is not applied to
Γz [Amin[z]] but rather to Γz [A] in which case Γz [Amin[z]] con-
tains all orders, some of them only partially, and then Eq. (41)
applies only approximately. Beyond perturbation theory, for in-
stance in the context of Dyson-Schwinger equations or within the
functional Renormalization Group framework, it is even more
true that Eq. (41) is not exactly fulfilled by most truncations.
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VI. SYMMETRIC GAUGE FIXINGS

We now define a class of gauge fixings that make the
symmetry explicit and that solve the issues described in
the previous two sections. We first define this particu-
lar class of gauge fixings within the very generic class of
gauge fixings on average and then specify to the case of
conditional gauge fixings.

A. Gauge fixings on average

In Sec. IVB, we have already mentioned that, within
a gauge-fixed context, one way to retrieve the symme-
try constraint on the Polyakov loop would be to find a
functional z[A] that is explicitly invariant under G

∀U ∈ G , z[AU ] = z[A] . (42)

However, we can immediately argue that there is no such
functional. Indeed, if there were, Eq. (42) would be valid
for any U ∈ G0 and this would immediately imply that
z[A] integrates to infinity along each orbit, invalidating
the assumption that it is a partition of unity.

One could argue that the condition (42) is too strong
since it includes that part of the symmetry that has to
do with unphysical (gauge) transformations and that the
good requirement is rather

∀U ∈ G − G0 , z[AU ] = z[A] . (43)

But there again, it is easy to show that elements of G−G0

generate G0, so that Eq. (43) implies Eq. (42) and one
ends up in the same dead end as before.

In fact, the requirement (43) is still too strong. How-
ever, we only need to require that z[A] is invariant under
G modulo G0, that is

∀U ∈ G/G0 , ∃U ∈ U , z[AU ] = z[A] . (44)

Contrary to the previous conditions (42) or (43), there
is no obvious argument to discard this possibility. In
Sec. VII, we shall actually construct explicit realizations
of such gauge fixings using background-based gauge fix-
ings.

For each U appearing in Eq. (44), it is now possible
to perform a similar argumentation as in Eq. (26). One
writes ∫

DAz[A] Φ[A] e−SY M [A]∫
DAe−SY M [A]

=

∫
DAU z[AU ] Φ[AU ] e−SY M [AU ]∫

DAU e−SY M [AU ]

= ei2πk/N
∫
DAz[A] Φ[A] e−SY M [A]∫

DAe−SY M [A]
. (45)

The important point is that we have now been able to
find a constraint for the Polyakov loop in the gauge z[A]

without ever invoking the partition of unity nature of
z[A] and therefore the notion of orbit. The constraint
for the Polyakov loop in this gauge should then be more
resistant to approximations.
Let us also note that the fact that we were only able

to use certain transformations U in each of the classes
U ∈ G/G0 is not a limiting factor since all the classes of
G/G0 are represented, allowing us to unveil all the con-
sequences of the physical symmetry on the correspond-
ing observables. In what follows, we denote gauge-fixing
functionals obeying Eq. (44) as zc[A] and we refer to them
as symmetric gauge fixings.
It is also important to stress that, within the particular

example of center symmetry, we are, in a sense, follow-
ing a “top-down approach”, that is, starting from a very
large group of symmetries G containing redundancies re-
lated to the subgroup G0, we remove these redundancies
by considering the physical group of symmetries G/G0.
As we have argued, it is clear that a given gauge fixing
functional z[A] cannot be invariant under the whole G,
but it could be invariant under certain transformations in
each of the classes of G/G0. In some other cases, instead,
one starts already from a physical group of symmetries
T , free of any redundancies, and it can happen that z[A]
is invariant under T from the start, take for instance the
case of translation invariance in the Landau gauge. In
the case where it is not invariant, it could still happen
that, in a sort of “bottom-up approach”, after enlarg-
ing T into a group G ≡ T ⋉ G0 that contains the gauge
transformations, the gauge-fixing functional z[A] is found
to be invariant under one transformation in each of the
classes of G/G0, transformations which are not necessar-
ily the original transformations within T , see App. A for
more details.

B. Properties

Symmetric gauge fixings are also particular with regard
to the effective action/vertex functions. Indeed, for a
symmetric gauge fixing, the identity (36) relating two
gauges becomes a symmetry constraint within one single
gauge:

∀U ∈ G/G0 , ∃U ∈ U ,

Wzc [J ] = Wzc [J
U−1

] +
i

g
J · (U∂U−1) , (46)

from which one can deduce corresponding constraints on
the correlation functions in the gauge zc. Similarly, the
identity (40) becomes

∀U ∈ G/G0 , ∃U ∈ U , Γzc [A
U ] = Γzc [A] , (47)

from which one can deduce corresponding constraints on
the vertex functions in the gauge zc. These constraints
provide as many potential order parameters for the sym-
metry, see Ref. [45] for a thorough discussion in the SU(2)
and SU(3) cases.
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In this case also, the minimum Amin[zc] qualifies as an
order parameter for the symmetry. Indeed, if the min-
imum is unique, it needs to satisfy AU

min[zc] = Amin[zc]
and, thus, it can only take specific configurations as given
by the fixed points of these transformations. Any devia-
tion of the minimum from these fixed points would signal
a breaking of the symmetry.26

Let us stress that working within a gauge where the
effective action is center-symmetric does not necessar-
ily imply that the confinement/deconfinement transition
will materialize as the deviation of the minimum from
its center-symmetric configuration, see the discussion
in App. C. On the other hand, the symmetric gauge
fixings based on symmetric background configurations
which we introduce in Sect. VII seem to allow one to
observe such deviations, and, therefore to probe the con-
finement/deconfinement transition. At least, this has
been tested within the context of background Landau
gauges and their infrared phenomenological completion
by means of the Curci-Ferrari model [46–48].

VII. SYMMETRIC BACKGROUNDS

So far, we have identified the condition (44) for a gauge
fixing to be symmetric.27 However, we have not yet con-
structed any explicit example of such gauge fixings. We
now put forward a particular realization using the family
of background field gauges and the notion of symmetric
backgrounds. For other possible strategies, see App. C.
As we did above, we focus on the example of center-
symmetry but our discussion can easily be extended to
other symmetries.

A. Background field gauges

In general, background fields allow one to extend cer-
tain gauge fixings characterized by a functional z[A] into
classes of gauge fixings characterized by a family of func-
tionals zĀ[A] such that zĀ=0[A] = z[A] and

∀U ∈ G , zĀU [AU ] = zĀ[A] . (48)

The background Ā should be interpreted as an infinite
collection of gauge-fixing parameters whose specification
selects one particular gauge within the class of gauges.
For these gauge fixings, it follows from Eq. (36) that

∀U ∈ G , WĀU [JU ] = WĀ[J ]−
i

g
J · U−1∂U , (49)

26 Note that if the fixed points exist, they have to be configura-
tions among the center-symmetric configurations introduced in
Sec. II B.

27 In the case of conditional gauge fixings based on gauge-fixing
conditions F [A] = 0, it is interesting to analyze under which con-
ditions the associated gauge-fixing functional z[A] is symmetric.
We discuss this question in App. B.

1
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2
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FIG. 3. Root diagram of the su(3) algebra.

and, correspondingly,

∀U ∈ G , ΓĀU [AU ] = ΓĀ[A] . (50)

where we have defined WĀ ≡ WzĀ and ΓĀ ≡ ΓzĀ for sim-
plicity.
These identities should not be mistaken with Eqs. (46)

and (47) however. First, they apply to any transforma-
tion U ∈ G rather than to certain transformations U in
each class U ∈ G/G0. Second, rather than being iden-
tities within a specific gauge, they connect two differ-
ent gauges, corresponding to Ā and ĀU . In particular,
Eq. (48) cannot be used to deduce symmetry constraints
on observables. Moreover, Amin[Ā] does not qualify in
general as an order parameter for the symmetry and the
corresponding vertex functions in the gauge associated
to Ā are not constrained by the symmetry. Instead, they
are related to the corresponding vertex functions in the
gauge associated to ĀU .
As we now discuss, interestingly enough, there exist

particular choices of the background Ā for which the
gauge fixing becomes explicitly symmetric and the above
identities turn into symmetry constraints within that
gauge.

B. Center-symmetric backgrounds

Mimicking a discussion that we had above, we could
start inquiring about the existence of backgrounds that
are invariant under G. No such backgrounds exists, basi-
cally because the group G is too large. This is consistent
with the fact that this would lead to functionals z[A]
that are invariant under G and which we have already
argued not to exist. Similarly, no choice of background
is invariant under G − G0.
But we could look for backgrounds that are invariant

under G modulo G0. These are precisely the configura-
tions defined in Eqs. (10)-(11) and for which we have
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given explicit examples in Sec. II C. We shall refer to
these choices as center-symmetric backgrounds and de-
note them as Ā = Āc. It is immediate to check using
Eq. (48) that zĀc

[A] obeys Eq. (44). Therefore, it allows
one to deduce symmetry constraints on observables with-
out relying on the partition of unity nature of zĀc

[A] and
it is more prone to allow for the building of approxima-
tions or models that keep the symmetry explicit.

Similarly, from Eqs. (10), (49) and (50), we find that
∀U ∈ G/G0, ∃U ∈ U such that

WĀc
[JU ] = WĀc

[J ]− i

g
J · U−1∂U , (51)

and

ΓĀc
[AU ] = ΓĀc

[A] . (52)

Thus, the effective action ΓĀc
[A] reflects the center sym-

metry explicitly. In particular, Amin[Āc] qualifies as an
order parameter for the breaking of the symmetry. Sim-
ilarly, one expects the vertex functions derived from this
effective action to reflect center-symmetry, and, there-
fore, to allow one to test its breaking. Some of these sig-
natures have been already identified in Ref. [43, 44] for
the SU(2) and SU(3) cases, and will be more thoroughly
discussed in a future work [45]. Of notable importance
is the fact that the zero-momentum SU(2) propagator in
the center-symmetric Landau gauge diverges at the tran-
sition [43].

C. Constant background fields

We stress that any choice of center-symmetric back-
ground is equally good. In particular, we may consider
center-symmetric backgrounds of the form

βgĀµ(τ, x⃗) = δµ0 r̄
jtj , (53)

with the r̄j taking center-symmetric values which we dis-
cussed in Sec. II C but which we leave unspecified in what
follows. One benefit of this choice is that there is an ad-
ditional symmetry that can be exploited. More precisely,
color rotations of the type Uθ ≡ exp{iθjtj} ∈ G0 leave the
background (53) invariant. Then, Eq. (50) turns into the
symmetry constraint

∀θ , ΓĀ[A
Uθ ] = ΓĀ[A] . (54)

The numerous consequences of this symmetry have been
discussed in Ref. [44]. In particular, this is a continuous
symmetry with associated Noether charges, which, for
fields in the adjoint representation, these are the adjoint
charges [tj , ].

To make this symmetry and the conservation rules ex-
plicit, it is convenient to decompose all the adjoint fields
along a basis tκ that diagonalizes all these charges simul-
taneously. This is known as a Cartan-Weyl basis:

[tj , tκ] = κjtκ . (55)

The labels κ are to be seen as real-valued vectors in a
space isomorphic to the commuting subalgebra. They
are of two types. First, any tj qualifies itself as a tκ with
κ = 0. To distinguish between the various tj , we shall
write instead κ = 0(j), which we refer to as zeros. This
notational trick is only needed when κ refers to the label
of a generator.28 The other possible values of κ are (non-
degenerate) non-zero vectors known as roots and denoted
α, β, . . . The set of roots characterizes the algebra under
consideration. In the SU(2) case for instance, there is one
zero and two (one-dimensional) roots, ±1. In the SU(3)
case, there are two zeros and six (two-dimensional) roots,

±(1, 0), ±(1/2,
√
3/2) and ±(1/2,−

√
3/2), see Fig. 3. In

what follows, we shall also refer to the zeros and the roots
as the neutral modes and the charged modes, respectively.

D. Connection to gauges without background

Restricting to backgrounds of the form (53) allows
one to unveil an interesting relation with the gauge
zĀ=0[A] = z[A] in the absence of background, which we
now describe.
So far, we have restricted to transformations U ∈ G

that preserve the periodicity of the gauge-field configu-
rations. Very often, however, the relation (48) applies to
more general transformations that modify the boundary
conditions. In particular, for configurations of the form
(53), it is interesting to consider thetransformation

Ur̄(τ) ≡ e−i τ
β r̄jtj . (56)

It is such that

βgĀUr̄
µ = Ur̄βgĀµU

−1
r̄ + iβUr̄∂µU

−1
r̄

= δµ0 Ur̄ r̄
jtjU−1

r̄ − δµ0 Ur̄ r̄
jtjU−1

r̄ = 0 . (57)

It follows that

zĀ[A] = zĀUr̄ [A
Ur̄ ] = z0[A

Ur̄ ] . (58)

This relates the background gauge fixing zĀ[A] over the
space of periodic gauge-field configurations to the cor-
responding gauge fixing in the absence of background
but over the space of gauge-field configurations that are
the Ur̄-transformed of periodic configurations. We refer
to these configurations as background-twisted configura-
tions.
To unveil the nature of the background-twisted

configurations, let us consider an adjoint periodic
field which we decompose along a Cartan-Weyl basis,

28 In equations where it does not play the role of a label, κ is
a mere vector and, therefore, 0(j) can be replaced by 0. This
should always be clear from the context.
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φ(τ) = φκ(τ)tκ, with φκ(τ + β) = φκ(τ). Under the ac-
tion of Ur̄, we have29

φr̄(τ) ≡ Ur̄φ(τ)U
−1
r̄ = e−i τ

β r̄j [tj , ]φ(τ)

= φκ(τ)e−i τ
β r̄j [tj , ]tκ = e−i τ

β r̄jκj

φκ(τ)tκ ,

(59)

so that φκ
r̄ (τ) = e−i τ

β r̄jκj

φκ(τ). Then,

φκ
r̄ (τ + β) = e−i τ+β

β r̄jκj

φκ(τ + β)

= e−ir̄jκj

e−i τ
β r̄jκj

φκ(τ) = e−ir̄jκj

φκ
r̄ (τ) .

(60)

It follows that the background-twisted configurations are

periodic modulo a phase factor e−ir̄jκj

. We have thus
found that the neutral modes remain periodic while the

charge modes are periodic modulo a phase factor e−ir̄jαj

.
One can now follow the same steps that lead to

Eq. (49), the only difference being that the integration
domain under the functional integral is changed under
the change of variables A → AUr̄ . We then find

W twisted
Ā=0 [JU ] = W periodic

Ā
[J ]− J0

βg
r̄jtj . (61)

In particular, the one-point functions are related by

Atwisted
min,µ [Ā = 0] = Amin,µ[Ā]− δµ0

βg
r̄jtj . (62)

Similar relations apply to correlation functions and also
to vertex functions. Of particular interest for us is the
choice of a center-symmetric background r̄ = r̄c. In this
case, Eq. (62) rewrites

Atwisted
min,µ [Ā = 0] = Amin,µ[Āc]−

δµ0
βg

r̄jct
j . (63)

Since Amin,µ[Āc] is an order parameter, we conclude that
Atwisted

min,µ [Ā = 0] is also an order parameter, computed in a
gauge without background but in the presence of twisted
boundary conditions.

The previous considerations are very useful in regard to
a possible implementation of symmetric gauges Ā = Āc

on the lattice. Basically, any implementation of a no-
background gauge could in principle be adapted into a
symmetric gauge by just changing the periodic bound-
ary conditions into twisted boundary conditions. Work
in this direction is currently in progress and could po-
tentially bring some interesting twist to state-of-the-art
calculations [49–55].

29 We could also include the possibility of an affine term i/gUr̄∂U
−1
r̄

in the transformation of the field but this would not change our
conclusion below regarding the boundary conditions of the trans-
formed field.

VIII. SELF-CONSISTENT BACKGROUNDS

Before concluding, let us compare the strategy dis-
cussed in Sec. VII, based on the use of center-symmetric
backgrounds and the minimization of the corresponding
center-symmetric effective action ΓĀc

[A], to the usual
strategy based on the minimization of the background
effective action (whose definition we recall below) and
the associated self-consistent backgrounds.

A. Background field effective action

Recall that the problem with generic backgrounds (or
more generally with generic gauge fixings) is that Eq. (50)
is not a symmetry constraint on the effective action in
that gauge. In particular, the corresponding minima are
not order parameters. To cope with this, one frequently
introduces the functional [32, 48, 56–59]

Γ̃[Ā] ≡ ΓĀ[A = Ā] , (64)

known as the background field effective action. It is im-
mediate to show that

∀U ∈ G , Γ̃[ĀU ] = Γ̃[Ā] . (65)

Unlike Eq. (50) which relates two functionals, Eq. (65) is

a symmetry identity on a unique functional, Γ̃[Ā]. The
minima of this functional could then play the role of or-
der parameters, just as the minima of ΓĀc

[A]. There are,
however, a few subtleties that need to be discussed be-
fore qualifying the minima of Γ̃[Ā] as order parameters.
These subtleties relate to the fact that, unlike ΓĀc

[A],

the functional Γ̃[Ā] is not a Legendre transform.

First of all, no matter what phase the system is in, Γ̃[Ā]
always admits infinitely many minima. This is because,
as a consequence of Eq. (65), Γ̃[Ā] is invariant under G0.
This obscures the discussion of physical symmetry break-
ing which usually corresponds to the transition between
a Wigner-Weyl phase with one minimum (whose value
is constrained by the symmetry) to a Nambu-Goldstone
phase with degenerate minima (connected to each other
by the symmetry). The problem has a simple fix, how-
ever, since the G0-multiplicity of minima is nothing but
the expression of gauge redundancy. The latter can be
gauged away by defining a background effective action
directly on the background orbits Ā rather than on the
background configurations Ā themselves. More precisely,
one defines Γ̃[Ā] ≡ Γ̃[Ā], with Ā any background config-
uration belonging to the background orbit Ā.30 In terms
of Γ̃[Ā], the discussion of symmetry breaking can be done

30 For this definition to make sense, Γ̃[Ā] should be the same for
any background configuration Ā belonging to the same orbit Ā.
That this is true is a direct consequence of Eq. (65).
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as usual:31 in the Wigner-Weyl phase there will be only
one orbit that minimizes Γ̃[Ā] and this orbit is necessarily
invariant in the sense of Eq. (9); in the Nambu-Goldstone

phase, there will exist various orbits that minimize Γ̃[Ā],
connected to each other by the symmetry. In general,
it might not be so easy to think in terms of orbits. At
finite temperature and for backgrounds of the form (12),
however, a convenient way is to use the Weyl chambers
discussed in Sec. II C.

A more serious difficulty lies in the fact that the iden-
tification of the minima of Γ̃[Ā] as actual states of the
system (in the limit of zero sources) is not direct. As
we recall in the next subsection, this identification re-
lies on the fact that the minima of Γ̃[Ā] correspond to
self-consistent backgrounds Ās such that

Ās = Amin[Ās] . (66)

Then, they are also minima (with respect to variations of
A) of the Legendre transform ΓĀs

[A] and, as such, qualify
as actual states of the system. Similarly, the free-energy
can be obtained solely in terms of Γ̃[Ā]. Indeed

F = ΓĀs
[Amin[Ās]] = ΓĀs

[Ās] = Γ̃[Ās] . (67)

It follows that one can in principle study all the thermo-
dynamical properties from Γ̃[Ā] and its absolute minima,
the self-consistent backgrounds.

As we will also see below, however, the identification of
the self-consistent backgrounds with the minima of Γ̃[Ā]
relies on the independence of the free-energy with respect
to the choice of Ā:

0 =
δ

δĀ
Γ[Amin[Ā], Ā] (68)

which one can see as a particular case of Eq. (41). As we
have already discussed, this identity might be violated
by approximations or the degree of modelling. This can
potentially introduce artefacts in the study of the de-
confinement transition using self-consistent backgrounds
which are a priori not present in the approach that relies
on center-symmetric backgrounds.

B. Self-consistent backgrounds as minima of Γ̃[Ā]

Let us now recall why self-consistent backgrounds iden-
tify with the minima of Γ̃[Ā]. Consider first a self-
consistent background Ās. We can write

Γ̃[Ās] = Γ[Ās, Ās]

31 The discussion is actually slightly more subtle since there could
still exist multiple minimizing orbits in the Wigner-Weyl phase,
see below for one specific example. What matters in the end is
that there exists one symmetry-invariant minimizing orbit that
allows one to identify the Wigner-Weyl phase.

= Γ[Amin[Ās], Ās]

= Γ[Amin[Ā], Ā]

≤ Γ[Ā, Ā] = Γ̃[Ā] , (69)

where we have successively made use of Eqs. (64), (66),
(68), the definition of Amin[Ā], and again Eq. (64). It

follows that Ās is an absolute minimum of Γ̃[Ā]. Recip-
rocally, consider a background configuration Āmin that
minimizes Γ̃[Ā] and assume that there exists at least one
self-consistent background Ās. We can write

Γ[Āmin, Āmin] = Γ̃[Āmin]

≤ Γ̃[Ās]

= Γ[Ās, Ās]

= Γ[Amin[Ās], Ās]

= Γ[Amin[Āmin], Āmin] , (70)

where we have successively made use of Eq. (64), the def-
inition of Āmin, followed again by Eq. (64) and Eqs. (66),
(68). It follows that Amin[Āmin] = Āmin which means
that Āmin is self-consistent.32

It is important to stress that this last argument re-
lies on the existence of at least one self-consistent back-
ground. If the family of background gauges zĀ[A] is such
that zĀ=0[A] does not break color symmetry explicitly,
then we know that Ā = 0 is self-consistent because we do
not expect color invariance to break spontaneously either,
ensuring that Amin[Ā = 0] = 0 = Ā. We shall comment
further on this point below.

We have thus arrived at a formulation of the thermody-
namical observables that relies only on the minimization
of the functional Γ̃[Ā]. This shows that, for the purpose
of determining the free-energy and the related thermo-
dynamical observables (including the transition temper-

ature), working with Γ̃[Ā] is equivalent to working with
Γ[A, Ā] and thus with Γc[A]. In particular, as long as cen-

ter symmetry is not broken, one of the minima of Γ̃[Ā]
should be located at the center-invariant configuration
Ā = Āc, just as the minimum of Γc[A] should be located
at A = Āc. Right above the transition, the minimum
of Γ̃[Ā] and the minimum of Γc[A] should simultaneously
depart from Āc (since the self-consistent backgrounds are

32 The previous results can be easily understood from the following
geometrical picture. The collection of pairs (Amin[Ā], Ā) defines
a submanifold of the space (A, Ā). If Eq. (68) holds, this sub-
manifold represents a “flat valley” for Γ[A, Ā] seen as a functional
of both A and Ā. In other words, the points in this submani-
fold are minima of Γ[A, Ā] in (A, Ā)-space. Now, self-consistent
backgrounds are just the crossings of this flat valley with the
submanifold (Ā, Ā). They are then minima of Γ[A, Ā] in (A, Ā)-
space satisfying A = Ā and then minima of Γ̃[Ā]. Reciprocally,
if there exists at least one self-consistent background, that is one
crossing of the flat valley with the submanifold (Ā, Ā), then any
minimum of Γ̃[Ā] has the same depth than this self-consistent
background and it should then belong to the flat valley while
being such that A = Ā. It is thus a self-consistent background.
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the minima of Γ̃[Ā]) thus providing two a priori equiva-
lent identifications of the transition.

Coming back to the presence of a trivial self-consistent
background Ā = 0 at all temperatures, this seems in con-
flict with the ability of Γ̃[Ā] of probing the transition.

Indeed, since there should be a minimum of Γ̃[Ā] at the
non-center-symmetric configuration Ā = 0 at all temper-
atures, one may wonder how it is possible to conclude
to the presence of a center-symmetric phase at low tem-
peratures. In fact, what matters is that, in this range of
temperatures, there is another minimum Ās located at
the center symmetric point Āc. That Ā = 0 is always a
minimum of Γ̃[Ā] is expected since, at least in the absence
of approximations or modelling, the free-energy is back-
ground independent and should be equally computable
in the absence of background. This leads precisely to the
fact that Γ̃[Ā = 0], which is nothing but the free-energy
Γ[Amin[Ā = 0], Ā = 0] as computed in the no-background
gauge, needs to have the same depth as any other min-
imum of Γ̃[Ā]. As we will see below, in the presence
of approximations (which typically break (68)) and even
though Ā = 0 remains a self-consistent background, it is
not anymore a minimum of Γ̃[Ā], which, in a sense, lifts
any sort of ambiguity regarding the choice of minimum
of Γ̃[Ā].

C. In practice

The equivalence between Γ[A, Ā] and Γ̃[Ā] relies on the
central identity (68). However, as we have mentioned
above, this identity is difficult to maintain in the pres-
ence of the approximations and/or the degree of mod-
elling required by most approaches. We have already
seen that this compromises the use of Γ[A, Ā] with an
arbitrary choice of Ā, and favours the choice Ā = Āc.
From Eqs. (69) and (70), it becomes clear that this com-

promises the use of Γ̃[Ā] as well. Indeed, although Γ̃[Ā]
shares similar properties as Γc[A] with respect to center-
symmetry, in particular its minima Āmin are also order
parameters, the very rationale for using these minima
heavily relies on (68).33 This implies that, even though

Γ̃[Ā] and Γc[A] both provide favourable frameworks to
identify the deconfinement transition, the results for the
transition temperature could differ and the ones based
on Γc[A] should be more reliable.
To date, there is no continuum approach where (68)

is exactly fulfilled and thus where the practical use of
Γ̃[Ā] is entirely justified.34 For instance, there is no rig-
orous derivation of the Gribov-Zwanziger action for back-

33 We stress here that the problem lies not only in whether
Γ[Amin[Āc], Āc] gives the same result as Γ[Amin[Ās], Ās] but also
in whether the self-consistent backgrounds Ās can be identified
with the minima Āmin of Γ̃[Ā] in the first place.

34 Besides, were it justified, it would become equivalent to using
Γc[A].

ground gauges at finite temperature. There exist models,
such as the one proposed in Ref. [60], which restrict to
self-consistent backgrounds to provide effective descrip-
tions of the Polyakov loop potential, but they do not nec-
essarily ensure the background independence of the parti-
tion function.35 The same is true for the background field
Curci-Ferrari (CF) model for which δΓ[Amin[Ā], Ā]/δĀ
vanishes when evaluated for a self-consistent background
but does not vanish a priori for an arbitrary background
[48].36 This also applies a priori to non-perturbative con-
tinuum approaches that take as their starting action the
Faddeev-Popov action. The need for a mass subtraction
term [62–64] in order to deal with quadratic divergences
can potentially jeopardize the background independence
of the partition function.

On the other hand, the approach that we are propos-
ing here does not suffer from this problem. Indeed, being
based on the use of a regular Legendre transform, it does
not rely on (68). Its predictions are then more reliable
and, as we have argued above, potentially testable on the
lattice. We mention, however, that the comparison with
lattice results may be spoiled by other subtleties of the
gauge fixing in the continuum. In particular, with the no-
table exception of the Gribov-Zwanziger approach which
restricts the functional integrals to first Gribov region,
the continuum gauge fixings very often do not guaran-
tee the positivity of the gauge-fixed measure which can
potentially spoil the relation between the limit of zero
sources and the minimization of the effective action and
thus the comparison to the lattice.37 The situation on
the lattice is also subtle due to the presence of Gribov
copies that spoils the analyticity of the effective action
[65] and could compromise the testing of certain contin-
uum properties that rely on derivatives of the effective
action. One such property is precisely the appearance
of zero modes in the inverse SU(2) propagator which in
the continuum is nothing but the Hessian of the effective
action. However, if the analyticity violations are mild
enough, one may expect a signal at the transition, either
as a (sharp) peak of the susceptibility [66], or even a di-
vergence located in the vicinity of the transition. Gribov
copies could have even more pernicious effects when im-
plementing symmetric gauge fixings on the lattice but we
leave these considerations for a future study.

35 For recent new developments, see Ref. [61].
36 We are currently investigating a way to cure this problem within

the CF model.
37 It should be stressed, however, that the expected generation of a

gluon mass has the capability to suppress contributions beyond
the first Gribov region and thus to maintain to some extent the
relation between the limit of zero sources and the minimization
of the effective action.
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D. Vertex functions in the self-consistent approach

We have not yet discussed the vertex functions in the
presence of self-consistent backgrounds. There is a good
reason for this that we now would like to clarify now.
The point is that the self-consistency condition (66) pos-
sesses various solutions and, if one wants to define a self-
consistent background gauge, one needs to specify which
solution is chosen (at each temperature).

We have seen for instance that Ā = 0 is always a solu-
tion to (66) in the case where the no-background gauge
does not explicitly break color invariance. There are in
fact many other solutions that one can construct. Indeed,
given a particular solution Ās (which could be Ā = 0),
one can generate infinitely many other solutions by con-
sidering ĀU

s with U ∈ G.38 All the solutions ĀU
s that

stem from a given Ās could/should be associated to the
same gauge since the corresponding correlation functions
are trivially related to each other (as one deduces by
following a similar argument as in Sec. VIID but with
U ∈ G).39 However, there are various inequivalent fam-
ilies of solutions ĀU

s . In the absence of approximations,
we expect typically two such families, the one stemming
from Ā = 0 and the one stemming from Ā = Āc at low
temperatures. Since Ā = 0 corresponds already to the
no-background gauge, it seems natural to define the self-
consistent background gauge using the other family of
solutions to (66) which we denote Ās from now on.
Now, because this Ās becomes equal to Āc in the con-

fining phase, this definition of the self-consistent back-
ground gauge coincides with the center-symmetric gauge
in this phase, and any conclusion about a given vertex
function in one gauge applies to the other gauge as well.
For instance, the appearance of a zero-mode in the SU(2)
two-point function at Tc in the center-symmetric gauge
(associated to the continuous nature of the transition in
this case) should also be imprinted in the two-point func-
tion evaluated in the self-consistent background gauge.
In contrast, in the deconfined phase, Ās ̸= Āc and the
two gauges are different, so the vertex functions are ex-
pected to be different as well.

The previous discussion is an idealization, however,
since, in the presence of approximations or modelling,
the situation is more delicate. Due to the non-exact ful-
filment of (68), there can appear more families of solu-
tions to (66) which introduce an ambiguity when defining
the self-consistent background gauge. Within the Curci-
Ferrari model, for instance, it is found that only one such

38 We have seen above that AU
min[Ā] is a minimum of Γ[A, ĀU ]. It

follows that ĀU
s = AU

min[Ās] is a minimum of Γ[A, ĀU
s ] and thus

ĀU
s is also a solution to (66), as announced.

39 In particular, in the phase with broken symmetry where Ās and
ĀU

s (with U a non-trivial center transformation) represent dis-
tinct center vacua, these different versions of the correlation func-
tions correspond to the vertex functions in each of those vacua,
but should be considered as correlation functions in the same
gauge.

family corresponds to a minimum of Γ̃[Ā] and it is nat-
ural to choose it as our definition of the self-consistent
background gauge. This is the choice that was made
for instance in [66]. Nonetheless, because of the loss of
(68) there is no reason for the minima to be in one-to-
one correspondance with the self-consistent backgrounds
and it is found that, in the range [T̄c, Tc], where T̄c and
Tc > T̄c denote the transition temperatures as obtained
respectively from Γ̃[Ā] and Γc[A], while the minimum of

Γ̃[Ā] has already moved away from Āc, the configuration
Ā = Āc is still a self-consistent background. This im-
plies that the vertex functions in the explicitly symmet-
ric gauge and in the self-consistent background gauge,
although they should in principle coincide up until the
transition, differ in practice in the range [T̄c, Tc]. This ex-
plains why the zero-momentum mass defined in [66] never
reached zero whereas the one defined within the explic-
itly symmetric gauge vanishes [43]. This adds to the fact
that the choice of the explicitly symmetric gauge should
be more sound than that of the self-consistent Landau
gauge.

E. Hosotani mechanism

The self-consistent background framework is also the
one used in Ref. [36] to discuss the Hosotani mechanism.
In Sec. II E, we have already explained that the classifi-
cation of phases found in Table I of that reference, and
based on a certain degree of breaking of gauge invariance,
is different from the one that we put forward in this pa-
per and according to which any gauge-field configuration
is compatible with gauge invariance, in the sense that the
invariance under a symmetry at the level of gauge-field
configurations needs always to be defined modulo gauge
transformations.
Nevertheless, the classification in Table I of Ref. [36]

has a nice interpretation in terms of the Weyl chambers,
each phase corresponding to either the vertices, edges
or interior of the Weyl chambers. The question is now
whether a phase transition could occur between these
various phases. We stress that this would not affect our
interpretation about gauge symmetry not being broken
but this could leave some imprint on the free-energy in
the form of an irregularity. This question has been inves-
tigated within the Curci-Ferrari model at one- and two-
loop order in the self-consistent background framework
and also at one-loop order within the center-symmetric
background framework.
At one-loop order of the self-consistent background ap-

proach, a transition from phase C to phase A is indeed
found above the center-breaking transition. However, it
is also found that this transition is washed out by two-
loop corrections, whereas the center-breaking transition
remains [48]. This seems to indicate that the transition
from phase C to phase A is an artefact of the one-loop
calculation. The situation is even cleaner in the center-
symmetric background framework where no trace of such
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type of transition is seen at one-loop order.

F. Higgs mechanism

In the case of the Higgs mechanism, the effective ac-
tion within a given gauge writes Γ[A, ϕ]. If the gauge
is chosen not to break global gauge transformations, we
may restrict to A = 0 and define Γ[ϕ] ≡ Γ[A = 0, ϕ] with
Γ[U0ϕ] = Γ[ϕ] for any constant U0, which, in this work,
we interprete as part of the group G0 of gauge transfor-
mations.

The question is now whether a non-zero minimum of
Γ[ϕ] should be interpreted as the breaking of the sym-
metry, as it would in the case where Γ[ϕ] corresponds to
the effective action of a physical spin system. As we al-
ready discussed in the classical case, the answer to this
question is negative because, in the case of the gauge
system, symmetries should always be thought modulo
gauge transformations and, in this sense, any configura-
tion, even one with ϕ ̸= 0, is compatible with the gauge
symmetry.

The difference with the usual case of a scalar theory
associated to a physical spin system is that we have here
no way to build a physical source term that would select
one preferred direction for the non-zero ϕ. They can thus
be selected through a modification of the gauge fixing
but not through the use of physical source terms unlike
what happens with physical spin systems. These distinct
directions should be seen as possible gauge choices that
would further reduce the global gauge freedom. This
happens for example in the ’t Hooft gauges, see Ref. [67].

One could still argue that a non-zero ϕ points to the
presence of multiple vacua connected by global gauge
transformations and thus to a Nambu-Goldstone real-
ization of the symmetry. However, just as we did
above for Γ̃[Ā], the symmetry Γ[U0ϕ] = Γ[ϕ] allows one
to define the effective action directly on the global or-
bits Φ = {U0ϕ, withU0 global} as Γ[Φ] ≡ Γ[ϕ] for ϕ ∈ Φ.
From this perspective, there is always only one vacuum,
as given by the global orbit Φ that minimizes Γ[Φ] and the
symmetry is realized in the Wigner-Weyl sense. Similar
conclusions have been obtained in Refs. [34, 35] through
explicit calculations, even though the premises slightly
differ from the ones considered in this work (specially the
fact that we consider color rotations as redundancies).

Another question that comes to mind is what is the
nature of the quantum state |ϕ⟩ that would be associ-
ated to a minimum at ϕ ̸= 0. Should one conclude that
the system explores states which violate color neutrality?
Not necessarily, as we now speculate. Indeed, for the very
same reason that a given state is described in terms of
a global orbit Φ = {U0ϕ, withU0 global} that stems from
ϕ, what really would describe the corresponding quantum
state is the collection of all U0|ϕ⟩ stemming from that
particular |ϕ⟩. In a certain sense, this would be a non-
Abelian generalization of the notion of rays in Quantum

Mechanics.40 No matter what phase the system would
be in, the states would be color neutral for the associ-
ated rays are color rotation invariant by construction.41

The non-trivial question would be how the system could
transition from a phase where the representatives of the
ray are themselves color neutral, to a phase where they
are not color neutral.
We leave these interesting questions together with a

thorough investigation of the notion of non-Abelian rays
for a future work. Let us mention, however that this
notion also allows one to lift one ambiguity related to
the definition of the Polyakov loop. The latter is gauge-
invariant. Yet, it seems to be associated to a colored
object, a static test quark. One way to avoid the para-
dox would be to associate the Polyakov loop to the cor-
responding non-Abelian ray which is color neutral even
though its representatives are not. In other words, the
Polyakov loop is not associated to a colored object within
a particular color state but, rather, to the corresponding
color representation.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

Within the context of non-abelian gauge theories, we
have investigated the impact of gauge fixing, which deals
with the (unphysical) gauge symmetries of these theories,
on possible other (physical) symmetries. This impact can
take two different forms. First, in the presence of ap-
proximations, the symmetry constraints on observables
are not explicit in all gauges. Second, with or without
approximations, the physical symmetries are not neces-
sarily explicit at the level of the gauge-fixed correlation
functions.
Using the example of center symmetry at finite tem-

perature, we have analyzed the origin of these inconve-
nient features within a very large class of gauges that
contains the well known cases. We have also introduced
the notion of symmetric gauge fixings for which these
problems are absent. In particular, within such gauges,
the correlation functions reflect explicitely the physical
symmetry under scrutiny and can then serve as order

40 Note that the physics would not depend on the particular repre-
sentative, |ϕ⟩ or U0|ϕ⟩, chosen within the ray. This is because ob-
servables are represented by operators that commute with gauge
transformations and in particular with global gauge transforma-
tions, OU0 = U0O. It follows that

⟨ϕ|U†
0OU0|ϕ⟩ = ⟨ϕ|U†

0U0O|ϕ⟩ = ⟨ϕ|O|ϕ⟩ .

In this sense, the non-Abelian color charge states would not be
observable but only the associated color representation. In the
Abelian case, the charge state is observable since it coincides with
the representation and can be associated directly to the rays.

41 We are here considering a gauge that respects color rotation in-
variance. In a gauge that would break color rotation invariance,
we would have access only to one representative within each ray.
The other representatives would describe the same state in color-
rotated versions of the original gauge.
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parameters for the potential breaking of the latter. We
have shown how to explicitly construct symmetric gauge
fixings from background gauge fixings and we have com-
pared our approach to the standard one based on the use
of self-consistent backgrounds, pointing out the main dif-
ferences and emphasizing why our new proposal should
be more robust.

Although peculiar to the finite temperature case (or
more generally to situations that involve compact dimen-
sions), center symmetry possesses already the general fea-
tures that allow one to extend the present discussion to
other physical symmetries in the presence of unphysical
degrees of freedom. In this respect, the important no-
tion is that of invariance modulo gauge transformations.
Not only does it underlie the whole construction in the
present work, but it also allows one to (re-)interprete
some of the transitions that can occur within gauge theo-
ries without invoking the conceptually annoying “break-
ing of a gauge symmetry”. This point has been illus-
trated using various examples.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank Cédric Lorcé, Jack Holguin,
Julien Serreau and Matthieu Tissier for fruitful discus-
sions related to the present work.

Appendix A: Physical symmetries and gauge fields

Let us now see how the discussion in the main text
extends to any physical symmetry, beyond the particular
case of center symmetry.

1. Symmetries on field space

Take a formal symmetry group T . Its action on the
space of gauge-field configurations is defined in terms of
a representation. This means that, to each T ∈ T , one
associates a transformation A 7→ AT that reflects the
group structure as

(AT1)T2 = AT2T1 . (A1)

Without loss of generality, we can assume that the so-
obtained group of transformations on field space is in
one-to-one correspondance with the group T , so that it
can be identified with it. If this is not the case from the
start, one can always replace T by its quotient with the
(normal) subgroup associated with the identity transfor-
mation on field space and the correspondance then be-
comes one-to-one.

One example is of course the group of gauge trans-
formations G0. The subgroup of G0 that maps onto
the identity transformation in field space is easily seen
to correspond to constant color rotations of the form

U0 = ei2πk/N1.42 In what follows, we assume that G0

has been quotiented by this subgroup.

2. The case of physical symmetries

In the case of a physical symmetry, the representation
of T on field space should obey a few additional proper-
ties which we now identify.
Recall first that two gauge-field configurations A and

AU0 related by a gauge transformation U0 ∈ G0 represent
one and the same physical state. A physical transforma-
tion T should then be such that AT and (AU0)T also
represent the same state. Therefore, there should exist a
gauge transformation U ′

0 ∈ G0 such that

(AU0)T = (AT )U
′
0 . (A2)

Equivalently, this means that the action of the symmetry
group on field space can equally be seen as an action on
the space of G0-orbits. This is expected because the latter
represent the physical states and, therefore, a physical
symmetry should act directly on them. In other words, to
each T ∈ T , one can associate a transformation A 7→ AT

on the space of G0-orbits.
The condition (A2) is however not enough to character-

ize a physical symmetry group.43 This is because, among
the field space transformations A 7→ AT , there could be
some, other than the one corresponding to the identity of
T , that coincide with gauge transformations A 7→ AU0 .
In this case, the subgroup of T associated with the iden-
tity transformation on orbit space is non-trivial and, in
order to identify the actual physical symmetry group, one
needs to quotient T by this subgroup.
For instance, in the discussion in the main text, we

started from a group T = G that, although it obeys (A2),
is not physical for it contains a non-trivial subgroup
G0 whose associated transformations on orbit space are
all the identity transformation. The physical symmetry
group is then G/G0 in this case.

3. Extension of physical symmetries

In the previous section, we followed a top-down ap-
proach: starting from a group of symmetries that obeyed
the condition (A2), we identified the associated physi-
cal group of symmetries by removing any gauge redun-
dancy. Sometimes, it is convenient, instead, to consider
a bottom-up approach: starting from a physical symme-
try group, one enlarges it to include all possible gauge
redundancies.

42 Those should not be mistaken with center transformations.
43 In fact, the condition also applies to the transformations in G0:

if T is a gauge transformation, we can write (AU0 )T = ATU0 =

ATU0T
†T = (AT )U

′
0 with U ′

0 = TU0T †.
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The construction is again based on the property (A2).
Since we quotiented G0 by its center, U ′

0 is uniquely de-
termined in terms of A, U0 and T . In what follows, we
assume that it depends only on U0 and T and not on A.
It is shown in this case that U ′

0(U0, T ) is compatible with
both the group structure of G0 and the group structure
of T . For instance

(AU0)T1T2 = ((AU0)T2)T1

= ((AT2)U
′
0(U0,T2))T1

= ((AT2)T1)U
′
0(U

′
0(U0,T2),T1)

= (AT1T2)U
′
0(U

′
0(U0,T2),T1) , (A3)

and so

U ′
0(U0, T1T2) = U ′

0(U
′
0(U0, T2), T1) . (A4)

Moreover,

(AU01U02)T = ((AU02)U01)T

= (((AU02)T )U
′
0(U01,T )

= ((AT )U
′
0(U02,T ))U

′
0(U01,T )

= (AT )U
′
0(U01,T )U ′

0(U02,T ) , (A5)

and so

U ′
0(U01U02, T ) = U ′

0(U01, T )U
′
0(U02, T ) . (A6)

In this case, the general theory of semi-direct products of
groups, allows one to enlarge the group T into the semi-
direct product G ≡ T ⋉ G0 whose group law is defined
as

(T1, U01)(T2, U02) = (T1T2, (U
′
0)

−1(U01, T2)U02)

(A7)

and follows from

(((AU02)T2)U01)T1 = (((AU02)(U
′
0)

−1(U01,T2))T2)T1

= (A(U ′
0)

−1(U01,T2)U02)T1T2 . (A8)

One situation where this type of extension might be use-
ful is that for which a given gauge fixing z[A] is not be
invariant under the original physical group T . After ex-
tending T into G ≡ T ⋉ G0, and even though z[A] is not
invariant under G, it could turn out to be invariant un-
der certain representatives of each of the classes of G/G0,
that is invariant under T modulo G0.

Take for instance a background gauge in which the
background is the vector potential A⃗(x⃗) = (x⃗× B⃗)/2, al-
ready discussed in the main text. The gauge fixing is not
invariant under the group of translations, but it is invari-
ant under translations modulo gauge transformations.

Appendix B: Conditional gauge fixings

Here, we discuss the specific case of conditional gauge
fixings as given by ρ[A] = δ(F [A]), see Eq. (18).44 The
question that we would like to address is under which
conditions a given gauge-fixing functional F [A] leads to
a functional z[A], see Eq. (15), that is symmetric in the
sense of Eq. (44). We refer to that particular type of
conditional gauge fixings as symmetric conditional gauge
fixings.

1. Necessary condition

From Eqs. (15) and (18), we see that a necessary con-
dition for Eq. (44) to hold true is that δ(F [A]) and
δ(F [AU ]) have the same support in field-space, with U
any of the transformations appearing in Eq. (44). In
other words,

∀U ∈ G/G0 , ∃U ∈ U , F [A] = 0 ⇒ F [AU ] = 0 . (B1)

We stress that this condition imposes strong constraints
on the looked-after gauge-fixing functionals F [A] for it
means that the set of gauge-field configurations obeying
F [A] = 0 should be invariant under specific (that is not
all) transformations U in each class U ∈ G/G0.
We also note that, similarly to the discussion in the

previous subsection, a criterion such that

∀U ∈ G , F [A] = 0 ⇒ F [AU ] = 0 (B2)

makes not much sense because it implies that, given a
gauge-field configuration A obeying the gauge-fixing con-
dition, all the gauge-field configurations in the same G0-
orbit obey the condition as well, in contradiction with
the fact that F [A] should fix the gauge (up to possible
Gribov copies). The same is true for the requirement

∀U ∈ G − G0 , F [A] = 0 ⇒ F [AU ] = 0 , (B3)

which is easily seen to imply (B2) and thus leads again
to a dead end.

2. Sufficient condition

In the absence of Gribov copies, the condition (B1)
is not only necessary but also sufficient for Eq. (44) to
hold true. Indeed, for any transformation U appearing
in Eq. (B1), we have

ρ[AU ] = α(A)ρ[A] (B4)

44 We shall later discuss the inclusion of a possible weight functional
w[A].
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where α(A) depends only on the G0-orbit to which A
belongs and does not vanish on any orbit. It follows that

z[AU ] =
ρ[AU ]∫

G0
DU0 ρ[(AU )U0 ]

=
ρ[AU ]∫

G0
DU0 ρ[AU0U ]

=
ρ[AU ]∫

G0
DU0 ρ[(AU−1U0U )U ]

=
α(A)ρ[A]∫

G0
DU0 α(A)ρ[AU−1U0U ]

=
ρ[A]∫

G0
DU0 ρ[AU0 ]

= z[A] , (B5)

where we have used that AU−1U0U is in the same G0-
orbit as A and we have performed the change of variables
U0 → UU0U

−1.

3. Gribov copies

In the presence of Gribov copies, one needs to add
extra conditions in order to find a necessary and sufficient
set of conditions for Eq. (44) to hold true.

Before finding this set of conditions, let us show the
following useful result, which is in fact valid for any ρ[A]
satisfying (14): z[AU ] = z[A] iff Eq. (B4) holds true, with
α possibly depending on U as well in addition to A. We
have already shown one side of the equivalence, so let us
show the other one. Assume that z[AU ] = z[A]. Then

ρ[AU ] = α(A,U)ρ[A] (B6)

with

α(A,U) ≡
∫
G0

DU0 ρ[(A
U )U0 ]∫

G0
DU0 ρ[AU0 ]

, (B7)

which we still need to show to depend only on the orbit
of A and that it does not vanish on any orbit. To this
purpose, we write

α(AU ′
0 , U) =

∫
G0

DU0 ρ[((A
U ′

0)U )U0 ]∫
G0

DU0 ρ[(AU ′
0)U0 ]

=

∫
G0

DU0 ρ[A
U0UU ′

0 ]∫
G0

DU0 ρ[AU0U ′
0 ]

=

∫
G0

DU0 ρ[A
U0UU ′

0U
−1U ]∫

G0
DU0 ρ[AU0U ′

0 ]

=

∫
G0

DU0 ρ[A
U0U ]∫

G0
DU0 ρ[AU0 ]

= α(A,U) , (B8)

as announced. That α(A,U) does not vanish follows from
the left condition in (14).

We can now determine a set of necessary and sufficient
conditions for (B4). Clearly, if the latter holds true, then
ρ[A] and ρ[AU ] have the same support which means that
Eq. (B1) holds true. With this in mind, we can expand
the ρ[A] and ρ[AU ] distributions along a given orbit A =
{AU0 |U0 ∈ G0}. We find45

ρ[AU0 ] =
∑
i

∣∣∣∣∣det δF [AU0 ]

δU0

∣∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣∣
−1

δ(U0 − U
(i)
0 (A))

(B9)

and

ρ[(AU0)U ] =
∑
i

∣∣∣∣∣det δF [(AU0)U ]

δU0

∣∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣∣
−1

× δ(U0 − U
(i)
0 (A)) .(B10)

Using Eq. (B4) once more, we find that the ratio∣∣∣∣det δF [(AU0 )U ]
δU0

∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣−1

∣∣∣∣det δF [AU0 ]
δU0

∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣−1 (B11)

equals α(A, U) and thus does not depend on i. Recip-
rocally, if we assume that ρ[A] and ρ[AU ] have the same
support and that the ratio (B11) does not depend on i,
it is easily seen that ρ[A] obeys (B4).
We have thus found that the general criterion for a

conditional gauge fixing F [A] = 0 to be symmetric is that
1) in each class U ∈ G/G0, one can find a transformation
U that leaves the set of solutions to F [A] = 0 globally
invariant, and 2) that the ratio (B11) does not depend
on i in the case where Gribov copies are present. In this
latter case, let us also recall that the implementation of
the conditional gauge fixing as a gauge fixing on average
can be more generally done using

ρ[A] = w[A]δ(F [A]) . (B12)

In this case, the ratio to be considered is

w[(AU
(i)
0 (A))U ]

w[(AU
(i)
0 (A))]

∣∣∣∣det δF [(AU0 )U ]
δU0

∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣−1

∣∣∣∣det δF [AU0 ]
δU0

∣∣∣
U

(i)
0 (A)

∣∣∣∣−1 . (B13)

In particular, suppose that one finds a gauge-fixing func-
tional such that

F [AU ] = UF [A]U† , (B14)

45 Here, δ(U0 − V0) is a somewhat formal notation for the delta
distribution on the group such that

∫
G0

DU0δ(U0 − V0)f [U0] =

f [V0]. A more explicit form of Eqs. (B9)-(B10) can be obtained
by locally considering a chart U0(θ) on the Lie group manifold
and expressing ρ[AU0(θ)] as a sum of δ(θ − θ(i)(A))’s.
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for a certain U in each class U ∈ G/G0. Then

δF a[(AeiθU0)U ]

δθb
= Uaa′ δF a′

[AeiθU0 ]

δθb
, (B15)

where Uab is the adjoint representation of U . Since
detU = 1, we have

det
δF a[(AeiθU0)U ]

δθb
= det

δF a[AeiθU0 ]

δθb
(B16)

and the condition (B11) is satisfied. That (B1) applies is
also easily checked. It follows that the gauge-fixing func-
tional z[A] associated to F [A] is center-symmetric. One
explicit example of such type of gauge fixing conditions
is the center-symmetric background Landau gauge [43]

F [A] ≡ Dµ[Āc](Aµ − Āc,µ) (B17)

with Dµ[Ā] ≡ ∂µ − i[Āµ, ] and Āc and center-symmetric
background.

4. Orbit-dependent transformations

As already mentioned above, the condition (B1) im-
poses strong restrictions on the possible gauge fixing
functionals F [A] that lead to a symmetric gauge fixing in
the sense of (44). In fact, it constrains the space of solu-
tions of the condition F [A] = 0 to be stable under certain
transformations U in each of the classes U ∈ G/G0. This
means actually two things: first, the solutions that are
found along one orbit A and along the transformed or-
bit AU are pairwise-related by the same transformation
U ∈ U , and second, if we choose two other orbits Ã and
ÃU , the corresponding solutions to F [A] = 0 are related
yet by the same transformation U .
This condition should not be mistaken with the prop-

erty

∀U ∈ G/G0 , ∀A |F [A] = 0 , ∃U(A) ∈ U , F [AU ] = 0 .

(B18)

Although it might look similar to (B1), the condition
(B18) is a mere consequence of the natural assumption
that the gauge fixing condition F [A] = 0 should intersect
each G0-orbit at least once, and, therefore, applies to any
sensible gauge fixing condition, be it symmetric or not.

There is however one case where (B18) implies a gen-
eralized version of (44) that might allow one to make
the symmetry explicit. In the absence of Gribov copies,
one can indeed define an orbit dependent transformation
U(A) (not uniquely defined) which connects the config-
uration in a given orbit to that in the transformed orbit.
Under this transformation, we can again write

ρ[AU(A)] = α(A)ρ[A] (B19)

from which we deduce that z[AU(A)] = z[A]. Since z[A]
is given by Eq. (23), this rewrites

δ(F [AU(A)])

∣∣∣∣∣det δF [(AU(A))U0 ]

δU0

∣∣∣∣
U0=1

∣∣∣∣∣

= δ(F [A]) det

∣∣∣∣∣ δF [AU0 ]

δU0

∣∣∣∣
U0=1

∣∣∣∣∣ . (B20)

It follows that the gauge-fixed functional integrand is in-
variant under this orbit dependent transformation.
However, two questions remain to be answered to qual-

ify this as a symmetry. First, the Jacobian of the trans-
formation is non-trivial a priori since U(A) changes as
one considers infinitesimal variations of the gauge field
that are not taken along the corresponding orbit. This
would need to be investigated further. Another poten-
tial problem is that only the product of the two fac-
tors in Eq. (23) is invariant, and not each factor sepa-
rately. In practice, these factors are interpreted very dif-
ferently, as an integral over the Faddeev-Popov ghost and
antighost fields on the one hand, and as an integral over
the Nakanishi-Lautrup field on the other hand. The sym-
metry (B20) might be very non-trivial in terms of these
fields and fragile to approximations (not to mention that
the rewriting neglects the presence of the absolute value
around the determinant). Finally, let us mention that
an orbit dependent transformation such as U(A) cannot
be used a priori to derive constraints on the generating
functionals W [J ]/Γ[A] or on the corresponding correla-
tion/vertex functions. This is because the transformation
depends on the dynamical field (through the correspond-
ing orbit) which serves as an integration variable under
the functional integral.
Interestingly enough, in the lattice implementation

of conditional gauge fixings (with or without Gribov
copies), it is precisely the property (B18) and, in a cer-
tain sense, also an orbit-dependent transformation, that
allows one to ensure that the symmetry constraints at
the level of the observables are explicit. Indeed, in the
case of a conditional gauge fixing, the lattice selects one
copy per orbit. This allows one to define an orbit depen-
dent transformation that connects the copy on a given
orbit to the copy in the transformed orbit under a cer-
tain U ∈ G and, thus to relate the selected links with
compensating values of the Polyakov loop. For the same
reason as above, however, even on the lattice, the condi-
tion (B18) is not enough to imply symmetry constraints
on the vertex functions.

Appendix C: Other symmetric gauge fixings

In the main text, we have explained how to construct
center-symmetric gauge fixings by combining background
gauges and the notion of center-symmetric backgrounds.
Here, we would like to investigate other possibilities and
see whether or not they are viable.

1. Center averaging

Consider a gauge fixing on average z[A] which, for sim-
plicity, we assume to be invariant under color rotations of
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the form eiθ
jtj . A priori, there is no reason for z[A] to be

invariant under center transformations. We will now ex-
plain how, from z[A], one can build another gauge fixing
on average z̄[A] that is center-invariant.

Consider a center transformation U1 ∈ U1 of associated
center element ei2π/N and define

z̄[A] ≡ 1

N

N−1∑
k=0

z[AUk
1 ]

=
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

zUk
1
[A] . (C1)

That z̄[A] defines a gauge fixing on average follows from
the fact that each zUk

1
[A] averages to 1 along any G0-orbit,

see the discussion in the main text.
Let us now investigate how the functional z̄[A] trans-

forms under U1. We have

z̄[AU1 ] =
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

z[AUk+1
1 ]

=
1

N

N∑
k=1

z[AUk
1 ]

= z̄[A] +
1

N

(
z[AUN

1 ]− z[A]
)
. (C2)

We thus see that, if we were able to arrange for
z[AUN

1 ] = z[A], then we would have z̄[AU1 ] = z̄[A] and
so, even though z[AU1 ] ̸= z[A].46

To achieve this, let us choose U1 such that it transforms
a given Weyl chamber into itself. In particular, it leaves
the confining configuration Ac in that Weyl chamber in-
variant. It is easily argued that UN

1 ∈ G0 leaves each
element of the Cartan subalgebra invariant47 and thus

it is a color rotation of the form eiθ
jtj . Since we have

assumed that z[A] is invariant under such rotations, we
have z[AUN

1 ] = z[A] and z̄[A] is center-invariant as an-
nounced. In what follows, it will be convenient to take
U1 of the form [32, 45]

U1(τ) = ei
τ
β sjtjW , (C3)

with some particular choices of sj and W whose specific
form is not needed here.

46 If z[AU1 ] = z[A], there is no need to construct z̄[A] which in fact
coincides with z[A].

47 It is useful to associate to each element of the Weyl chamber,
the corresponding value of the Polyakov loop. In particular, the
vertices of the Weyl chamber are associated to the various cen-
ter elements ei2πk/N . Now, under the transformation U1, the
Polyakov loop is multiplied by ei2π/N which allows one to char-
acterize the corresponding transformation on the Weyl chamber.
The same applies for UN

1 and because the Polyakov loop does
not change in this case, we know that the corresponding trans-
formation leaves the vertices invariant. But this transformation
is an isometry acting on a space of dimension N − 1. If it leaves
N − 1 linearly independent vectors invariant, it has to leave all
points of the Weyl chamber invariant.

2. Generating functional

As we have discussed in Sec. VI, the generating func-
tionals Wz̄[J ] and Γz̄[A] obey the symmetry constraints
that reflect the center-symmetry of the system. The
question is now whether these functionals allow one to
discuss the breaking of the symmetry.
To investigate this question, we first derive the relation

between Wz̄[J ] and Wz[J ]. We write

eWz̄ [J] ≡
∫

DA z̄[A] e−SY M [A]+J·A

=
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

∫
DAz[AUk

1 ] e−SY M [A]+J·A

=
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

∫
DAz[A] e−SY M [A]+J·A(Uk

1 )†

=
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

e
i
g J·(U

k
1 )†∂Uk

1

∫
DAz[A] e−SY M [A]+JUk

1 ·A

=
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

e
i
g J·(U

k
1 )†∂Uk

1 eWz [J
Uk
1 ] (C4)

that is

Wz̄[J ] = ln

(
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

e
i
g J·(U

k
1 )†∂Uk

1 eWz [J
Uk
1 ]

)
. (C5)

Suppose now that z[A] is translation invariant. Using
the assumed invariance of z[A] under color rotations of

the form eiθ
jtj , and the particular choice (C3), it is then

argued that z̄[A] is also translation invariant. Moreover,
if we take the source J constant and along the diagonal

part of the algebra, the same holds for JUk
1 . In this case

both Wz̄[J ] and Wz[J
Uk

1 ] scale like the volume in the
infinite volume limit. Introducing

wz̄[J ] ≡ lim
V→∞

Wz̄[J ]

βV
(C6)

and

wz[J ] ≡ lim
V→∞

Wz[J ]

βV
, (C7)

we thus find

wz̄[J ] = Maxk

(
i

g
J · (Uk

1 )
†∂Uk

1 + wz[J
Uk

1 ]

)
(C8)

where J · (Uk
1 )

†∂Uk
1 does not involve an integration over

spacetime.

3. Discussion

The question is now whether one can study the con-
finement/deconfinement transition using the gauge fixing
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identified in the previous section. Let us consider the
simple case where the original gauge fixing is color rota-
tion invariant and take the SU(2) group. We can choose
U1 = iσ2e

−iπτ/βσ3 and then

wz̄[J3] = Max (wz[J3], 2πJ3 + wz[−J3]) . (C9)

Since we are interested in the limit J3 → 0, we need
to compare the functions wz[J3] and w̃z[J3] = 2πJ3 +
wz[−J3] in the vicinity of J3 = 0. We have wz[0] = w̃z[0].
Moreover, since z is color invariant, we have w′

z[0] = 0
and w̃′

z[0] = 2π. Thus, in the vicinity of J3 = 0, we find

wz̄[J3 > 0] = w̃z[J3]

wz̄[J3 < 0] = wz[J3] . (C10)

This means that wz̄[J3] presents a cusp at J3 = 0 for any
temperature (even at low temperatures) and w′

z̄[J3 =
0+] = 2π while w′

z̄[J3 = 0+] = 0. This example illus-
trates that having a symmetric gauge fixing is not enough
for the gluon one-point function to serve as a probe for
the deconfinement transition.

We stress that this conclusion applies even in the case
where the original gauge-fixing z[A] is completed in the

infrared using the Curci-Ferrari model. In constrast, sim-
ilar type of modelling applied on the center-symmetric
Landau gauges discussed in the main text does allow to
identify the transition from the gluon one-point function
[43]. This plays thus in favor of the center-symmetric
Landau gauges.

4. Yet another possibility

Another possibility is to introduce the following func-
tional

W [J ] =
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

[
i

g
J · (Uk

1 )
†∂Uk

1 +Wz[J
Uk

1 ]

]
. (C11)

Because Wz[J = 0] is the free-energy F of the system,
we have

W [J = 0] =
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

Wz[J = 0] = F (C12)

which then gives also access to the free-energy. Moreover

W [JU1 ] =
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

[
i

g
J · (Uk+1

1 )†(∂Uk
1 )U1 +Wz[J

Uk+1
1 ]

]

=
1

N

N−1∑
k=0

[
i

g
J · (Uk+1

1 )†∂Uk+1
1 +Wz[J

Uk+1
1 ]

]
− 1

N

N−1∑
k=0

i

g
J · U†

1∂U1

= W [J ]− 1

N

N−1∑
k=0

i

g
J · U†

1∂U1 , (C13)

which is a symmetry constraint similar to (46). In the last steps, we have used that UN
1 is a color rotation of the

form eiθ
jtj and we have again assumed that z[A] is invariant under such rotations.

Consider again the SU(2) case and assume that z is
color invariant. After dividing by the volume in the infi-
nite volume limit, we have

w[J3] =
1

2
(wz[J3] + 2πJ3 + wz[−J3]) . (C14)

Now, because wz[J3] has no cusp at J3 = 0 since w′
z[0] =

0, neither has w[J3], and we find

w′[0] =
1

2
(w′

z[0] + 2π − w′
z[0]) = π . (C15)

This time the minimum is always in the symmetric con-
figuration and thus cannot serve as a probe for the de-
confinement transition either.
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