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The Gribov–Zwanziger scenario attributes the phenomenon of confinement to the instantaneous interaction
term in the QCD Hamiltonian in the Coulomb gauge. For a static quark-antiquark pair, it leads to a potential
energy that increases linearly with the distance between them. Lattice studies of the SU(2) Yang–Mills theory
determined the corresponding (Coulomb) string tension for sources in the fundamental representation, σC , to
be about three times larger than the Wilson loop string tension, σF . It is far above the Zwanziger variational
bound, σC ≥ σF . We argue that the value established in the literature is artificially inflated. We examine the
lattice definition of the instantaneous potential, find the source of the string tension’s enhancement, and perform
its improved determination in SU(2) lattice gauge theory. We report our conservative estimate for the value of
the Coulomb string tension as σC/σF = 2.0 ± 0.4 and discuss its phenomenological implications.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Coulomb gauge Hamiltonian formalism has long been
used to study non-perturbative aspects of quantum chromody-
namics (QCD), including color confinement. According to the
Gribov–Zwanziger scenario [1–4], quark confinement1 man-
ifests explicitly in the instantaneous, chromo-electric part of
the Coulomb-gauge SU(Nc) Yang–Mills (YM) Hamiltonian.
One may interpret this interaction as a non-Abelian gener-
alization of the familiar Coulomb potential between electric
charges separated by a distance r. However, unlike in quan-
tum electrodynamics (QED), the non-Abelian instantaneous
part of the QCD Hamiltonian is a complicated function of the
background gauge fields. As a result, at large separations be-
tween color sources, it is expected that the associated poten-
tial rises linearly [6–15]. This potential, which we refer to as
VC(r), is defined as interaction energy between a static quark-
antiquark pair annihilated immediately after its creation, i.e.
before dynamical quark-gluon interactions anti-polarize the
QCD vacuum around the pair. A state of energy equal to VC
is referred to as “bare” or “stringless,” meaning it does not de-
scribe a flux tube-like gauge field distribution connecting the
quarks.

In general, with the static color charges in representation D
of SU(Nc) and assuming large r, it was shown in [9] that the

∗ email: dawids@uw.edu
† email: wyatt.smith@gwu.edu
1 We define confinement as an area law of the Wilson loop, producing a

linearly rising potential between static charges [5].

relation,

VD(r) ≤ VC(r) , (1)

holds, where VD(r) ≈ σD r is the ground-state potential of a
dressed quark-antiquark pair as computed from the expecta-
tion value of a large Wilson loop.2 Here, σD is the ground-
state string tension. We refer to the corresponding linear term
in VC(r) ≈ σC r as the non-Abelian Coulomb string tension
σC . From Eq. (1), it follows that if the physical potential con-
fines, so does the non-Abelian Coulomb one. Moreover, if the
string tensions were the same, one could argue that the bare
and the ground state would be identical.

Various computations of the non-Abelian Coulomb poten-
tial in the fundamental representation of the SU(2) and SU(3)
theories have found that the Coulomb string tension is about
three to four times larger than the Wilson string tension,
i.e., σC/σF ⪆ 3 [16–23]. Thus, it is far above Zwanziger’s
lower bound, indicating a significant difference between the
bare and the ground state. The considerable disparity be-
tween the string tensions poses a problem for the viability of
phenomenological meson models using the Coulomb-gauge
Hamiltonian approach [24–30]; it necessitates the inclusion
of many additional string-like gauge fields in constructing the
ground-state. Possible explanations exist for the dynamical
mechanism that reduces the enhanced instantaneous interac-
tion energy to the ground-state from the bare one [21, 31–
33], but it remains unknown what causes such a discrepancy

2 As originally stated by Zwanziger, the right-hand side of Eq. (1) contains
the quadratic Casimir invariant CD. We have absorbed this quantity into
our definition of VC to match the conventions of recent literature on the
subject.
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between the two potentials. Recent lattice simulations of the
chromoelectric energy density distribution in the “stringless”
Coulomb state were inconclusive [34, 35], indicating a need
for further study.

Lattice computations of the non-Abelian Coulomb poten-
tial are notoriously challenging. Two discretized definitions
of this quantity were proposed: one defined as a correlator
between short time-like links [16], while the other based on
resolving the Gauss constraint and expressing the instanta-
neous part of the temporal gluon propagator in terms of the
Faddeev–Popov operator [36–38]. Although equivalent in the
continuum Hamiltonian formulation, they differ significantly
on a finite lattice. In addition to exhibiting different discretiza-
tion and finite-volume effects, they differ because the observ-
ables of interest are defined in the Coulomb gauge and may
be affected differently by Gribov copies. For example, a lower
value for the Coulomb string tension was found [38–40] using
the latter definition; however, as realized in Refs. [41, 42], that
string tension depends strongly on the gauge-fixing procedure.
According to [42], the former definition—studied in this arti-
cle—is most likely unaffected by this difficulty, although more
studies are necessary.

Nevertheless, the lattice version of the non-Abelian
Coulomb potential, as defined in Ref. [16], suffers from other
problems, both formal and computational. As discussed in the
following section, to obtain the Coulomb string tension, one
must study the logarithmic derivative of a correlator defined
as the expectation value of an operator of vanishing tempo-
ral extent, t → 0. It requires analyzing the short-distance
behavior of a correlation function for which large lattice arti-
facts are to be expected. Thus, one must carefully investigate
the dependence of the extracted Coulomb string tension on
the temporal lattice spacing, at. Crucially, the limit t → 0 is
achievable only in the Hamiltonian limit, i.e., when at → 0. In
practice, measuring the Coulomb potential for several ensem-
bles with sufficiently fine spacings while accounting for all
relevant systematic effects remains an open issue. Attempts to
explore this limit often delivered inconclusive results, show-
ing, for example, a significant dependence of the ratio σC/σF
on the inverse coupling β [16].

Additional theoretical challenges might have influenced
these computations. In particular, we assert that the com-
monly assumed form of this derivative may be inappropri-
ate for application to small Euclidean times, where the stan-
dard power-counting arguments implicit in Symanzik’s effec-
tive action approach do not hold. At a small temporal extent,
t ≈ at, relevant to our observable of interest, it is crucial to
account for non-negligible cutoff effects. We delay the dis-
cussion of this technical point until further in the article. The
most important consequence of this problem is a potential ar-
tificial enhancement of the Coulomb string tension, which can
exceed the correct value by more than 100% [43].

In this work, we present straightforward solutions to these
issues and perform improved SU(2) lattice simulations on sev-
eral anisotropic lattices at different couplings. We estimate
the value of the Coulomb string tension and present a con-
servative estimate for the ratio σC/σF = 2.0 ± 0.4, closer to
Zwanziger’s bound than was previously determined. This

improvement offers hope of resolving several puzzles in the
Gribov–Zwanziger confinement scenario and of making a
connection with the Casimir scaling phenomenon, observed
in lattice simulations [44–50].

This article is organized as follows. In Section II, we de-
fine the non-Abelian Coulomb potential and discuss its lattice
equivalent. We highlight problems with the commonly used
version of this observable and offer an approach that resolves
them. In Section III, we describe the details of our lattice setup
and statistical analysis. We present the results of the numeri-
cal computation and the Hamiltonian limit of the non-Abelian
Coulomb potential. In Section IV, we summarize our findings
and discuss potential improvements of this work. We include
four technical Appendices. In Appendix A, we give a simple
argument explaining the mechanism responsible for enhanc-
ing previous measurements of the non-Abelian Coulomb po-
tential. In Appendix B, we discuss the details of anisotropic
lattices used for the computation. In Appendix C, we discuss
the statistical analysis performed on the lattice data. Finally,
in Appendix D, we discuss our computation of the Wilson
loop string tension.

II. NON-ABELIAN COULOMB POTENTIAL

We begin by describing the origin of the non-Abelian
Coulomb potential in the Hamiltonian of the SU(Nc) YM the-
ory with static quarks. The static quark-antiquark creation op-
erators are represented at space-time point (t = 0, r) by qa(r)
and q̄a(r) respectively. The bare quark-antiquark state is de-
fined as |Ψqq̄⟩ = q̄a(0) qa(r) |Ω⟩ where the YM vacuum is de-
noted by |Ω⟩. Formally, one may split the Hamiltonian in the
Coulomb gauge into four parts, HYM = Hq + Hg + Hqg + HC ,
where the first three terms contain contributions from free
quarks, free gluons, gluon-gluon interactions, and quark-
gluon interactions respectively. The final term, HC , describes
the instantaneous interaction between color charges and is
given by [14, 51, 52],

HC =
1
2

∫
dx dyJ−1/2 ρa(x)J−1/2 Kab

xy J
−1/2 ρb(x)J−1/2 ,

(2)

where ρa(x) = gq†(x)taq(x) is the color charge den-
sity operator of quarks, J = det(M) is the determinant
of the Faddeev–Popov operator present due to quantiza-
tion in curvilinear coordinates on the gauge manifold,
Mab

xy = −∂
i Dab

i δ
(4)(x − y), and the covariant derivative is

Dab
µ = δ

ab ∂µ − g f abc Ac
µ. Implicit summation over repeated

discrete indices is assumed.
Similarly to QED, the interaction kernel is obtained by re-

solving the Gauss-law constraint. The result is,

Kab
xy = [M−1 (−∇2) M−1]ab

xy . (3)

In the Abelian limit, M → −∇2, and the kernel reproduces the
familiar 1/r potential. The instantaneous chromo-electric in-
teraction in a non-Abelian theory is affected by possible gluon
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exchanges and becomes non-perturbatively enhanced.3 The
Coulomb potential is defined (up to an infinite self-interaction
constant) as a matrix element,

VC(r) = ⟨Ψqq̄|HC |Ψqq̄⟩ = ⟨Ψqq̄|H |Ψqq̄⟩ . (4)

The equality between the expectation value of the full Hamil-
tonian and that of the Coulomb term results from the instan-
taneous nature of the interaction. At a given instant, for a
finite separation between quarks, terms Hq, Hg, and Hqg all
have vanishing matrix elements and do not contribute to the
interaction energy.

Based on this fact, in Ref. [16], the authors proposed to use
the expectation value of the Euclidean time evolution operator
on the |Ψqq̄⟩ state,

VC(r) = − lim
t→0

d
dt

log⟨Ψqq̄| e−tH |Ψqq̄⟩ , (5)

for computing the potential in the lattice Monte Carlo simu-
lation. For this purpose, they introduced the correlation func-
tion,

G(r, t) =
1
2
⟨Tr

[
L†(0, t) L(r, t)

]
⟩ . (6)

where ⟨·⟩ represents the vacuum expectation value, and L(x, t)
is a temporal Wilson line of length t,

L(r, t) = P exp
(∫ t

0
dt′ A4(r, t′)

)
. (7)

In the static limit, L(r, t) describes the creation, Euclidean-
time propagation, and annihilation of a single quark. From the
definition of the Wilson line, note that at t = 0 this correlation
function is normalized to unity,

G(r, 0) =
1
2
⟨Tr

[
L†(0, 0) L(r, 0)

]
⟩ = 1 . (8)

One obtains the Coulomb potential from

VC(r) = lim
t→0

V(r, t) def
== lim

t→0

(
−

d
dt

log[G(r, t)]
)
. (9)

The limit t → 0 might seem unusual when viewed from the
perspective of the typical t → ∞ regime studied in hadronic
spectroscopy on the lattice. The latter allows one to access the
ground-state energy of interest by using the large-time domi-
nance of the lowest-energy state’s exponential in the spectral
decomposition of G(r, t). In fact, the quantity limt→∞ V(r, t)
reproduces the well-known ground-state quark-antiquark po-
tential extracted from the asymptotic behavior of the large

3 As argued by Gribov, Zwanziger, and others, the eigenvalues of M−1 be-
come large near the surface of the so-called Fundamental Modular Re-
gion [1, 53] which contains the allowed field configurations in the gauge-
fixed theory. Due to the high dimensionality of this space, most of its vol-
ume resides near the surface, and consequently, the non-Abelian Coulomb
potential is enhanced at large separations, leading to confinement.

Wilson loop [16]. One can intuitively understand this corre-
lator as describing a process of equilibration of the bare state
with time. At t = 0, a bare quark-antiquark state is produced
with its energy initially given only by the contribution of the
instantaneous part of the Coulomb gauge Hamiltonian. As
time evolves, interactions of the bare state with the virtual glu-
ons in the YM vacuum allow it to “thermalize” to the ground
state of the theory. Hence, the quantity V(r, t) interpolates
between the non-Abelian Coulomb potential and the physi-
cal (ground-state) one, and the corresponding time-dependent
string tension σ(t) satisfies, σC ≥ σ(t) ≥ σF .

We now consider the gauge-fixed theory in a hypercubic
lattice of volume L4, where L = Nas = (ξN)at and the integer
N determines lattice size in units of the spatial and tempo-
ral spacings, as and at. Here, ξ = as/at is the renormalized
anisotropy, and we assume periodic boundary conditions in
all directions. The Wilson lines then take on the form,

Llat(t, r) = U4(r, 0) U4(r, at) . . . U4(r, at(T − 1)) , (10)

where t = atT , r = asR, with T and R integers, and Uµ(x)
is a gauge link variable at position x = (x, x4) pointing in the
µ ∈ [1, 4] direction. One represents the correlation function
with the lattice approximant,

Glat(r, t; at, as,N) =
1
2

〈
Tr

[
L†lat(0, t) Llat(r, t)

]〉
, (11)

where we explicitly indicate dependence on the lattice spac-
ings and size. The most direct approach to obtaining the
Coulomb potential is to replace the time derivative in Eq. (9)
with a finite difference. By doing so, we find the time-
dependent potential,

Vlat(r, t; at, as,N) =
1
at

log
Glat(r, t; at, as,N)

Glat(r, t + at; at, as,N)
. (12)

Reference [16] proposes to take the t → 0 limit by fixing t = 0
and assuming Glat(r, 0; at, as,N) = 1, as suggested by Eq. (8).
It gives the lattice equivalent of the continuum Coulomb po-
tential,

Ṽlat(r; at, as,N) = −
1
at

log
〈1

2
Tr[U†4(0, 0)U4(r, 0)]

〉
, (13)

as implemented in many lattice studies.
However, it is crucial to note that data obtained from lattice

QCD (LQCD) studies cannot be directly used to verify the
assumption of unit normalization of the lattice approximant
of the correlator at finite spacing, since the correlator defined
by Eq. (11) can only be computed for temporal separations
T ≥ 1.

In addition, observables computed using LQCD generically
exhibit systematic effects due to discretization. Such artifacts
are ubiquitous and are removed by studying the continuum
limit of LQCD. However, at finite lattice spacing, from di-
mensional arguments, one anticipates the presence of a class
of lattice artifacts that modify the time-dependence of the cor-
relation function measured on the lattice [54–56]. We write,



4

for a generic correlator on an isotropic lattice in an infinite
volume,

Glat(r, t; a) = G0(r, t; a) +
∑
n=1

(a
t

)n
Gn(r, t; a) , (14)

where Gn(r, t; a) are regular and finite at t = 0. After mul-
tiplicative renormalization, the continuum limit of this cor-
relator may be obtained by studying lima→0 Glat(r, t; a) =
lima→0 G0(r, t; a). Thus, the G0 term determines the Coulomb
potential.

The terms (a/t)n Gn(r, t; a) for n ≥ 1 parameterize lattice
artifacts which are enhanced for small-t due to the explicit
factors of (a/t)n, and modify the normalization of the lattice
correlation function at t = 0. Consequently, the assumption of
unit normalization at t = 0 of the correlation function at finite
lattice spacing is not justified4 and may cause an enhancement
in the measured potential as t decreases [43]. We explain this
point further in Appendix A.

In principle, this issue may be removed by first extrapolat-
ing the correlation function point-by-point to the continuum
and then analyzing the small-time dependence of the resulting
renormalized continuum correlation function. This approach
is beyond the scope of this work. Instead, we note that the
assumption of unit normalization of the correlation function
at t = 0 is not required to extract the Coulomb potential. We
therefore analyze the time dependence of Eq. (11) and directly
fit the correlator near t = 0 with a proper continuous model,
Gmod(r, t; α⃗), where α⃗ is a vector of free parameters that de-
pend on at, as, and N. The complete model includes terms
corresponding to the lattice artifacts in Eq. (14), potentially
with a divergence at t = 0. The model takes the form,

Gmod(r, t; α⃗) = G0,mod(r, t; α⃗) +
∑
n=1

(a
t

)n
Gn,mod(r, t; α⃗) . (15)

Once the model parameters are constrained, we can iden-
tify G0,mod(r, t; α⃗) as the term relevant to the extraction of
the Coulomb potential. It is important to note that this term
still contains finite-volume and finite-spacing dependencies,
which may be removed by studying the continuum limit.
Since the leading lattice artifacts arise from the temporal dis-
cretization, we assume it is sufficient to study the limit where
the temporal spacing becomes zero, at → 0. It is approached
by studying anisotropic lattices with increasing anisotropy, as
ξ → ∞ corresponds to the desired at → 0 limit. Thus, we
study,

VC(r; as,N) = lim
ξ→∞

L=const.

(
− lim

t→0

d
dt

log
[
G0,mod(r, t; α⃗)

])
. (16)

4 Stated differently, the lattice approximant of Glat(r, t; a) has a normaliza-
tion that is time- and spacing-dependent, N(t, a) , 1. It approaches unity,
N(t, a) → 1, when one performs the ordered limit a → 0 and then t → 0
in Eq. (11). Since the definition of the Coulomb potential in Eq. (13) vio-
lates this order, it suffers from non-vanishing terms (a/t)n contributing to
the normalization at any a.

Table I. Summary of the lattice ensembles used in this work. For each
lattice size N, eight βs are computed in steps of 0.05. The fourth col-
umn provides the minimal number of distinct gauge configurations
used for measurements.

N β ξ min(nmeas)
16 2.25 to 2.60 1 to 5 1917
24 2.25 to 2.60 1 to 8 1557
32 2.25 to 2.60 1 to 4 494

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we discuss our numerical implementation of
the Monte Carlo simulation of the SU(Nc) YM theory on the
lattice and our results for the non-Abelian Coulomb potential
using the improved approach to the observable.

A. Lattice framework

We consider the Euclidean lattice formulation of the SU(2)
YM theory with no dynamical fermions. The theory is defined
via the Wilson action for anisotropic lattices,

S =
1
2

∑
x

[
βs

3∑
j>i=1

Re Tr
(
1 − Ui j(x)

)
+ βt

3∑
i=1

Re Tr
(
1 − Ui4(x)

)]
, (17)

where,

Uµν(x) = Uµ(x) Uν(x + µ̂) U†µ(x + ν̂) U†ν (x) , (18)

is a plaquette oriented in the (µν) plane and placed at position
x = (x, x4). Here βs = β/ξ0 and βt = β ξ0 are coupling con-
stants introduced to alter the physical size of the lattice in the
spatial and temporal directions, respectively. The quantity ξ0
is the bare anisotropy, tuned in the action to set the renormal-
ized anisotropy to ξ. Details regarding the determination of
the renormalized anisotropy and lattice spacings, at ≡ at(β, ξ)
and as ≡ as(β, ξ), are given in Appendix B.

In our simulations, we used lattices with dimensions N3 ×

ξN, where ξN is the number of lattice sites in the time direc-
tion. This choice approximately maintains the physical vol-
ume of each lattice for fixed β as ξ increases. We used en-
sembles with N = 16, 24, 32 for couplings β = 2.25 to 2.60
and anisotropy ξ up to 8. We summarize the employed lat-
tice ensembles in Table I. The SU(2) lattices were iteratively
updated using the heat-bath algorithm [57, 58]. For each β
and ξ, we used 100 independent lattices (Markov chains) con-
sidered equilibrated after about ntherm = 2000 to 5000 initial
thermalization sweeps. After equilibration, we generated 5 to
20 more lattice configurations in every Markov chain, each
separated by 200 to 400 thermalization sweeps. These were
used for measurements, which resulted in about nmeas = 500
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to 2000 different gauge configurations employed for this pur-
pose.

Before each measurement, the field configuration was fixed
to the Coulomb gauge by employing the local relaxation al-
gorithm of Ref. [59] at each time slice. A configuration was
assumed to be gauge-fixed when ∆F = |Fi − Fi+1| < 10−7,
where

Fi =
1

4ξN2

3∑
µ=1

∑
x

Tr Uµ(x) , (19)

is a value of the functional to be minimized after the i-th gauge
fixing iteration. To increase the speed of the gauge fixing pro-
cedure, we implemented an over-relaxation method [60, 61]
with ω = 1.75. We did not find significant changes in the val-
ues of our observables when decreasing ∆F by several orders
of magnitude below 10−7.

For each gauge-fixed configuration we measured the cor-
relator defined in Eq. (11), Glat(Ras,Tat; at, as,N), for every
1 ≤ R,T ≤ N/2. For the ensembles with N = 16, we mea-
sured up to T = 10 to better constrain the T -dependence of the
correlator. Each measurement involved an average over three
spatial orientations, x̂, ŷ, ẑ, of the quark-antiquark separation

vector, r, and an average over all possible time and spatial
translations of the L†lat(0, t) Llat(r, t) operator.

B. Fitting strategy

We follow a multi-step procedure to extract the
Coulomb string tension from the lattice approximant,
G(R,T ) ≡ Glat(Ras,Tat; at, as,N). We first fit the small t/at
dependence of the correlation function to a range of different
models at fixed R. We compute, within each of these models,
the logarithmic derivative at t = 0, as given in the parenthesis
of Eq. (16). This allows us to construct the lattice approxi-
mation of the Coulomb potential, VC(R) ≡ Vlat(Ras; at, as,N).
In the second step, we fit the R-dependence of the potential
to obtain the Coulomb string tension, σC(at, as,N). Finally,
we fit the residual at/as = 1/ξ dependence to extrapolate the
obtained quantity to at → 0.

For the two first steps, the lattice data is considered corre-
lated, and all our fits are performed in lattice units. The tem-
poral evolution of our correlation function is fitted by mini-
mizing the standard correlated χ2,

χ2 =
∑

i j

(
G(R,Ti) −Gmod(R,Ti; α⃗)

)
Σ−1

i j

(
G(R,T j) −Gmod(R,T j; α⃗)

)
, (20)

where α⃗ is the parameter vector, and Σi j represents the covari-
ance matrix between the samples G(R,Ti) and G(R,T j). Fits
to data sets with a truncated T -range were handled by trun-
cating the covariance matrix before inverting it for insertion
into Eq. (20).5 The errors and correlations of our observables
are obtained via the jackknife procedure, as described in Ap-
pendix C. Finally, model averaging [62] was employed to es-
timate the systematic uncertainty arising from model choice,
and from the ranges of R, T used for the fits presented in this
work.

1. Fitting the t-dependence of the correlator

As discussed in Section II and Appendix A, lattice arti-
facts of the form (at/t)n and (as/t)n for n ≥ 1 can be present
in lattice correlators. Such contributions are suppressed at
large-Euclidean times, where standard spectroscopic studies
are performed, and thus can be safely neglected in such cal-
culations. However, since our goal is an extraction of the
logarithmic derivative of the correlation function near t = 0,
the quantification of these possible lattice effects is essential.

5 The same procedure is followed for fits to V(R).

The exact form of the correlation function at short times is not
known, although we found that models of the form,

Gmod(r, t; α⃗) =
(
1 +

at

t
|C(r; at, as,N)|

)
G0,mod(r, t; α⃗) , (21)

were sufficient to describe the data behavior for small t. The
G0,mod(r, t; α⃗) function was modeled as a spectral sum of ex-
ponentials,

G0,mod(r, t; α⃗) =
nexp∑
n=0

|An(r; at, as,N)| e−En(r; at ,as,N) t . (22)

To ensure stable extrapolation to t → 0, all fits were per-
formed between tstart and tend, with tstart/at = 1. Our model
average included contributions from models of the form
Eq. (22) with varying nexp and tend. We found that for large
anisotropies, the small-time window was modeled well only
when at least three exponentials were included in the above
sum. However, due to the limited amount of data points avail-
able, fits with three exponentials are unstable, and sometimes
produce considerable uncertainties when calculating the loga-
rithmic derivative.

We also considered models without explicit pole terms,
models with higher order leading poles, and models for which
log

[
G0,mod(r, t; α⃗)

]
is given by a polynomial. All these models

produced seemingly consistent results, but had worse χ2/ndof
and were therefore excluded from this study.
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Figure 1. Time-dependence fits to our correlation functions for two values of R, for N = 24 lattices with ξ = 1 (top panels) and ξ = 4 (bottom
panels), for all βs used in this work. Shown is the best model selection fit to the data only (filled data points and error band). Transparency has
been added to the region not fitted by the best model selection fit.

Examples of the fits to the time-dependence of the correla-
tion function, for N = 24 lattices, are shown in Fig. 1. For a
given lattice with R × T values of the correlation function, for
each R, we perform a series of model-averaged fits to capture
the correlator’s T -dependence.

2. Coulomb potential

The Coulomb potential was obtained by computing the log-
arithmic derivative of the correlator at t = 0,

Vlat(r; at, as,N) = −
d
dt

log
[
G0,mod

(
r, t; α⃗

)] ∣∣∣∣∣
t=0
. (23)

The resulting non-Abelian Coulomb potential as a function of
the spatial separation, r, for several lattice couplings, is shown
in Fig. 2. To extract the Coulomb string tension we fit the
potential to the form of the well-known Cornell form [63],

Vlat(r; at, as,N) = −
|A(at, as,N)|

r
+ B(at, as,N)

+ σC(at, as,N) r , (24)

where we interpretσC(at, as,N) as the Coulomb string tension
at finite lattice spacing in the finite volume. Fits of the R-
dependence included only data points with R ≤ 3N/8, to avoid
biasing our results with the finite-volume artifacts visible near
R = N/2.

The use of the Cornell potential in the short-distance region
is not particularly well-motivated [64], due to the known loga-
rithmic corrections to the leading 1/r term and the short-range
discretization effects. Thus, to estimate the systematic uncer-
tainty associated with this model, we again use model averag-
ing, varying the initial (Rstart ≤ 1+N/8) and final (Rend) ranges
of our fits to data so that each fit contains at least N/4 points.
In doing so, we produce a model averaged value σC(at, as,N)
for each β and ξ.

3. Hamiltonian limit

For every ensemble, we calculate the ratio of the Coulomb
and physical string tensions,

R(ξ) =
σC(at(ξ, β), as(ξ, β),N)
σF(at(1, β), as(1, β),N)

, (25)



7

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

r [fm]

0

2

4

6

8
V
C

(r
/a

s)
[G

eV
]

β=2.25

β=2.30

β=2.35

β=2.40

β=2.45

β=2.50

β=2.55

β=2.60

Figure 2. Distance-dependent fits to our potential function for N = 24, ξ = 8. Shown for each value of β is the best model fit to the data. The
y-axis results for every β = 2.25 + 0.05 × n have been shifted by n for clarity of presentation. Note that all the plots exhibit similar slopes,
hinting at a string tension that is constant in β. Transparency has been added to the region not fitted by the best model fit.

where we keep the β and N dependence implicit. The error
propagation in this ratio is treated as uncorrelated.6 Our σF

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
ξ

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

R
(ξ

)

N = 24, β = 2.4

χ2/ndof = 0.4

R0 = 2.5± 0.3

Figure 3. Shown is the extrapolation ξ → ∞ based on the set of eight
renormalized anisotropies for N = 24 and β = 2.4. The filled band
region indicates the fitted points for the best model, according to the
selection criterion.

6 Note that the results for ξ = 1 are correlated, as they come from two
different time limits of the same correlator. The ratios for the rest of
the anisotropies are indeed uncorrelated. For consistency, we assume all
the ξ−dependent Coulomb string tensions are independent of the physical
ones.

is calculated from the large t behavior of two Wilson lines
in the Coulomb gauge on isotropic lattices for all considered
β’s. As we demonstrate in Appendix D, this produces a string
tension consistent with the standard computation. We assume
that for the ensembles considered in this work, the residual
dependence of this ratio on as is negligible. We also assume
that the limit t → ∞ string tension σF entering in the denomi-
nator does not depend on the anisotropy, though we stress that
the value of the Coulomb string tension does strongly depend
on this quantity. In the final step of our analysis, for each lat-
tice of size N and coupling β, we combine all values of the
anisotropy ξ to perform an extrapolation ξ → ∞. To do so, we
fit the ratio to a polynomial expansion in 1/ξ,

R(ξ) = R0 +

Np∑
i=1

Ri

(
1
ξ

)i

. (26)

We once again perform model averaging of our results, fitting
both two- and three-term polynomials, where the minimum
number of fitted data points is Np + 2, and the first anisotropy
is always fixed to ξ = 1. An example for N = 24 and β = 2.4
is shown in Fig. 3. We find a smooth dependence in ξ and con-
clude that a low parameter fit to data is sufficient to describe
our computed ratios.

We repeated the previously described fitting procedure for
all lattice ensembles and extrapolated to infinite anisotropy in
units of the Wilson string tension, producing the values shown
in Fig. 4, where each N is fitted separately. Note that all
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Figure 4. Shown are the data points of the extrapolated string tension ratios for every volume under study (N = 16, N = 24 and N = 32),
for every β, and our final fit to a constant in red. The final results and error bands are obtained from model averaging, where the filled region
corresponds to the fitted region for the best model selection fit. The remaining color bands represent fits to the corresponding string tension for
each anisotropy.

volumes can be described with a fit to a β−independent con-
stant, with a reasonable χ2/ndof value. Furthermore, all three
N produce compatible results for the ratio of string tensions.
We note that the ratios obtained at low β’s for N = 32 are
disfavored by our model-averaging procedure, and lie below
the final value. The fit that includes all ratios obtained from
the N = 32 ensembles still exhibits a reasonable χ2/ndof,
although it produces a slightly lower final value for the ra-
tio. In this work, we neglect the finite-volume effects on this
ratio. Considering that for each N we use a different num-
ber of anisotropies to extrapolate, we choose to take an en-
velope to determine a conservative estimate for our final re-
sult as R0 ≡ σC/σF = 2.0 ± 0.4. Alternatively, when fitting
all data points, for all N, we obtain R0 = 2.07 ± 0.10, with a
χ2/ndof = 1.0, in agreement with the more conservative esti-
mate.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we revisited the lattice definition of the non-
Abelian Coulomb potential and argued that previous lattice
studies may have overestimated the corresponding Coulomb
string tension. We proposed an improved method for deter-
mining this quantity and found σC/σF = 2.0 ± 0.4. To the
best of our knowledge, this study is the first to account for

short-time lattice artifacts when extracting the non-Abelian
Coulomb potential. Consequently, our result is significantly
smaller than the previously reported values. This reduction
may have considerable phenomenological implications, in-
dicating increased feasibility of constructing meson models
based on the Coulomb gauge Hamiltonian formalism. The
situation for the SU(3) YM theory needs further investigation,
as we expect the currently available values in the literature to
be similarly inflated.
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Appendix A: Enhancement of the Coulomb Potential

Let us consider the correlator Glat(r, t; a) =

Glat(r, t; a, a,∞). Here, we fix a = as = at, and take the
limit N → ∞ to simplify the argument. Assuming Glat(r, t; a)
is a regular function at t = 0, one may expand it in t about
t = 0 as follows,

Glat(r, t; a) = G(r, 0; a) + t G′(r, 0; a) +
t2

2
G′′(r, 0; a) , (A1)

up to terms O(t3). However, this expansion does not account
for the short-distance artifacts from the discretization of the
lattice in the temporal direction, as discussed in Section II.
By dimensional analysis, we expect finite-spacing effects to
appear in Glat(r, t; a) of the form,

∆Glat(r, t; a) =
∑
n=1

(a
t

)n
Gn(r, t) , (A2)

since t is the dominant scale in the problem7. Here, Gn’s are
coefficients that generally depend on t and are expected to de-
cay exponentially with time, just like the continuum correla-
tor. Without directly computing the correlator from the path
integral of Coulomb-gauge fixed YM theory, one cannot con-
clusively argue that the leading discretization artifact is of the
order a. Similarly, one cannot easily assert that the infinite
sum in Eq. (A2) is finite or infinite at t = 0. Nevertheless,
whether the leading order correction is regular or divergent at
vanishing time extent, the correction ∆G influences the nor-
malization of G at small t in a discretized theory. Taking these
discretization effects into account, we write,

Glat(r, t; a) = G(r, 0) + t G′(r, 0)

+
t2

2
G′′(r, 0) + ∆G(r, t; a) + O(t3) , (A3)

7 For simplicity, we neglect terms proportional to a/r in this reasoning.
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Figure 5. Spatial lattice spacing dependence on β and the renormal-
ized asymmetry ξ. Data from Ref. [38].

in which the Taylor-expansion coefficients are now written in
terms of continuum quantities and do not depend on a. We
apply the logarithm to the above expression, set t = a, and
divide by a to recover Eq. (13). Keeping the lowest terms in a
yields,

Ṽlat(r; a, a,∞) = −
1
a

[
log

[
G(r, 0) + ∆G(r, a; a)

]
+ a

G′(r, 0)
G(r, 0)

+ O
(
a2

)]
. (A4)

Notably, the second term in the above expansion,
−G′(r, 0)/G(r, 0), is the expected continuum result. The
first term vanishes if G(r, 0) + ∆G(r, a; a)→ 1 rapidly enough
as a → 0. However, even if the continuum correlator is
normalized exactly so that G(r, 0) = 1, the lattice correction
∆G(r, a; a) makes the first term of the above expansion non-
zero since it is evaluated at time t = a comparable with the
lattice spacing a. For small but finite a, the logarithmic term
may dominate over the second one, inflating the measured
potential as a decreases, as previously observed in Ref. [43].

Therefore, we conclude that one cannot use the Ṽlat def-
inition, Eq. (13), to compute the continuum non-Abelian
Coulomb potential. Instead, one may measure the expecta-
tion value of the lattice correlator and directly fit its time de-
pendence near t = 0 with a well-chosen continuous model, as
described in the main text.

Appendix B: Lattice anisotropy

To determine dependence of the bare anisotropy ξ0 and
spacings at, as on the renormalized anisotropy ξ and on the
lattice coupling β, one typically computes spatial-spatial, Wss,
and spatial-temporal Wilson loops, Wst, tuning ξ0 so that for
large enclosed areas, the ratio of the two yields the desired
renormalized anisotropy [65, 66]. This procedure, in princi-
ple, requires many additional lattice measurements for each
β and ξ at which we wish to determine the Coulomb string
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tension. Hence, to save computer time, we employ a param-
eterization of ξ0(ξ, β) and as(ξ, β) based on data provided in
Refs. [38, 67]. We extrapolate the obtained parametrization
to values of β and ξ not considered in these studies. The bare
and the renormalized asymmetries can be related via [65],

ξ

ξ0
≡ η(ξ, β) = 1 +

4
6

(
1 + a1/β

1 + a2/β

)
η1(ξ)
β
, (B1)

where a1 and a2 are free parameters and η1(ξ) is the one-loop
anisotropy which was computed in [67] and can be parame-
terized as,

η1(ξ) = c0 +
c1

ξ
+

c2

ξ3
, (B2)

where c0 = 0.3398, c1 = −0.3068, c2 = −0.049. Once η1(ξ)
is fixed we determine a1 and a2 in Eq. (B1) fitting the
data from Ref. [38] for β > 2, obtaining a1 = −1.0238 and
a2 = −1.8921.

The physical spacing, as(β, ξ) (in units of [GeV−1]) is ob-
tained by fitting the renormalization-group inspired parame-
terization [68] to the data of Ref. [38],

σF a2
s(ξ, β) = f1(ξ)2 e f2(β) , (B3)

where, following Ref. [38], we set here
√
σF =

√
σ = 440 MeV and,

f1(ξ) = b0 +
b1

ξ
, (B4)

f2(β) =
2β1

β2
0

log
(

4π2β

β0

)
−

4π2β

β0
+

4π2

β0

b2

β
+ b3 , (B5)

where β0 = 22/3, β1 = 68/3. Parameter b0 is fixed to
b0 = c0 = 0.3398 as in Eq. (B2), and the parameters b1, b2,
and b3 are fitted to the as provided in Ref. [38] for β > 2.2,
obtaining b1 = −0.0477, b2 = 1.6139, and b3 = 7.0576. The
result of the fit is shown in Fig. 5. We note that this parame-
terization is appropriate for β > 2.2.

We verify the correctness of our parametrization for several
arbitrarily chosen lattice ensembles. Following Refs. [65, 66],
we performed explicit calculations of the physical lattice spac-
ings through calculation of Wss and Wst, finding good agree-
ment of the extracted renormalized anisotropy and spacing
with our parameterizations. Finally, we note that our param-
eterization of ξ and as are not appropriate for the isotropic
lattices, ξ = 1, and for this case, we use a parameterization of
Ref. [68].

Appendix C: Model averaging implementation

The approach summarized in this section follows from
Refs. [62, 69, 70]. Given a collection of data samples and
models8, model averaging enables us to predict a more reli-
able estimation of our observables of interest. Observables
are thus given by9

⟨a0⟩MA =
∑

M

⟨a0⟩M pr(M|D), (C1)

where the subscript M describes the jackknife average for a
given model

⟨a⟩M =
1
N

N∑
n=1

an, (C2)

where N is the number of jackknife samples (not to be con-
fused in this appendix with the lattice size), and an is the value
obtained for each sample. The M model’s probability is given
by pr(M|D) when fitted to data D. In this work, we make a
minimalistic use of priors in the fits, and neglect their contri-
butions thereafter, so that the model weight is given by

pr(M|D) =
e−AIC(M|D)/2∑

M′ e−AIC(M′ |D)/2 , (C3)

AIC(M|D) = χ2(M|D) + 2k + 2nD, (C4)

where AIC stands for a modified version of the Akaike infor-
mation criterion [62] that also considers models for which data
points have been dropped from the full data sample. Here,
χ2(M|D) is the total χ2 obtained from the fit, k is the num-
ber of free parameters from model M, and nD is the number
of dropped data points from D. The probabilities have been
normalized so that

∑
M pr(M|D) = 1. The total χ2 can be ob-

tained from the fit to the data, obtained over all samples, or
approximated from the different jackknife fits {χ2

n}, given by

χ2 ≃
1
N

N∑
n=1

χ2
n −

(ND − k)
N − 1

, (C5)

where ND is the number of fitted data points. With the infor-
mation above, we can estimate the model-averaged covariance
matrix as

8 For simplicity, we describe different functional fitting forms, but also the
same functions applied to different data ranges, as different “models”.

9 a0 is to be considered a parameter or observable of interest.
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Figure 6. Shown are our values of σF calculated from long Wilson lines in the Coulomb gauge, divided by the customary string tension value
√
σ = 440 MeV, for every ensemble in our study. The final results and error bands are obtained from model averaging, where the filled region

corresponds to the fitted region for the best model selection fit.

Σ(a0, a1)MA = ⟨a0a1⟩ − ⟨a0⟩⟨a1⟩ =
∑

M0 M1

pr(M0M1|D0D1)⟨a0a1⟩M0 M1

−

 ∑
M0 M1

pr(M0M1|D0D1)⟨a0⟩M0 M1 )


 ∑

M0 M1

pr(M0M1|D0D1)⟨a1⟩M0 M1

 , (C6)

where
∑

M0 M1
pr(M0M1|D0D1) reduces to

∑
M0

pr(M0|D0) if both observables come from the same model and data combination
(for example, when evaluating the slope and intercept of the same line’s fit). The variance reduces to

ΣMA = ⟨a2⟩ − ⟨a⟩2 =
∑

M

pr(M|D)⟨a2⟩M −

∑
M

pr(M|D)⟨a⟩M

2

=
∑

M

σ2
a,M pr (M|D) +

∑
M

⟨a⟩2M pr (M|D) −

∑
M

⟨a⟩M pr (M|D)

2

, (C7)

where the first term in the last line accounts for model-averaged statistical errors, and the remaining two describe the systematic
spread between models, averaged.

In this work, we assume that the probabilities for different models factorize pr(M0M1|D0D1) = pr(M0|D0) pr(M1|D1), unless
M0 = M1, D0 = D1. Note that, making use of Eq. (C2), we can interchange the order of the model averaging and jackknife
procedures

⟨a⟩MA =
∑

M

⟨a⟩M pr(M|D) =
∑

M

N∑
n

1
N

an pr(M|D) =
1
N

N∑
n=1

∑
M

an pr(M|D) =
1
N

N∑
n=1

a(M|D)n. (C8)

Coincidentally, our approximated non-diagonal covariance elements for different models behave in the same way (for a0 ,
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a1, M0 , M1),

Σ(a0, a1)MA =
∑

M0 M1

pr(M0M1|D0D1)
N∑

n=1

1
N

(a0a1)n −

∑
M0

pr(M0|D0)
N∑

n=1

1
N

(a0)n


∑

M1

pr(M1|D1)
N∑

n=1

1
N

(a1)n


=

1
N

N∑
n=1

a0(M0|D0)n a1(M1|D1)n −

 1
N

N∑
n=1

a0(M0|D0)n

  1
N

N∑
n=1

a1(M1|D1)n

 . (C9)

Consequently, one can compute a model-averaged jack-
knife set of samples and obtain mean values and non-diagonal
covariances from the usual definitions for the jackknife. How-
ever, this is not true when computing the variances as the
order of operation is relevant; for these, one should directly
use Eq. (C7).

Finally, to reduce the contribution of small-weight models
that deviate substantially from the mean, models are ordered
from highest to lowest probability. Then, we select those mod-
els for which the cumulative weight is less than or equal to
90% of the total.

Appendix D: String tension in the t → ∞ limit

In this Appendix, we summarize our calculation for the
string tension in the Wilsonian limit. The fitting procedure
for the limit t → ∞ proceeds similarly to our fits of the
t → 0 limit. However, to determine the ground-state string
tension we only use our isotropic lattices, as the quantity σF
is expected to have negligible ξ dependence. Our main fitting

model for the correlation functions is a sum of exponentials
with no pole terms,

Gmod(r, t; α⃗) = G0,mod(r, t; α⃗) , (D1)

where G0,mod(r, t; α⃗) is defined in Eq. (22). We again perform
fits and model average, where now both tstart and tend are al-
lowed to vary. Following the same steps described in the main
text, we compute the potential in the limit t → ∞,

VW
lat(r; at, as,N) = −

d
dt

log(G0,mod
(
r, t; α⃗)

) ∣∣∣∣∣
t→∞
. (D2)

Finally, we obtain the Wilson string tension for each isotropic
lattice by fitting this potential to the usual Cornell model de-
scribed above. We stress that no extrapolation to ξ → ∞ is
performed here, and the value obtained for ξ = 1 is used
to obtain σF for all inverse couplings. Our envelope esti-
mate for the Wilson string tension is

√
σF = 454 ± 14 MeV,

while a combined fit to all data points, for all N, produces
√
σF = 444 ± 2 MeV. Our measurements of σF are close to

the standard value in the literature,
√
σ = 440 MeV, and com-

patible with the recent result from Ref. [71].
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