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The critical dynamics of superconductors is studied using renormalization group and duality
arguments. We show that in extreme type II superconductors the dynamic critical exponent is
given exactly by z = 3/2. This result does not rely on the widely used models of critical dynamics.
Instead, it is shown that z = 3/2 follows from the duality between the extreme type II superconductor
and a model with a critically fluctuating gauge field. Our result is in agreement with Monte Carlo
simulations.
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The high-Tc cuprate superconductors have very large
values of the Ginzburg parameter κ. In a material
like YBa2Cu3O7−δ (YBCO) at optimal doping, we have
κ ∼ 100. It is therefore a good approximation to as-
sume that these materials are extreme type II supercon-
ductors. By extreme type II superconductor we mean
κ → ∞. In such a regime it is expected that the static
critical properties at zero external field are the same as
in superfluid 4He [1]. This expectation is confirmed by
experiments measuring specific heat [2] and penetration
depth [3] in bulk samples of YBCO. Thus, as far as static
critical phenomena are concerned, there is no doubt that
the critical behavior of bulk YBCO is governed by the
three-dimensional XY universality class. On the basis of
such a consensus, we might also expect that the dynam-
ical universality class is the same as in superfluid 4He.
Unfortunately, we are far from reaching a consensus on
the dynamical universality class of YBCO, or more gen-
erally, of any high-Tc cuprate. What is interesting here
is that the lack of consensus comes both from the the-
oretical and experimental sides. The theoretical debate
tries to establish whether the dynamical universality class
corresponds to model A or model F dynamics [4]. Model
A dynamics is purely relaxational and gives the value
z ≈ 2.015 for the dynamic critical exponent in three di-
mensions. Model F, on the other hand, features a con-
served density coupled to a spin-wave mode and gives
the exact value z = d/2 for d ∈ (2, 4]. For the dynami-
cal universality class of extreme type II superconductors,
Monte Carlo simulations give z ≈ 3/2 [5, 6], which would
be consistent with model F dynamics and therefore with
superfluid 4He dynamical universality class. However, in
a recent letter Agi and Goldenfeld [7] claim that the cor-
rect result from a lattice model should be instead z ≈ 2,
i.e., consistent with model A dynamics. From the exper-
imental side it is found either large values for z, typically
in the range z ∼ 2.3 − 3.0 [8], either values consistent
with model F dynamics [9]. The arguments of Ref. [7]

were further discussed in two recent comments [10].

In principle model F dynamics is not compatible with
superconductor critical dynamics, since screening effects
tend to suppress the spin-wave mode [11, 12]. That is the
reason why it is somewhat surprising that Monte Carlo
simulations give a value of z in the universlity class of
model F dynamics [5, 6]. However, model A is also inap-
propriate to study the critical dynamics in superconduc-
tors. Indeed, model A does not give a gauge-independent
result for z in the magnetic critical fluctuation (MCF)
regime. A technically correct analysis should consider
the extreme type II regime as a limit of the full MCF
regime which has a genuine local gauge symmetry. It
turns out that in a gauge-invariant theory the only op-
erators with a nonzero expectation value are the gauge-
invariant ones [13]. For instance, the AC conductivity
is such a gauge-invariant quantity. Therefore, its scaling
behavior is necessarily gauge-independent. Since evalu-
ation of z through model A in the MCF regime gives a
gauge-dependent result, we conclude that model A is also
not the right option.

In this paper we use renormalization group (RG) and
duality arguments to determine the dynamical universal-
ity class of extreme type II superconductors. We will
establish that in three dimensions z = 3/2 exactly. This
result will be obtained by combining exact scaling ar-
guments with exact duality results. While the scaling
arguments are generally valid in d ∈ (2, 4], the duality
arguments will be valid only at d = 3. The result will be
obtained through the following strategy. First we use the
RG to obtain exact scaling relations for the penetration
depth and for the AC conductivity. This will be done in
both the XY (extreme type II limit) and MCF regime.
While much of the steps in this part of derivation are
known, it is important to discuss this approach here to
emphasize the intimate relationship between the scaling
of the penetration depth and the one of the AC conduc-
tivity. The important point is that scaling behavior in the
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XY regime is different from the one in the MCF regime.
The second part of the paper uses the exact duality be-
tween an extreme type II superconductor at zero field and
a model exactly equivalent to the Ginzburg-Landau (GL)
model in the MCF regime. Indeed, the dual model fea-
tures a fluctuating vector potential coupled to a complex
field dubbed disorder parameter field as opposed to the
order parameter field of the original model. The derived
results for the GL model in the MCF regime will then be
applied to the dual model and duality relations between
the currents will be used to establish that z = 3/2.
Let us consider the bare Hamiltonian of the GL model,

H =
1

2
(∇×A0)

2+ |(∇− iq0A0)ψ0|2+µ2
0|ψ0|2+

u0
2
|ψ0|4,

(1)
where q0 = 2e0 is the charge of the Cooper pair and
µ2
0 ∝ τ , with τ = (T − Tc)/Tc. In our notation the

zero subindex denotes bare quantities while in renormal-
ized quantities the zero subindices are absent. The bare
Ginzburg parameter is κ0 = λ0/ξ0 = (u0/2q

2
0)

1/2, where
λ0 and ξ0 ≡ µ−1

0 are the bare penetration depth and cor-
relation length, respectively. We can rewrite the above
Hamiltonian in terms of renormalized quantities as fol-
lows:

H =
ZA
2

(∇×A)2+Zψ|(∇−iqA)ψ|2+Zµµ2|ψ|2+Zuu
2

|ψ|4.
(2)

The renormalized correlation length is given by ξ = µ−1.
From the Ward identities it follows that the renormalized
charge squared is given by q2 = ZAq

2
0 . The dimension-

less couplings are f ≡ µd−4q2 and g ≡ µd−4Z2
ψu0/Zu,

to which the RG β-functions βf ≡ µ∂f/∂µ and βg ≡
µ∂g/∂µ are associated. The fixed point structure is well
known but cannot be completely obtained by pertur-
bative means. The fixed points associated to nonzero
charge, f∗ 6= 0, are non-perturbative but their ex-
istence in the flow diagram is now well established
[14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23]. The infrared sta-
ble charged fixed point governs the MCF regime while
the extreme type II or XY regime is governed by the
uncharged XY fixed point. From the definition of f we
can write βf as

βf (f, g) = [γA(f, g) + d− 4]f, (3)

where γA(f, g) ≡ µ∂ lnZA/∂µ. The RG function γA(f, g)
gives at the fixed point the anomalous scaling dimension
of the vector potential, ηA ≡ γA(f∗, g∗). We have that
ηA = 0 at the XY fixed point while from Eq. (3) it is
readily seen that ηA = 4− d exactly in the MCF regime
[17, 19, 22]. Below Tc the vector potential becomes mas-
sive through the Anderson-Higgs mechanism. The same
mass scale can be used to derive RG functions below Tc

[21]. The renormalized Ginzburg parameter is then given
by κ = µ/µA, where µA = λ−1 is the renormalized vector
potential mass. Due to the Ward identities this can also
be written as κ = (g/2f)1/2, and therefore the renormal-
ized Ginzburg parameter has the same form as the bare
one. From this we obtain an exact evolution equation for
the renormalized vector potential mass [21]

µ
∂µ2

A

∂µ
=

(

d− 2 + γA − βg
g

)

µ2
A. (4)

Eq. (4) implies that near the phase transition µA ∼
µ(d−2+ηA)/2. Thus, we obtain that in the XY regime the
penetration depth exponent is given by ν′ = ν(d − 2)/2
[11], where ν is the correlation length exponent. At d = 3
we have ν ≈ 2/3 and ν′ ≈ 1/3. The result ν′ ≈ 1/3 is
confirmed experimentally in high quality single crystals
of YBCO [3]. Note that in the XY regime κ0 → ∞ while
κ → 0 [11]. In the MCF regime, on the other hand, we
have ν′ = ν [19], which is confirmed by Monte Carlo
simulations [20].
In order to study the critical dynamics of superconduc-

tors we consider the Lagrangian

L = ψ∗(i∂t − qV )ψ +
1

2
E2 −H, (5)

where E = −∇V − ∂tA is the electric field. The AC
conductivity is then given by

σ(ω) =
q2K(−iω)

−iω , (6)

where K(−iω) is obtained from the current-current cor-
relation function at zero momentum [24], i.e., K(−iω) =
lim|p|→0K(−iω,p) whereK(−iω,p) = ∑

µKµµ(−iω,p)
with

Kµν(−iω,p) = 〈|ψ|2〉δµν −
1

q2
〈Ĵµ(ω,p) · Ĵν(−ω,p)〉, (7)

and Ĵµ(ω,p) is the Fourier transform of the supercon-
ducting current Jµ = −iq(ψ∗∂µψ−ψ∂µψ

∗)− 2q2|ψ|2Aµ.
The function Kµν(−iω,p) is purely transverse [24]. The
superfluid density ρs is given by limω→0K(−iω) and
thus, in virtue of the Josephson relation, we obtain

lim
µ→0

K(−iω) ∼ (−iω)(d−2)/z. (8)

Since Eq. (3) implies q2 ∼ µηA , we obtain from Eq. (6)
the behavior

σ(ω)|T=Tc
∼ (−iω)(d−2−z+ηA)/z. (9)
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Therefore, in the XY universality class we have
σ(ω)|T=Tc

∼ (−iω)(d−2−z)/z [11, 12], while in the MCF
regime we obtain σ(ω)|T=Tc

∼ (−iω)(2−z)/z.
From Eq. (6) we obtain that below Tc the low fre-

quency behavior of the AC conductivity is

σ(ω) ≈ µ2
A

−iω . (10)

In Ref. [11] this is written symply as σ(ω) ≈ ρs/(−iω),
i.e., the charge is not shown explicitly since only the XY
regime was considered and in this case the charge does
not fluctuate. Taking the low frequency behavior (10)
into account, we obtain from Eqs. (4) and (6),

µ
∂σ(ω)

∂µ
≈

(

d− 2− z + γA − βg
g

)

σ(ω), (11)

which implies that near the phase transition,

σ(ω) ∼ µd−2−z+ηA . (12)

Since in the XY universality class ηA = 0, we recover
from Eq. (12) the well known scaling σ(ω) ∼ µd−2−z

[11]. Note that Fisher et al. [11] need to assume the
Josephson relation ρs ∼ µd−2 to derive the XY scaling
of the AC conductivity. Within our approach the more
general scaling relation (12) follows from Eq. (4) and the
XY scaling emerges as a particular case. In the MCF
regime we obtain σ(ω) ∼ µ2−z [26, 27].
Next we show how to determine exactly the dynamic

exponent z for extreme type II superconductors using
duality arguments [28]. In the extreme type II limit κ0 →
∞ and we have essentially a superfluid model at zero
field, i.e., the corresponding Hamiltonian is the same as in
Eq. (1) with A0 = 0. The lattice version of this model in
the London limit is exactly dual to the so called “frozen”
superconductor [29, 30]. Starting from the Villain form of
the XY model we obtain, after dualizing it, the following
lattice model Hamiltonian:

H =
∑

l

[

1

2K
(∇× al)

2 − 2πi Ml · al
]

, (13)

where K is the bare superfluid stiffness, alµ ∈ (−∞,∞)
and Mlµ is an integer link variable satisfying the con-
straint ∇ · Ml = 0. The lattice derivative is defined as
usual, ∇µfl ≡ fl+µ̂ − fl. The link variables play the
role of vortex currents and the zero lattice divergence
constraint means that only closed vortex loops should be
taken into account. Integration over al gives a long range
interaction between the link variables. The link variables
will interact through a potential V (rl − rm) behaving at
large distances like V (rl − rm) ∼ 1/|rl − rm|. At short

distances the potential is divergent. This short distance
divergence can be regularized by adding to the Hamilto-
nian (13) a core energy term (ε0/2)

∑

lM
2
l . Writing the

constraint ∇ · Ml = 0 using the integral representation
of the Kronecker delta and performing the sum over Ml

using the Poisson formula we arrive at the Hamiltonian

H =
∑

l

[

1

2ε0
(∇θl − 2πNl − 2π

√
K al)

2

+
1

2
(∇× al)

2

]

, (14)

where we have rescaled al. The dual lattice Hamilto-
nian (14) has exactly the same form as the Hamiltonian
for a Villain lattice superconductor. Note that 2π

√
K

plays the role of the charge. The sum over the inte-
gers Ni can be converted into a disorder field theory [31]
which has precisely the same form as the original GL
model in Eq. (1), except that the physical properties of
the fields have changed. The electromagnetic vector po-
tential A0 is replaced by the gauge field a0 describing
vortices, and the charge q0 becomes the Biot-Savart-type
coupling strength between vortices 2π

√

ρ0s, where ρ
0
s is

the bare superfluid density. Note that this disorder GL-
like theory is valid strictly in d = 3. Indeed, if we try
to extrapolate to the range of dimensionalities as in the
above scaling relations, we would obtain that the renor-
malized superfluid density, as the “charge” of the dual
model, scales like ρs ∼ µ4−d, which agrees with Joseph-
son’s relation only for d = 3. The critical exponents α
and ν of the dual model are the same as in the original
model. This is because the dual model should give the
same free energy of the original model, up to non-singular
terms. Therefore, the exponent appearing in the scaling
of the singular part of the free energy, α, is the same in
both models. The hyperscaling relation then implies that
ν is also the same in both models. The same holds for
the dynamic exponent z, since the relaxation time of the
original model and its dual should coincide. The anoma-
lous dimension η, on the other hand, is not the same: it is
given by η ≈ 0.04 in the original model and by η ≈ −0.2
in the dual model [32].
The duality scenario to be discussed here in the context

of classical critical dynamics is in many respects similar
to duality arguments used in the context of the quan-

tum superconductor-insulator (SI) transition in two di-
mensions [25]. In our case the duality is in three space
dimensions while in the SI transition it is in 2+1 dimen-
sions. Furthermore, our aim is to use duality to study
the scaling behavior near the critical temperature, while
in Ref. [25] it is a zero temperature phase transition that
is being studied.
Now we will derive the value of the dynamic expo-

nent z by combining our scaling analysis with the duality
scenario. The AC conductivity σ̃(ω) of the dual model
is obtained through a formula similar to Eq. (6), with



4

the difference that the charge q is replaced by the dual
charge q̃ and the function K(−iω) is replaced by another
one, K̃(−iω), which is obtained from the vortex current-
current correlation function. It is important to note here
that the disordered phase of the dual model corresponds
to the ordered phase of the original one and vice-versa.
In the case of the SI transition this property leads to a
duality relation where σσ̃ is constant. Precisely the same
result holds here and we can write

σ(ω)σ̃(ω) ∼ const. (15)

Since we are assuming that the original model is an ex-
treme type II superconductor, we have that σ(ω) ∼ µ1−z

for d = 3. The dual model, on the other hand, features a
fictitious fluctuating vector potential and therefore, upon
applying our more general formula Eq. (12), we obtain
σ̃(ω) ∼ µ2−z. Since from Eq. (15) the product between
the AC conductivity and the dual AC conductivy is scale-
independent, we obtain the main result of this paper:

z =
3

2
, (16)

corresponding to the universality class of model F dy-
namics. This is in agreement with Monte Carlo simula-
tions [5, 6]. Note that in order to derive the above result
we have not used any self-duality hypothesis, as in the
case of the SI transition where it is assumed that at the
quantum critical point σ = σ̃ [25]. In fact, there is no

self-duality in our case. The original and dual models
are not self-dual even at the critical point. Even in the
case of the SI transition the self-duality should, strictly
speaking, be absent. However, in that case, the good
agreement with experiments seems to indicate that the
assumption of self-duality is a good approximation. Note
one important consequence of Eq. (16): the AC conduc-
tivity due to vortex flow tends to zero as the critical
point is approached, in contrast to the original model
where the AC conductivity diverges as the critical point
is approached. In terms of the reduced temperature τ ,
we can write σ(ω) ∼ |τ |−ν/2 while σ̃(ω) ∼ |τ |ν/2. The
exponent ν/2 is precisely the penetration depth exponent
of an extreme type II superconductor in d = 3.
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