arXiv:2401.13299v1 [math.PR] 24 Jan 2024

LANGEVIN DYNAMICS OF LATTICE YANG–MILLS–HIGGS AND APPLICATIONS

HAO SHEN, RONGCHAN ZHU, AND XIANGCHAN ZHU

Abstract. We investigate the Langevin dynamics of various lattice formulations of the Yang– Mills–Higgs model, where the Higgs component takes values in R^N , S^{N−1} or a Lie group. We prove the exponential ergodicity of the dynamics on the whole lattice via functional inequalities. As an application, we establish that correlations for a broad range of observables decay exponentially. Specifically, the infinite volume measure exhibits a strictly positive mass gap under strong coupling conditions. Moreover, appropriately rescaled observables exhibit factorized correlations in the large N limit when the state space is compact. Our approach involves disintegration and a nuanced analysis of correlations to effectively control the unbounded Higgs component.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 1.1. Related results, literature, and discussions 5 2. Notation and definitions 7 2.1. Lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs 7 2.2. Manifolds, Lie groups, products 12 3. Yang–Mills–Higgs SDEs 14 3.1. YMH SDE for M = R^N 16 3.2. YMH SDE for M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G} 21 4. Functional inequalities and exponential ergodicity 22 4.1. Poincaré inequalities for M = R^N 23 4.2. Log-Sobolev inequalities for M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G} 32 5. Mass gap 34 5.1. Mass gap for M = R^N 35 5.2. Mass gap for M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G} 38 5.3. Improved mass gap condition for M = G by gauge fixing 47 6. Large N limit for M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G} 50 References 51

1. Introduction

Given a compact Lie group G with Lie algebra g, the Euclidean quantum Yang–Mills–Higgs (YMH) model on R^d with structure group G is formally defined by a “probability measure” dμymh(A, Φ) ∝ exp ( Symh(A, Φ) ) dA dΦ. (1.1)

Date: January 25, 2024.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 37A25; 39B62; 60H10. 1

Here the “connection” field (or Yang–Mills field) A is a g-valued 1-form, the Higgs field Φ takes values in a vector space endowed with an inner product, on which G has an orthogonal representation, and dAdΦ is a formal Lebesgue measure. In a more general geometric setting, A is a connection on a given principal bundle on R^d , the representation of G determines an associated vector bundle, and Φ is a section of the associated bundle; in this paper, we assume that the principal and the associated bundles are trivial. The continuum YMH action Symh is given by^1

Symh(A, Φ)^{def}= − ∫ R^d ( |F_A(x)|^2 + |d_AΦ(x)|^2 + V (Φ(x)) ) dx , (1.2)

where F_A is the curvature 2-form of A and d_A denotes the covariant derivative on the Higgs fields defined by the connection A, namely, d_AΦ = dΦ + AΦ where d is the exterior derivative and AΦ is understood via the induced representation of g on the target space of Φ. The potential V (Φ(x)) is polynomial in Φ which is invariant under rotation of the space in which Φ takes values, for instance V (Φ(x)) = m|Φ(x)|^2 +^1_2 |Φ(x)|^4. When G is abelian, this is also called the Coleman–Weinberg model. The model without the term |d_AΦ(x)|^2 and with V = 0 will be called pure Yang–Mills (YM) model.

One significance of the model is gauge invariance. Assuming that all the objects are smooth, a gauge transformation is a G-valued function which acts on (A, Φ) by

g ∘ A^{def}= gAg^{−1} − (dg)g^{−1} , and g ∘ Φ^{def}= gΦ , (1.3)

and one can verify Symh(g ∘ A, g ∘ Φ) = Symh(A, Φ). Due to gauge invariance, observables which are gauge invariant are of particular interest. Two well-known classes of gauge invariant observables are called Wilson loops and Wilson lines: again assuming that everything is smooth, the Wilson loop observable given a loop in R^d is given by a class function (e.g. trace) of the holonomy of A along the loop, and the Wilson line observable given a path in R^d is given by the holonomy of A along the path contracted with the values of Φ at the beginning and the end points of the path.

There are multiple reasons which make the YMH model (1.1) prominent and interesting. From the physics point of view, the fundamental law of elementary particles should be described by the pure YM theory coupled with matter fields. In the Standard Model the matter fields are given by fermionic fields, coupled with the Higgs field through Yukawa terms, and the Higgs field plays the crucial role of giving rise to masses of the particles via spontaneous symmetry breaking. The Yukawa terms are in most cases small, so neglecting them and thus decoupling from the fermions results in the Higgs sector of the Standard Model which is essentially (1.2), at least for G = SU(2). Also, from the geometric perspective, since a given connection A specifies a way of differentiating sections of a bundle via the covariant derivative d_A, the term |d_AΦ|^2 is the natural minimal coupling between the two fields, i.e. the connection field A and the bundle section Φ. Turning to the probabilistic perspective, the pure YM model in 2D exhibits integrability, a crucial property that led to a fruitful list of rigorous results (c.f. [Dri89, GKS89, Sen97, Lév03], and more recently [BG18, Che19, PPSY23]), but such integrability is broken once the model is perturbed by a Higgs field, even in 2D, and thus more tools are required to study the Yang–Mills-Higgs model. We will discuss more related literature in Section 1.1.

In this paper we study several lattice versions of the YMH model. Postponing the precise definitions to Section 2.1, a lattice YMH model is given as follows. On a finite lattice Λ ⊂ Z^d with its set of edges E^+ and set of “plaquettes” P^+ the model is given by well-defined probability measures of the form

dμ_Λ(Q, Φ) := Z^{−1}_Λ exp ( Symh(Q, Φ) ) ∏ e∈E^+ dσ_N (Q_e) ∏ z∈Λ dΦ_z (1.4)

1The “action” is −Symh in physics, but we prefer to write the measure in the form exp(Symh) for convenience.

where Symh is a suitable discrete version of (1.2) of the following form

Symh(Q, Φ) = Nβ Re ∑ p∈P^+ Tr(Q_p) − Nκ ∑ e∈E^+ |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 − Nm ∑ z∈Λ |Φ_z|^2, (1.5)

with coupling constants β, κ, m as well as suitable scaling parameter N. The precise meanings of each term will be given in Section 2.1. See (2.1) below. Here the lattice Yang–Mills field Q as discrete analogue of A is defined on the set E of edges of the lattice, which takes values in G. The lattice Higgs field Φ is defined on the set Λ of the lattice vertices, which takes values in a fixed finite dimensional manifold M, on which we have a G-action that preserves the metric on M. Note that M does not have to be a vector (linear) space. Moreover, for each edge e, the measure σ_N is the Haar measure on the Lie group G, and for each z, dΦ_z is a suitable measure on M that is invariant under the G action.

We will focus on the case where G = SO(N) for arbitrary N > 2, and V (Φ) is quadratic in Φ, but we will consider several choices of the Higgs fields - see Section 2.1. In particular, we will consider M = {R^N , S^{N−1}, G}, with S^{N−1} being (N −1)-dimensional sphere with radius 1. Here we restrict to SO(N) for simplicity of exposition, and to the above list of target spaces M since they are prototypical choices that exemplify the different challenges and strategies. Our techniques can be extended to other choices of the Lie groups such as SU(N), Sp(N), and other target spaces M (see Remark 1.5 for some discussions).

One of the main objets of study is the Langevin dynamics, or stochastic quantization of the measure (1.4). The goals of the paper include the study of

(1) ergodicity properties of the dynamics;

(2) functional inequalities, i.e. log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities of the measures; (3) mass gap, namely exponential decay of correlations.

These are, as we will show, intertwined questions (for example certain a priori bounds on the dynamics will turn out to be useful inputs to the proof of the functional inequalities). For pure Yang–Mills on the lattice, such a dynamical approach was developed in [SZZ23c]. The Langevin dynamics for the Yang–Mills–Higgs model have the following general form:

d(Q, Φ) = ∇Symh(Q, Φ)dt + √ 2dB , (1.6)

where ∇ is the gradient and B is the Brownian motion on G^E × M^Λ (the state space of (Q, Φ)). For various choices of the Higgs target space M, we derive more explicit forms for equation (1.6) in Section 3. We will first show that (1.6) is globally well-posed, and has (1.4) as invariant measure. Namely, we have:

Theorem 1.1. On finite lattice, for M ∈ {R^N , S^{N−1}, G}, (1.6) is globally well-posed, and assuming m, κ > 0 for M = R^N , (1.4) is invariant under the SDE system (1.6).

Moreover, global well-posedness of (1.6) can be extended to the entire space Z^d. The invariant measures (1.4) form a tight family as the finite lattice grows to Z^d, and any tightness limit is an invariant measure of the (1.6) on the entire space Z^d.

See Lemma 3.4, Lemma 3.5, Proposition 3.6, Lemma 3.7, Theorem 3.8 and Section 3.2 for the precise statements of the above result.

Now we turn to our main results regarding the long time behavior of the Langevin dynamics and functional inequalities, i.e. log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities. In contrast to pure lattice Yang– Mills, where the field Q is consistently bounded – meaning that it takes values within a compact Lie group G, as explored in [SZZ23c][Sei82], the scenario changes when the Higgs field assumes values in an unbounded space, such as R^N . This introduces a significant challenge. In [SZZ23c], the wellestablished Bakry–Emery condition is sufficient to derive log-Sobolev inequalities. However, due to the unbounded nature of the Higgs part, directly applying the Bakry–Emery condition becomes unfeasible. By employing the dynamics presented in (1.6), we can establish certain bounds on the Higgs field, as demonstrated in Lemma 4.2. A key strategy for proving functional inequalities with R^N -valued Higgs fields involves a disintegration dμ(Q, Φ) = dν(Q)dμ_Q(Φ). In this process, we initially fix the Yang-Mills field Q and focus on the measure μ_Q, which represents the regular conditional probability given Q. Subsequently, we prove the following results.

Theorem 1.2. For M = R^N with m > 0, κ > 0, N > 2, suppose that 8(d − 1)|β| + κ m + 2κ^2 m^2 < 1 4 − 1 2N . The measure μ_Λ (1.4) satisfies Poincaré inequalities with proportionality constants independent of the lattice size, so that any infinite volume limit μ satisfies Poincaré inequality. The infinite volume dynamic is exponentially ergodic in L^2(μ).

See Theorem 4.7, Corollary 4.8 for the precise statements. In fact, log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities hold for both μ_Q and ν (see Lemma 4.3) by using the moments bound of Higgs part via dynamics, where the proportionality constants in these inequalities for μ_Q only depend on m and not on Q. However, despite that the log-Sobolev inequality holds for each fixed Q in the marginal law μ_Q, it does not automatically extend to μ_Λ. Further meticulous analysis of correlation functions is required. As a consequence of the functional inequalities for μ_Q, one has a mass gap for the measure μ_Q (the conditional measure with Q fixed), namely, the correlation of two observables depending only on Φ decays exponentially in the separation distance, see Lemma 4.4 (which only requires m > 0 without any condition on β, κ). This is crucial for the delicate analysis of the correlation functions in the proof of Poincaré inequalities for μ, namely Theorem 4.7.

Turning to the situations where the Higgs field takes values in a bounded target space M, by calculating curvature of M and estimating the Hessian operators, we verify Bakry–Emery condition, and prove the following result.

Theorem 1.3. For M being the sphere S^{N−1} or the Lie group G, suppose that β and κ are small (which can be chosen uniformly w.r.t. N, see (4.39), (4.45)). Then, log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities hold for μ_Λ.

The invariant measure μ for the infinite volume dynamic (1.6) is unique and satisfy the log- Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities. The infinite volume dynamic is exponentially ergodic w.r.t. L^∞(μ).

See Lemma 4.10, Lemma 4.11, Corollary 4.12 for the precise statements.

Theorem 1.4 (Mass gap). For M ∈ {R^N , S^{N−1}, G}, assuming that β and κ are small (which can be chosen uniformly w.r.t. N), then mass gap holds. Namely the correlation of two observables which may depend on both Q and Φ decays exponentially in the separation distance.

See Corollary 5.1, Corollary 5.4, Corollary 5.13. For pure Yang–Mills considered in [SZZ23c], where the field Q is bounded, mass gap was proved using Poincaré inequality. For M = R^N , as Φ_x is unbounded, we do not derive mass gap using Poincaré inequality in Theorem 1.2 directly. Instead, we employ the Poincaré inequality for μ_Q and ν as introduced above, with a particular emphasis on the mass gap for μ_Q to derive the mass gap for μ. Through disintegration, we obtain a new potential (refer to V in (4.3) below), the derivative of which is not a local function on Q. Consequently, we must utilize the mass gap from μ_Q to control the partial derivatives of the new potential. Additionally, the moment bound of the Higgs field derived from the dynamics is useful to control the derivatives of the new potential V . We also note that Corollary 5.4 and Corollary 5.13 both show mass gap for the case where Φ takes values in G = SO(N), with the representation of G on itself by left multiplication. However in the proof of Corollary 5.13 we exploited a gauge fixing (often called unitary gauge or U-gauge), thanks to the fact that for any N > 1 the stabilizer subgroup of G for the identity element of G is trivial.

Remark 1.5. (i) Our result can be readily extended to the case where G = SU(N) for general N, as in [SZZ23a].

(ii) Our proof of the Poincaré inequality and mass gap also applies to alternative choices of the Higgs target spaces. In Section 2.1, we list some additional options. Specifically, in Case (4) in Section 2.1, where Φ_x takes values in G with matrix multiplication replaced by the adjoint representation, we could verify the Bakry–Emery conditions for small values of β and κ. Consequently, log-Sobolev inequality, mass gap, and the uniqueness of the infinite volume limit also hold.

(iii) For the unbounded Cases (5) and (6), wherein Φ_x assumes values in N × N skew-symmetric or symmetric matrices with the adjoint representation of G on M, the disintegration method, previously applicable when Φ_x ∈ R^N , remains effective. Poincaré inequality and mass gap persist for small values of β and κ.

(iv) For Φ_x ∈ R^N , we can also consider the case where V (Φ_x) = m|Φ_x|^2 + λ|Φ_x|^4, with λ ⩾ 0 and m ∈ R. When m > 0, obtaining a Poincaré inequality and mass gap for small values of β and κ is straightforward, requiring only modifications to the proof of the mass gap for μ_Q (see Remark 4.5 below). However, when m < 0, additional conditions and calculations, as in [Yos99] for Φ^4 model, may be necessary to establish the mass gap of μ_Q, which poses an interesting problem for future study.

Since our smallness condition for coupling constant β, κ are uniform in N, we can extend our analysis to the large N limit of observables. In Section 6, we explore this limit and establish the factorization property of observables for both Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1} and Φ_x ∈ G. See Theorem 6.1. Remark that obtaining uniform in N conditions on the coupling constants is one of the main improvements on the previous results [Sei82] using cluster expansions.

1.1. Related results, literature, and discussions. We conclude the introduction by discussing more results, literature, problems that are related with the lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs models.

1.1.1. Pure Yang–Mills on lattice. The study of pure Yang–Mills model on the lattice with various Lie groups G using probabilistic methods has drawn much attention recently, see [Cha19a, Jaf16, CJ16, Cha16, Cha21], [SSZ22, SZZ23c], [CPS23]. Many questions such as mass gap, functional inequalities, Dyson–Schwinger equation, large N behavior, 1/N expansion, area laws, surface correspondence are investigated (see [OS78, Sei82] for earlier results on some of these questions). The papers [SSZ22, SZZ23c] developed a dynamical or stochastic approach which is close to the present paper. In this paper we focus on mass gap and functional inequalities (with some applications to large N) at presence of a Higgs field, and the other questions just mentioned that were studied in the above references for pure YM remain to be investigated when coupled with matter field (such as a Higgs field or fermionic field; in fact this is one of the open problems raised by [CPS23]) in the future. Regarding mass gap results for the U(1) lattice YM model, let us recall that in 4D [Gut80, FS82] proved that there is a massless phase when β is sufficiently large, whereas in 3D [GM82] proved that a non-zero mass gap exists for all β.

1.1.2. Lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs in physics. We also mention some physics work on lattice Yang– Mills–Higgs model, although the literature is vast. Most physics literature is concerned with the U(1), SU(2), SU(3) cases due to the relevance with the Standard Model. The paper [FS79] contains some physics-level discussion on different phases of the YMH model. The book [MM94, Chapter 6.1]

(see also more recent [MM14]) summarizes a phase diagram found by Monte-Carlo numerical methods for different values of the parameters (corresponding to our β, κ and the shape of V in (1.2)). We also refer to [BFS79a] which discussed some known and conjectural results about YMH.

1.1.3. Related results on mass gap. In physics, in particular Standard Model, the Higgs field plays the role of giving rise to masses of the particles via spontaneous symmetry breaking, known as Higgs mechanism. See standard physics textbook [ZJ21, Chapter 23]. Heuristically, the mechanism shows that one can exploit the Higgs part of the model, for instance by shifting the Higgs field to a particular vacuum value or performing a unitary gauge or “U-gauge” transformation, to create a new mass term in Yang–Mills part (or essentially equivalently, on the lattice, a new term which renders the compact valued YM field likely to be close to identity). This mechanism is rigorously carried out in the abelian case [BIJB84, KK86, Gos19], and [OS78, Section 4] [Sei82] for certain non-abelian cases such as SU(2). In Seiler’s book [Sei82], the utilization of U-gauge is effective and applicable to some choices of Lie groups (such as G = SU(2)) and representations, yielding a mass gap in the regime where β and κ in (1.5) are small i.e. “strong coupling regime”, or in the regime where κ/β is large enough. The restriction to particular Lie groups and representations is due to technical but important assumptions therein, mainly the complete symmetry breakdown condition. As we are finishing this paper, Chatterjee [Cha24] proved the Higgs mechanism in a much more interesting regime where κ = β^{1−} as κ, β grow to infinity for G = SU(2); see also the discussion in Sec. 1.1.6 below. In this paper, from a more mathematical or geometrical perspective we instead consider general values of N and a large variety of representations, only in the strong coupling regime, and it is not our purpose of the paper to discuss the Higgs mechanism (even in Section 5.3 we use a similar gauge fixing) although it is very interesting from physical perspective. For general Lie groups and representations, as the complete symmetry breakdown condition would be violated, it is not clear to us if the methods of [OS78, Sei82] still apply (perhaps with additional effort). Moreover, our smallness assumption on the parameters β and κ is articulated in a more explicit manner than the earlier work such as [Sei82], allowing for a uniform choice in N; in particular, our results such as mass gap hold for a non-empty range of β, κ as N → ∞, which is important to the study of large N problems. Such a new result is due to our new techniques using estimates from the dynamics or curvature of configuration spaces.

1.1.4. Estimates by dynamics. It is noteworthy to highlight that in this paper we allow Φ to be unbounded i.e. R^N valued, posing one of the main challenges addressed in this paper. The aforementioned work [Sei82] assumes that Φ takes values in a sphere, namely a bounded spin system for which the analysis is simpler. (We also obtain new results for sphere valued Higgs, see Theorems 1.3, 1.4.) Also, in [OS78, Section 4], a particular type of potential V is chosen, which is a soft constraint on the Higgs field to lie within a sphere of radius R̄ in probabilistic sense. The results [BIJB84, Gos19] in the abelian case has a term λ|Φ|^4 in their potential with λ > 0, which strongly suppresses large fields. In our results Theorems 1.2, 1.4 with M = R^N , we do not assume any such bounds on large fields, except for a mass term which only assumes very weak damping; instead we prove bounds on the Higgs fields using the dynamics.

Note that strategies of using dynamics to control the fields and obtain qualitative (including large N limit) results on QFT models flourish recently, for instance [GH21, AK20, HS22, SZZ23b, SSZZ22, SZZ22, SZZ23a].

1.1.5. Discrete groups. While our paper considers the Lie group SO(N) as the structure group, discrete structure groups are also of much interest. See the recent papers [FLV23, For21] for abelian lattice Higgs model with structure group G = Z_n. See also [Adh21] which is also for gauge theory with discrete groups coupled with Higgs fields. In these works computations of Wilson loop expectations to leading order at large β and κ have been obtained.

1.1.6. Models in continuum. As discussed in [SZZ23c], it would indeed be intriguing to explore whether Poincaré or log-Sobolev inequalities, as well as the presence of a mass gap, persist as the lattice spacing tends to zero, particularly in scenarios where the continuum limits of these models are either established (or expected). See Remark 2.3 for some discussions; in particular it remains an interesting question to investigate whether the methods developed here can be applied to the large β and κ regimes. For abelian Yang–Mills–Higgs, the construction of continuum and infinite volume limit for complex-valued Φ with potential of the form V (Φ) = (Φ^2 − 1)^2 was achieved by [BFS79b, BFS80, BFS81] in 2D, and then by [Kin86a, Kin86b] in 3D (see also [Bal82a, Bal82b, Bal83] which proved lower and upper bounds uniform in lattice spacings on vacuum energy in 3D.) More recently, for abelian YMH in 2D [CC22] recently proved that the Hölder–Besov norm of the gauge field is bounded uniformly in the lattice spacing. The very new paper [Cha24] mentioned in Section 1.1.3 proved that for G = SU(2) in a particular scaling regime one obtains massive Gaussian field in the continuum limit, which is the first rigorous proof of the validity of the Higgs mechanism in continuum in d ⩾ 3, although it remains open if there is a different scaling regime in which the limit is non-Gaussian. Regarding the dynamical approach, the Langevin dynamics for Yang– Mills–Higgs models on the three-dimensional continuous torus have been recently constructed in [CCHS22b]; see also [CCHS22a] and [CS23] for results on Langevin dynamics of pure Yang–Mills in 2D. Notably, for the pure Yang–Mills theory on R^2 , the independence of separated gauge invariant observables (in particular mass gap) is well-known, see [Dri19, LS17]. Regarding other QFT models in continuum, recent progress includes the proof of log-Sobolev inequalities for the Φ^4_{2,3} and sine- Gordon models ([BD22b, BB21]), as well as the 1D nonlinear σ-model ([AD99, Hai16, BGHZ21]) where log-Sobolev inequalities, ergodicity, and non-ergodicity depending on the curvature of the target manifolds were established in [RWZZ20, CWZZ21].

Structure of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide the definition of the lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs model and list some common choices for the Higgs target spaces, and we recall some relevant geometric background. Section 3 establishes the global wellposedness of SDEs (1.6) and proves Theorem 1.1 for the case where M ∈ {R^N , S^{N−1}, G}. Section 4 is dedicated to proving the exponential ergodicity of SDEs (1.6) through functional inequalities. In Section 5, we present the proof of the mass gap. Finally Section 6 discusses the large N limits of gauge-invariant observables.

Acknowledgments. We would like to thank Scott Smith for very helpful discussions, including the derivations and estimates for the lattice YMH dynamics and many other aspects. We would also like to thank Roland Bauerschmidt for discussions on functional inequalities and related problems. H.S. gratefully acknowledges financial support from NSF grants DMS-1954091 and CAREER DMS- 2044415. R.Z. and X.Z. are grateful to the financial supports by National Key R&D Program of China (No. 2022YFA1006300). R.Z. gratefully acknowledges financial support from the NSFC (No. 12271030). X.Z. is grateful to the financial supports by National Key R&D Program of China (No. 2020YFA0712700) and the NSFC (No. 12090014, 12288201) and the support by key Lab of Random Complex Structures and Data Science, Youth Innovation Promotion Association (2020003), Chinese Academy of Science. This work is funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) – Project-ID 317210226–SFB 1283.

2. Notation and definitions

2.1. Lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs. Let Λ_L = Z^d ∩ LT^d be a finite d dimensional lattice with side length L > 0 and unit lattice spacing, and we will consider various functions on it with periodic boundary conditions. We will sometimes write Λ = Λ_L for short. We say that a lattice edge of Z^d is positively oriented if the beginning point is smaller in lexographic order than the ending point. Let E^+ (resp. E^−) be the set of positively (resp. negatively) oriented edges, and denote by E^+_Λ , E^−_Λ the corresponding subsets of edges with both beginning and ending points in Λ. Define E^{def}= E^+ ∪ E^−, E_Λ^{def}= E^+_Λ ∪ E^−_Λ and let u(e) and v(e) denote the starting point and ending point of an edge e ∈ E, respectively.

A path is defined to be a sequence of edges e_1e_2 · · · e_n with e_i ∈ E and v(e_i) = u(e_{i+1}) for i = 1, 2, · · · , n − 1. The path is called closed if v(e_n) = u(e_1). A plaquette is a closed path of length four which traces out the boundary of a square. Let P denote the set of plaquettes and let P^+ be the subset of plaquettes p = e_1e_2e_3e_4 such that the beginning point of e_1 is lexicographically the smallest among all the vertices in p and the ending point of e_1 is the second smallest. Also, let P_Λ be the set of plaquettes whose vertices are all in Λ, and P^+_Λ = P^+ ∩ P_Λ.

Let G = SO(N). The lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs model is defined by the following action:

Symh(Q, Φ) = Nβ Re ∑ p∈P^+_Λ Tr(Q_p) − Nκ ∑ e∈E^+_Λ |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 − mN ∑ z∈Λ |Φ_z|^2 (2.1)

where β, κ, m are coupling constants. We now specify the meaning of all the objects appearing in (2.1).

The discrete Yang–Mills field Q = (Q_e : e ∈ E^+_{ΛL} ) is a collection of G-matrices. The first term on

the RHS of (2.1) is the lattice Yang–Mills proposed by Wilson [Wil74], where Q_p^{def}= Q_{e1} Q_{e2} Q_{e3} Q_{e4} for a plaquette p = e_1e_2e_3e_4, and x, y are the beginning and ending points of e (we will write e = (x, y)). Throughout the paper we define Q_e^{def}= Q^{−1}_{e−1} for e ∈ E^−, where e^{−1} denotes the edge with orientation reversed. It is well-known that by the Baker–Capel-Hausdorff formula this term (suitably re-centered around identity I) is the discrete approximation of the continuum Yang–Mills action in (1.2) (c.f. [Cha19b, Section 3]), namely, with Q_e = e^{εAj} where e ∈ E^+ is parallel with the jth axis and A_j takes values in g, ∑ p Tr(I − Q_p) ≈ ε^{4−d} 4 ∫ |F_A(x)|^2dx, (2.2)

where ε is the lattice spacing. In this paper we fix ε = 1 and drop the identity I since it only contributes to the action a constant. Note that there are various other versions of the lattice Yang– Mills actions besides the above Wilson action, for example Villain’s action defined via heat kernels (c.f. [Dri89, Section 8], [Lév03, Lév06]), or Manton’s action [Man80] defined via the Riemannian metric on G; see also [CS23, Section 2]. But we will not consider these choices in this paper.

Turning to the other terms in (2.1), the field Φ takes values in a space M where the Lie group G acts on. The space M can be either a vector space endowed with an inner product in which case the G-action is an orthogonal representation on M, or a non-linear space, more precisely a Riemannian manifold on which G has a metric preserving action. Note that |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 is a generalization of the usual kinetic term (∇Φ)^2, but this term is now coupled with the field Q in order to obtain a gauge invariant model. We will call

Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x (2.3)

the (discrete) gauge covariant derivative of Φ, which is named due to its gauge covariance property, i.e. transforming (Q, Φ) in the covariant derivative by a gauge transformation g amounts to the action of g on the entire covariant derivative, see (2.10).

We list and discuss some of the common (or natural) choices of the Higgs target spaces M and the action of G on it.

(1) Φ_z ∈ R^N , with |Φ_z| = |Φ_z|_RN , and Q_eΦ_y in (2.1) is simply understood as the product of a matrix and a vector. This is often called the fundamental representation of G = SO(N) on R^N in physics (c.f. [PS95, Section 15.4]).^2

With Q_e = e^{εAj} where e = (x, y) ∈ E^+ as above,

Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x = e^{εAj} Φ_y − Φ_x ≈ (1 + εA_j )Φ_y − Φ_x ≈ ε(∂_j Φ_x + A_j Φ_x)

so it is a discrete approximation of the covariant derivative εd_AΦ in (1.2) and ∑ e∈E^+ |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 ≈ ε^{2−d} ∫ R^d |d_AΦ(x)|^2dx. (2.4)

Remark that without the field Q (taking Q ≡ 1), the model would reduce to the N-component massive Gaussian free field.

(2) Φ_z takes values in an N − 1 dimensional unit sphere S^{N−1} ⊂ R^N , and Q_eΦ_y in (2.1) is again understood as the product of a matrix and a (unit) vector.

In this case the term |Φ|^2 only contributes to the overall normalization factor so we simply drop this term. One should still specify the norm appearing in |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2: for this paper we simply choose |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 = |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2_{RN} ; another possible choice is the Riemannian distance on S^{N−1}, which we do not consider here. The action by G obviously preserves this distance.

In the literature (c.f. [Sei82, Section 3]) the sphere constraint is often introduced as a technical simplification since it means that the Higgs field Φ is well bounded. It could be understood as having a potential of the form −V (Φ) = −λ(|Φ_x|^2 − 1)^2 in (2.1) with Φ_x ∈ R^N and taking formal limit as λ → ∞ so that V (Φ) → +∞ if Φ_x /∈ S^{N−1}.

Remark that without the field Q the model would boil reduce to the classical Heisenberg model e.g. [Kup80, (1a)].

(3) Φ_z ∈ G, and Q_eΦ_y is matrix multiplication, namely, the representation of G on M = G itself by left multiplication. Here both the structure group G and the Higgs target space M = G are endowed with the bi-invariant Riemannian metric defined by the usual Hilbert-Schmidt inner product, see below (2.14).

In this case, |Φ|^2 = Tr(ΦΦ^t) again only contributes to the overall normalization factor so we simply drop it. Besides the Higgs field Φ being well bounded as in the sphere case, this case is of particular interest since for any N > 1, a so-called “complete breakdown of symmetry” property holds (namely the stability group of identity I_N ∈ M is trivial, see [Sei82, Section 3.c]) which makes it easier to perform a U-gauge fixing trick, see Section 1.1 and Section 5.3.

Remark that without the field Q the model could be viewed as a version of orthogonal multi-matrix model, see e.g. [CGMS09, Section 9] or [GN15].

(4) Φ_z ∈ G, and Q_eΦ_y is replaced by

Q_e ∘ Φ_y^{def}= Q_eΦ_yQ^{−1}_e ∈ G .

This is called the adjoint representation of G on M = G itself.

With Q_e = e^{εAj} for e = (x, y) ∈ E^+ as above and Φ_z = e^{εΨz} for z ∈ Λ, both A_j and Ψ_z being g valued, one has, by the Baker–Capel–Hausdorff formula, Q_eΦ_yQ^{−1}_e − Φ_x = e^{εAj} e^{εΨy} e^{−εAj} − e^{εΨx} ≈ e^{εΨy +ε2[Aj ,Ψy]+O(ε3)} − e^{εΨx} ≈ ε(Ψ_y − Ψ_x) + ε^2[A_j , Ψ_y] + O(ε^3) ≈ ε^2∂_j Ψ_x + ε^2[A_j , Ψ_x].

2Also called the defining representation. Note that this physics terminology is different from the “fundamental

representation” in representation theory which refers to an irreducible representation of a semisimple Lie group whose highest weight is a fundamental weight.

This is again a discrete approximation of the covariant derivative ε^2d_AΨ, except that now d_AΨ = dΨ + [A, Ψ], namely now in d_A we take the adjoint representation of g on g defined by (A, Ψ) → [A, Ψ]. So formally, ∑ e∈E^+ |Q_e ∘ Φ_y − Φ_x|^2 ≈ ε^{4−d} ∫ R^d |d_AΨ(x)|^2dx. (2.5)

(5) Φ_z ∈ g i.e. N × N skew-symmetric matrices, and Q_eΦ_y is replaced by

Q_e ∘ Φ_y^{def}= Q_eΦ_yQ^{−1}_e ∈ g .

This is the adjoint representation of G on M = g. Note that this case is physically interesting (at least for N = 2, 3), see for instance the QFT textbook [PS95, (15.83)]) in the continuum setting, or [DJK84] on lattice.

As above, setting Q_e = e^{εAj} for e = (x, y) ∈ E^+, one has,

Q_eΦ_yQ^{−1}_e − Φ_x = e^{εAj} Φ_ye^{−εAj} − Φ_x ≈ (Φ_y − Φ_x) + εA_j Φ_y − εΦ_yA_j + O(ε^2) = (Φ_y − Φ_x) + ε[A_j , Φ_y] + O(ε^2) ≈ ε∂_j Φ_x + ε[A_j , Φ_x].

This is again a discrete approximation of the covariant derivative εd_AΦ, in the adjoint representation.

(6) Φ_z takes values in the space of N × N symmetric matrices, defined in the same way as in the previous case. Remark that without the field Q this model then reduces to the model of a chain of (real) random matrices, see e.g. [EF09].

As mentioned below (1.1), in the general geometric setting, given a G-principal bundle, the field Q should be thought as the discrete analogue of the connection on the principal bundle; with a “fiber space” M and a G-action on it, one can define an associated bundle and Φ should be thought as the discrete analogue of a section of the associated bundle. The above examples are special cases of this construction, which correspond to associated vector bundles of rank N, associated sphere bundles, associated adjoint bundles with fiber g, associated bundle with fiber G with G-action by adjoint, or associated bundle which is simply just the principal bundle itself. Of course in this paper all the bundles are trivial (i.e. product bundles).

We then define the probability measure dμ_{Λ,N,β,κ,m}(Q, Φ) := Z^{−1}_{Λ,N,β,κ,m} exp ( Symh ) ∏ e∈E^+_Λ dσ_N (Q_e) ∏ z∈Λ dΦ_z . (2.6)

Here Z_{Λ,N,β,κ,m} is a normalization factor and σ_N is the Haar measure on G, and dΦ_z means Lebesgue/uniform/Haar measures on M. We also write μ_Λ = μ_{Λ,N,β,κ,m} for notation’s simplicity.

In all the cases (1)–(6), we can write

|Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 = Tr((Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x)(Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x)^t) = Tr((Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x)^t(Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x)) = |Φ_y − Q^{−1}_e Φ_x|^2

(2.7)

where the Tr in the second line can be omitted in case (1) and case (2), and Q_eΦ_y, Q_e−1 Φ_x are replaced by Q_e ∘ Φ_y, Q_e−1 ∘ Φ_x, respectively in case (4)–(6). From the second line above one also has |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 = Tr[Φ^t_yΦ_y − Φ^t_yQ^t_eΦ_x − Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y + Φ^t_xΦ_x], (2.8) where the Tr can be omitted for R^N or sphere valued Higgs fields, and Q_eΦ_y, Q^t_eΦ_x are replaced by Q_e ∘ Φ_y, Q^t_e ∘ Φ_x, respectively in case (4)–(6), and Φ^t_xΦ_x = Φ^t_yΦ_y = 1 if Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1}.

For any g : Λ → G, we define gauge transformations by Q_e → g_xQ_eg^{−1}_y , Φ_x → g_xΦ_x (2.9) in cases (1)–(3), and in case (4)–(6) the second transformation is replaced by Φ_x → g_xΦ_xg^{−1}_x .

Lemma 2.1. The measure dμ_{Λ,N,β,κ,λ} is invariant under gauge transformations.

Proof. This is well-known but we record the proof for completeness. The gauge invariance can be seen in the following way. For the discrete covariant derivative, in cases (1)–(3) it transforms as

Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x → g_xQ_eg^{−1}_y g_yΦ_y − g_xΦ_x = g_x(Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x). (2.10)

So |Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 is invariant, again since g_x ∈ SO(N). Similarly in case (4)–(6), we have

Q_eΦ_yQ^{−1}_e − Φ_x → g_xQ_eg^{−1}_y g_yΦ_yg^{−1}_y (g_xQ_eg^{−1}_y )^{−1} − g_xΦ_xg^{−1}_x = g_x(Q_eΦ_yQ^{−1}_e − Φ_x)g^{−1}_x . (2.11)

So we again have the desired invariance.

Finally, for the pure YM action, writing Q_p = Q_{e1} · · · Q_{e4} and expressing the edges as e_i = (u(e_i), v(e_i)), we find that it transforms as

TrQ_p → Tr[g_{u(e1 )}Q_{e1} g^{−1}_{v(e1)} · · · Q_{e4} g^{−1}_{v(e4 )}] = Tr[Q_{e1} · · · Q_{e4} g^{−1}_{v(e4 )}g_{u(e1)}] = Tr[Q_p]

where the middle terms cancel because e_1 · · · e_4 is a path and the final terms cancel because of cyclic invariance and the fact that the e_1 · · · e_4 is closed. □

Due to Lemma 2.1, observables which are gauge invariant in this model are of particular interest. There are two classes of well-known gauge invariant observables: Wilson loops and Wilson lines. Given a loop l = e_1e_2 · · · e_n (which means a closed path as defined above^3), the Wilson loop variable W_l is defined as

W_l = Tr(Q_{e1} Q_{e2} · · · Q_{en} ) . (2.12)

Now given an open line l = e_1e_2 · · · e_n (meaning a path which is not necessarily closed), we define the Wilson line variable as

W_l = Tr(Φ^t_{u(e1)}Q_{e1} Q_{e2} · · · Q_{en} Φ_{v(en)}) . (2.13)

Here the trace does not have any effect in the vector cases, i.e. cases (1)(2). The loop variables and the line variables are invariant under gauge transformations (2.9) for any g. Remark that for case (3) where M = G, the Wilson lines are gauge invariant even without the trace, but we define it with a trace so that it is a scalar random variable.

We remark that the loop and line variables could be viewed as “macroscopic” versions of the terms in (2.6): Tr(Q_p) is just a loop variable where the loop is a single plaquette, and the terms on the RHS of (2.8) are just line variables where the line has one or zero edge.

As mentioned in Section 1, we will consider the cases (1)(2)(3) in the rest of the paper, since they are prototypical choices that exemplify the different challenges and strategies; see Remark 1.5 for some discussion on the other cases.

Remark 2.2. For the YM term NβRe ∑ p Tr(Q_p) in (2.1), we have chosen the well-known t’Hooft scaling Nβ ([tH74]). Concerning Higgs part in (2.1), we choose the scaling with coefficients Nκ and Nm, so that one can factor out an overall N from Symh. This appears to us to be a convention in physics literature on YM coupled with matter fields, see e.g. [OS98, (2.1)]. This choice is also such that in the case of sphere valued Higgs, when the field Q is absent the scaling is consistent with that of the large N classical Heisenberg model e.g. [Kup80, (1a)]. Remark that by a change of variable Φ → √ NΦ, the coefficients (Nκ, Nm) in (2.1) become (κ, m), but we do not follow this convention.

3The definition of loops are slightly different from e.g. [Cha19a] or [SSZ22] since we do not quotient out cyclic relations and backtracks here. In this paper we do not need to enumerate these loops as in the study of master loop equations, so these issues are unimportant.

Remark 2.3. The above formal derivations (2.2), (2.4), (2.5) indicate that to pass our results on functional inequalities or mass gap to continuum, one has to essentially extend the results to large coupling constants β, κ.

2.2. Manifolds, Lie groups, products. We collect some notation and basic geometric facts used throughout the paper.

2.2.1. Riemannian manifolds. Let M be a Riemannian manifold. We denote by C^∞(M) the space of real-valued smooth functions on M. For x ∈ M we denote by T_xM the tangent space at x with inner product ⟨·, ·⟩_{TxM} . For X ∈ T_xM, we write Xf or X(f) for the differentiation of f along X at x. Let ∇ be the Levi-Civita connection, and ∇_Y X be the covariant derivative of a vector field X along the vector field Y . Recall that (∇_Y X)(x) depends on Y only via Y (x) for x ∈ M (e.g. [dC92, Remark 2.3]). Set [X, Y ] := XY − Y X for vector field X, Y .

For f ∈ C^∞(M), we denote by ∇f the gradient and Hess(f) or Hess_f the Hessian. We denote by Ricci the Ricci curvature. Hess and Ricci are symmetric 2-tensors: for vector fields X, Y , Hess_f (X, Y )(x) and Ricci(X, Y )(x) depend only on X(x) and Y (x) for x ∈ M.

2.2.2. Lie groups and algebras. Let M_N be the space of real N × N matrices endowed with the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product ⟨X, Y ⟩ = Tr(XY^t) ∀X, Y ∈ M_N . (2.14) For any matrix M ∈ M_N we write M^t for the transpose of M. Recall that the Lie group SO(N) has Lie algebra so(N). Q ∈ SO(N) if QQ^t = I_N and det Q = 1 where I_N denotes the identity matrix, and X ∈ so(N) if X + X^t = 0. Below we always write

G = SO(N), g = so(N)

and d(g) =^1_2 N(N − 1) for its dimension.

Every X ∈ g induces a right-invariant vector field ~X on G, and for each Q ∈ G, ~X(Q) is just given by XQ since G is a matrix Lie group. Indeed, given any X ∈ g, the curve t → e^{tX} Q = Q + tXQ + O(t^2) near t = 0.

The inner product on g induces an inner product on the tangent space at every Q ∈ G via the right multiplication on G. Hence, for X, Y ∈ g, we have XQ, Y Q ∈ T_QG, and their inner product is given by Tr((XQ)(Y Q)^t) = Tr(XY^t). This yields a bi-invariant Riemannian metric on G.

For any function f ∈ C^∞(G) and X ∈ g, the right-invariant vector field ~X induced by X acts on f at Q ∈ G by the right-invariant derivative ~Xf(Q) =^d_{dt} |_{t=0}f(e^{tX} Q). One also has ~[X, Y ] = [ ~X, ~Y ] where the LHS is the Lie bracket on g and the RHS is the vector fields commutator. Also, for the Levi-Civita connection ∇ we have ∇_{~X} ( ~Y ) =^1_2 ~[X, Y ]. See e.g. [AGZ10, Appendix F].

2.2.3. Brownian motions. Recall that Brownian motions are defined on arbitrary Riemannian manifolds, in particular Lie groups. Let B and B be the Brownian motions on a Lie group G and its Lie algebra g respectively. One has E [ ⟨B(s), X⟩⟨B(t), Y ⟩ ] = min(s, t)⟨X, Y ⟩ for X, Y ∈ g. Writing M^{ij} for the (i, j)th entry of a matrix M, one has d⟨B^{ij}, B^{kℓ}⟩ =^1_2 (δ_{ik}δ_{jℓ} − δ_{iℓ}δ_{jk})dt (c.f. [SSZ22, (2.5)]). By [Lév17, Sec. 1.4], B and B are related through the following SDE:

dB = dB ∘ B = dB B + c_g 2 Bdt, (2.15) where ∘ is the Stratonovich product, and dB B is in the Itô sense. Here the constant c_g is determined by ∑ α v^2_α = c_gI_N where (v_α)^{d(g)}_{α=1} is an orthonormal basis of g. Moreover (c.f. [Lév17, Lem. 1.2]),^4

c_{so(N)} = − 1 2 (N − 1). (2.16)

Turning to the case of the sphere, now let B be the Brownian motion on unit sphere S^{N−1}. We can choose suitable vector fields σ_k with ∑ k σ^2_k given by Beltrami–Laplace on S^{N−1} and then write dB = ∑_N k=1 σ_k(B) ∘ dB^k with B being R^N -valued Brownian motion, where ∘ is the Stratonovich product. More concretely, by [Hsu02, page 83, Example 3.3.2], B is the solution to the SDEs

dB^i = N∑ j=1 (δ_{ij} − B^iB^j) ∘ dB^j, 1 ⩽ i ⩽ N. (2.17)

2.2.4. Product manifolds and Lie groups. The configuration space of our fields will be a product of Riemannian manifolds and Lie groups over the lattice vertices and edges. See [SZZ23c, Section 2.1] for review of these definitions; in particular recall that the tangent space (resp. Lie algebra) of such a product is given by the direct sum of the tangent spaces (resp. Lie algebras). For a finite collection of Riemannian manifolds (M_e)_{e∈A} where A is a finite set and all M_e are the same Riemannian manifold M, we write the product as M^A.

In this case, given a point x = (x_e)_{e∈A} ∈ M^A, if u_e ∈ T_{xe} M_e for some x_e ∈ M_e, we will sometimes view u_e as a tangent vector in T_xM^A which has zero components for all ē ≠ e. Continuing with this notation, if (v^i_e)^{i=1,...,d} is a basis (resp. orthonormal basis) of T_{xe} M_e, then (v^i_e)^{i=1,...,d}_{e∈A} is a basis (resp. orthonormal basis) of T_xM^A.

With similar notation as above we write the product Lie group G^A and its Lie algebra g^A for a finite set A. Given X ∈ g^A, the exponential map t → exp(tX) is also defined pointwise as exp(tX)_e^{def}= e^{tXe} for each e ∈ A.

We define our configuration space as

Q_Λ^{def}= G_Λ × M^Λ = G^{E+Λ} × M^Λ, M ∈ {R^N , S^{N−1}, G} consisting of all maps (Q, Φ) with Q : e ∈ E^+_Λ → Q_e ∈ G and Φ : x ∈ Λ → Φ_x ∈ M.

Write d_M for the dimension of M, namely d_M = N for M = R^N , d_M = N − 1 for M = S^{N−1}, and d_M =^1_2 N(N − 1) for M = G. Let q_Λ be the Lie algebra of the Lie group G_Λ, which is just the corresponding direct sum of g. For any M_N -valued functions A, B on E^+_Λ , we denote by AB the pointwise product (A_eB_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ .

As above, the tangent space at Q ∈ G_Λ consists of the products XQ = (X_eQ_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ with X ∈ q_Λ, and given two such elements XQ and Y Q, their inner product is defined by ⟨XQ, Y Q⟩_{TQGΛ} = ∑ e∈E^+_Λ Tr(X_eY^t_e ).

A basis of the tangent space T_QG_Λ is given by {X^i_eQ : e ∈ E^+_Λ , 1 ⩽ i ⩽ d(g)} where for each e, {X^i_e}_i is a basis for g. Similarly, a basis of the tangent space T_ΦM^Λ is given by {v^j_x : x ∈ Λ, 1 ⩽ j ⩽ d_M } where for each x, {v^j_x}_{j=1,...,dM} is a basis for T_{Φx} M.

4Note that in [Lév17, Lem. 1.2], the scalar product differs from (2.14) by a scalar multiple depending on N and g, so we accounted for this in the expression for cg above.

Given any function f ∈ C^∞(Q_Λ), one can write ∇f = ∑ e∈E^+_Λ d(g)∑

i=1 (v^i_ef)v^i_e + ∑ x∈Λ d_M∑

j=1 (v^j_xf)v^j_x,

with {v^i_e, v^j_x : e ∈ E^+_Λ , x ∈ Λ, i = 1, · · · , d(g), j = 1, · · · , d_M } being an orthonormal basis of T_{(Q,Φ)}Q_Λ. We then define

∇_ef^{def}= d(g)∑

i=1 (v^i_ef)v^i_e, Δ_ef^{def}= div∇_ef = d(g)∑

i=1 ⟨∇_vi_e ∇_ef, v^i_e⟩,

∇_xf^{def}= d_M∑

j=1 (v^j_xf)v^j_x, Δ_xf^{def}= div∇_xf = d_M∑

j=1 ⟨∇_vj_x ∇_xf, v^j_x⟩. (2.18)

Here ∇_e, Δ_e and ∇_x, Δ_x can be viewed as the gradient and the Laplace–Beltrami operator (w.r.t. the variable Q_e and the variable Φ_x) on G and M endowed with the metric given above.

Notation. Throughout the paper, we use the notation a ≲ b if there exists a constant c > 0 such that a ⩽ cb, and we write a ≃ b if a ≲ b and b ≲ a.

3. Yang–Mills–Higgs SDEs

In this section we consider the Langevin dynamic (1.6) for the measure (2.6). More precisely, on the lattice Λ, consider the following SDE on Q_L

d(Q, Φ) = ∇Symh(Q, Φ)dt + √ 2dB , (3.1)

with B = (B_e, B_x : x ∈ Λ, e ∈ E^+_Λ ) being a collection of independent Brownian motions, where each B_e takes values in G and each B_x takes values in M with M = R^N , S^{N−1} and G, respectively.

We first derive the more explicit forms of the equations, and address the questions of wellposedness and invariant measures. Compared to the pure Yang–Mills case in [SSZ22] and [SZZ23c], the main difficulty lies in the control in the case Φ_x ∈ R^N where Φ_x takes values in an unbounded (non-compact) space; so we will provide more details in this case in Section 3.1. For the bounded cases M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G} where the target spaces are also compact, the proof follows similarly as in [SZZ23c], see Section 3.2.

Recall from Section 2 that (possibly up to an additive constant which is irrelevant for the measure) we have Symh = S_1 − S_2 where

S_1^{def}= Nβ Re ∑ p∈P^+_Λ

Tr(Q_p), S_2^{def}= κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ |QeΦy − Φx| 2 + mN ∑ z∈Λ |Φ_z|^2 (M = R^N ) −2κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ Φ t xQ_eΦ_y (M = S^{N−1}) −2κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ Tr(Φ t xQ_eΦ_y) (M = G)

with e = (x, y).

We will give the explicit expression for ∇Symh. To this end, we introduce the following notation:

(1) For a plaquette p = e_1e_2e_3e_4 ∈ P, we write p ≻ e_1 to indicate that p is a plaquette that starts from edge e_1. Note that for each edge e, there are 2(d − 1) plaquettes in P such that p ≻ e. (2) For x, y ∈ Z^d, we write x ∼ y if there exists one edge e such that x, y ∈ e. In particular x ∼ x. For edges e and ē, we write ē ∼ e which means that there exists p ∈ P with p ≻ e and {ē, ē^{−1}} ∩ p ≠ ∅. In particular e ∼ e.

Recall the notation (2.18).

Lemma 3.1. For each e ∈ E^+_Λ , and M ∈ {R^N , S^{N−1}, G} we have

∇_eS_1(Q, Φ) = − 1 2 Nβ ∑ p∈P_Λ,p≻e (Q_p − Q^t_p) · Q_e ,

∇_eS_2(Q, Φ) = κN(Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_x − Φ_xΦ^t_yQ^t_e)Q_e , e = (x, y).

Proof. The first identity is [SSZ22, Lemma 3.1]. The second identity follows in a similar way. More precisely, recalling (2.8), it suffices to differentiate Tr(Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y) for all the choices of M. We denote by p the orthogonal projection of M_N onto the Lie algebra g. Let X_e ∈ g. We compute the derivative at Q in the tangent direction X_eQ_e (see Section 2.2 for background on derivatives) d dt | | t=0 Tr ( Φ^t_xe^{tXe} Q_eΦ_y ) = Tr ( Φ^t_xX_eQ_eΦ_y ) = Tr ( X_eQ_eΦ_yΦ^t_x ) = Tr ( X_ep(Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_x) ) . For this to match with Tr(XQ_eD^t) where D = ∇_eTr(Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y), we see that

D = (Q^t_ep(Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_x))^t = − 1 2 (Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_x − Φ_xΦ^t_yQ^t_e)Q_e

which yields the second identity in the lemma. □

Recall our notation e = (x, y) ∈ E_Λ which means that x = u(e) and y = v(e).

Lemma 3.2. For each x ∈ Λ, we have

∇_xSymh(Q, Φ) = 2κN ∑ e=(x,y)∈E_Λ (QeΦy − Φx) − 2mNΦx (M = R N ), 2κN ∑ e=(x,y)∈E_Λ ( Q_eΦ_y − (Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y)Φ_x ) (M = S^{N−1}), κN ∑ e=(x,y)∈E_Λ ( Q_eΦ_y − Φ_xΦ^t_yQ^t_eΦ_x ) (M = G). Proof. Consider the case M = R^N . Since S_1 is independent of Φ, we only need to calculate ∇_xS_2. For fixed x, ∇_x ( m ∑ z∈Λ |Φ_z|^2 ) = 2mΦ_x.

Concerning ∑ e=(z,y)∈E^+_Λ |QeΦy − Φz| 2, the terms which contribute to ∇_xS_2 for fixed x can be written as ∑ e=(x,y)∈E_Λ |QeΦy − Φx| 2. Here, we used the fact that for an edge e = (y, x) ∈ E^+_Λ , we can reverse its orientation so that x becomes the beginning point, while the summand is invariant (see (2.7)). By (2.8), we have ∇_x|Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 = −2(Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x),

so the first identity follows. For the case M = S^{N−1}, we first compute the gradient in R^N as above, which gives 2κN ∑ e=(x,y) QeΦy. We then project QeΦy onto TΦx S

N−1, which is given by

Q_eΦ_y −

⟨Q_eΦ_y, Φ_x⟩ |Φ_x|^2

Φ_x = Q_eΦ_y − (Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y)Φ_x

so the second identity follows. The third identity follows in the same way. □ Remark 3.3. For a function F on E_Λ, the sum ∑ e=(x,y) Fe is over the 2d edges e with u(e) = x,

and it can be viewed as a discrete divergence of F at x. The term ∑ e=(x,y)(QeΦy − Φx) appear- ing above can be then viewed as a discrete divergence of the discrete covariant derivative (2.3), namely discrete gauge covariant Laplacian. This is a standard discretization of the gauge covariant Laplacian, see also e.g. [Ken11, Section 3.2], [KL21, Eq. (20)].

3.1. YMH SDE for M = R^N . By Lemmas 3.1 – 3.2 and (2.16) we write the SDE (3.1) as follows: for e ∈ E^+_Λ , x ∈ Λ,

dQ_e = − 1 2 Nβ ∑ p∈P_Λ,p≻e (Q_p − Q^t_p)Q_edt − κN(Q_e(Φ_yΦ^t_x)Q_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y)dt − 1 2 (N − 1)Q_edt + √ 2dB_eQ_e, dΦ_x = 2κN ∑ e=(x,y)∈E_Λ (Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x)dt − 2mNΦ_xdt + √ 2dB_x, (3.2)

where (B_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ is a collection of independent Brownian motions on the Lie algebra g and {B_x}_{x∈Λ} is a collection of independent R^N -valued Brownian motions and they are all independent. Remark that we have the Stratonovich correction term of Q_e and B_e, which is^1_2 · √ 2⟨dQ_e, dB_e⟩ =^1_2 ·2⟨dB_eQ_e, dB_e⟩ giving the term^1_2 (N − 1)Q_edt.

The following lemma provides global well-posedness of the above SDE with uniform bounds on fixed finite lattice Λ = Λ_L.

Lemma 3.4. For fixed N ∈ N, β, m, κ ∈ R and Λ, given any initial data (Q(0), Φ(0)) ∈ Q_Λ there exists a unique solution (Q, Φ) ∈ C([0, ∞); Q_Λ) with Q = (Q_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ and Φ = (Φ_x)_{x∈Λ} to (3.2) such that for any p ⩾ 1, T > 0 E ( sup s∈[0,T ] ∑ x |Φ_x(s)|^{2p} ) ⩽ C_{N,m,p,d,T} (3.3) for a constant C_{N,m,p,d,T} depending on N, m, p, d and T .

Proof. For fixed N and Λ, (3.2) is a finite dimensional SDE with locally Lipschitz coefficients. We introduce stopping time τ_R = τ_0 ∧ τ^0_R for R > 0 with τ_0 := inf{t ⩾ 0 : ‖Q_e(t)‖_∞ > 2, for at least one e ∈ E_Λ} ∧ T, τ^0_R := inf{t ⩾ 0 : ‖Φ_x(t)‖_∞ > R, for at least one x ∈ Λ} ∧ T,

where ‖Q_e‖_∞^{def}= max_{i,j} |Q^{ij}_e | and ‖Φ_x‖_∞^{def}= max_i |Φ^i_x|. We then have unique local solution (Q, Φ) = ((Q_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ , (Φ_x)_{x∈Λ}) with Q_e ∈ C([0, τ_R]; M_N ) for e ∈ E^+_Λ and Φ_x ∈ C([0, τ_R]; R^N ) for x ∈ Λ, which satisfies (3.2) before τ_R, by a usual cut-off technique (see e.g. [RZZ14, Theorem 3.2]).

Since for e ∈ E^+_Λ , ∇S(Q)_e belongs to the tangent space of G at Q_e, exactly the same argument as in the proof of [SSZ22, Lemma 3.2] implies that Q_e(t) ∈ G, ∀t ⩾ 0, and τ_0 = T a.s..

We then turn to global bound on Φ. Applying Itô’s formula for |Φ_x|^{2p}, p ⩾ 1 we obtain d|Φ_x|^{2p} ⩽ 2p(2p − 1)N|Φ_x|^{2p−2}dt + 4p|κ|N ∑ e=(x,y) |Φ_x|^{2p−2} ( |Φ_y||Φ_x| + |Φ_x|^2 ) dt (3.4) + 4|m|pN|Φ_x|^{2p}dt + 2 √ 2p ⟨ |Φ_x|^{2p−2}Φ_x, dB_x ⟩ . Summing over x and applying the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality for the martingale part, we obtain E ( sup s∈[0,t∧τ_R] ∑ x |Φ_x(s)|^{2p} ) ⩽ C_N + C ∑ x |Φ_x(0)|^{2p} + C_{m,p}E ∫_{t∧τR} 0 ∑ x |Φ_x(s)|^{2p}ds. Using Gronwall’s inequality we find E ( sup s∈[0,t∧τ_R] ∑ x |Φ_x(s)|^{2p} ) ⩽ C_{N,m,p}, with C_{N,m,p} being a constant indpendent of R. Letting R → ∞, we have τ_R → T a.s.. Hence, we can extend the local solutions to global solutions on [0, T ] and have (3.3). Since T is arbitrary the result follows. □

It is obvious that the measure (2.6) is well-defined for m > 0 and κ > 0. When we discuss the measure below, we always assume m > 0 and κ > 0. The same argument as in [SSZ22, Lemma 3.3] implies the following result.

Lemma 3.5. For m > 0, κ > 0, (2.6) is invariant under the SDE system (3.2).

By global well-posedness of the SDE (3.2), the solutions form a Markov process in Q_Λ. We write (P^Λ_t )_{t⩾0} for the associated semigroup, i.e. for f ∈ C^∞(Q_Λ), (P^Λ_t f)(x) = Ef(Q(t, x), Φ(t, x)) for x ∈ Q_Λ, where (Q(t, x), Φ(t, x)) denotes the solution at time t to (3.2) starting from x ∈ Q_Λ. We can also write down the Dirichlet form associated with (P^Λ_t )_{t⩾0} which will be used later when we study functional inequalities. More precisely, for F ∈ C^∞(Q_Λ) we consider the following symmetric quadratic form

E^Λ(F, F )^{def}= ∫ ⟨∇F, ∇F ⟩_{T(Q,Φ)QΛ} dμ_Λ = ∑ e∈E^+_Λ ∫ ⟨∇_eF, ∇_eF ⟩dμ_Λ + ∑ x∈Λ ∫ ⟨∇_xF, ∇_xF ⟩dμ_Λ

= ∑ e∈E^+_Λ ∫ Tr(∇_eF (∇_eF )^t)dμ_Λ + ∑ x∈Λ ∫ |∇_xF |^2dμ_Λ.

(3.5)

Using integration by parts formula for the Haar measure, we have that (E^Λ, C^∞(Q_Λ)) is closable, and its closure (E^Λ, D(E^Λ)) is a regular Dirichlet form on L^2(Q_Λ, μ_Λ). (c.f. [FOT94].)

In the following we extend the SDE (3.2) from Λ to the entire space Z^d. Consider the SDE (3.2) on the entire space, namely for e ∈ E^+, x ∈ Z^d,

dQ_e = − 1 2 Nβ ∑ p∈P,p≻e (Q_p − Q^t_p)Q_edt − κN(Q_e(Φ_yΦ^t_x)Q_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y)dt − 1 2 (N − 1)Q_edt + √ 2dB_eQ_e, dΦ_x = 2κN ∑ e=(x,y) (Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x)dt − 2mNΦ_xdt + √ 2dB_x, (3.6)

where (B_e)_{e∈E}+ are independent g-valued Brownian motions and (B_x)_{x∈Z}d are independent R^N - valued Brownian motions.

Define configuration space Q = G^{E+} × ℓ^p_k(Z^d; R^N ) for some even p > 4 and k > d, where

ℓ^p_k^{def}= ℓ^p_k(Z^d; R^N )^{def}= { f : Z^d → R^N , ∑ x 1 |x|^k + 1 |f_x|^p < ∞ } (3.7)

is a weighted ℓ^p space with polynomial weight of degree k. It is easy to check that ℓ^p_k is compactly embedded into ℓ^p_a for a > k. Write M^{E+}_N = ∏ e∈E^+ MN for the direct product of (infinitely many)

vector spaces M_N . Define a norm on M^{E+}_N × ℓ^p_k(Z^d; R^N ) by ‖(Q, Φ)‖^{def}= ‖Q‖ + ‖Φ‖, ‖Q‖^{2 def}= ∑ e∈E^+ 1 |e|^k + 1 |Q_e|^2, ‖Φ‖^{p def}= ∑ x∈Z^d 1 |x|^k + 1 |Φ_x|^p, with |Q_e|^2 = ⟨Q_e, Q_e⟩ = Tr(Q_eQ^t_e) and |e| (resp. |x|) given by the distance from 0 to e (resp. x) in Z^d, respectively. (More precisely, |e| is the minimum of the distances from the two vertices of e to 0.) Now we give existence and uniqueness of solutions to (3.6).

Proposition 3.6. Fix N ∈ N, β ∈ R, m ∈ R. For any (Q^0, Φ^0) ∈ Q, there exists a unique probabilistically strong solution (Q, Φ) to (3.6) in C([0, ∞); Q) starting from any initial data (Q^0, Φ^0) and satisfying for any T > 0

E sup_{s∈[0,T ]} ‖Φ(s)‖^p + E ( sup s≠t∈[0,T ] ‖Φ(t) − Φ(s)‖ |t − s|^α ) < ∞. (3.8)

Namely, for a given probability space (Ω, F, P) and Brownian motions (B_e)_{e∈E}+ , (B_x)_{x∈Z}d on it, there exists an (F_t)_{t⩾0}-adapted process (Q, Φ) ∈ C([0, ∞); Q) and (Q, Φ) satisfy (3.6) P-a.s. with (F_t)_{t⩾0} given by normal filtration generated by the Brownian motions (B_e)_{e∈E}+ , (B_x)_{x∈Z}d.

Proof. Recall that Λ_L = Z^d ∩ LT^d. For pure Yang–Mills model on the entire lattice, such a wellposedness result was given in [SZZ23c, Proposition 3.4]. The main difference here is that Q is not compact and we need uniform bounds for the component Φ. More precisely, for every initial data (Q^0, Φ^0) ∈ Q we can easily find (Q^L(0), Φ^L(0)) ∈ Q_{ΛL} with the periodic extension still denoted by (Q^L(0), Φ^L(0)) such that ‖Q^L(0) − Q^0‖ + ‖Φ^L(0) − Φ^0‖ → 0 as L → ∞. By Lemma 3.4 we obtain a unique solution (Q^L, Φ^L) ∈ C([0, ∞); Q_{ΛL} ) to (3.2) from (Q^L(0), Φ^L(0)). We can also extend (Q^L, Φ^L) to Q by periodic extension. Below we will show tightness and then pathwise uniqueness.

Applying Itô’s formula to |Φ^L_x |^p, we have (3.4) as before with 2p there replaced by p. Multiplying both sides of (3.4) by^1_{|x|k+1} with k > d, summing over x, applying Young’s inequality and the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality for the martingale part, and using^1_{|x|k+1} ⩽ C^1_{|y|k+1} for x ∼ y and constant C independent of x, y, we obtain

E sup_{s∈[0,t]} ‖Φ^L(s)‖^p ⩽ C‖Φ^L(0)‖^p + C_{p,N} ∫_t 0 E ( 1 + ‖Φ^L(s)‖^p ) ds, which by Gronwall’s inequality implies for any T ⩾ 0 E sup_{s∈[0,T ]} ‖Φ^L(s)‖^p ⩽ C‖Φ^L(0)‖^p + C_{p,N,T} . (3.9)

Here all the constants are independent of L. Furthermore, using SDEs (3.2) we also have

E|Φ^L_x (t) − Φ^L_x (s)|^p ⩽ C_pE ( ∫ t s ( ∑ y∼x |Φ^L_y | ) dr )_p + C_pE|B_x(t) − B_x(s)|^p

⩽ C_p|t − s|^{p−1}E ∫_t s ( ∑ y∼x |Φ^L_y |^p ) dr + C_p|t − s|^{p/2}. Hence, multiplying both sides by^1_{|x|k+1} with k > d and summing over x, we have, by (3.9), E‖Φ^L(t) − Φ^L(s)‖^p ⩽ C_p(|t − s|^p + |t − s|^{p/2}). As a consequence, by Kolmogorov’s criterion we have for α < 1/2

sup_L E ( sup s≠t∈[0,T ] ‖Φ^L(t) − Φ^L(s)‖ |t − s|^α ) < ∞, (3.10)

which combined with (3.9) implies that {Φ^L}_L is tight in C([0, T ]; ℓ^p_a) with a > k. Since Q^L(t) takes values in a compact space G^{E+} , the marginal laws of {Q^L} at each t ⩾ 0 form a tight set in G^{E+} . Using (3.9) and^1_{|e|k+1} ≃^1_{|x|k+1} for x ∈ e we get E‖Q^L(t) − Q^L(s)‖^{p/2} ⩽ C_p(|t − s|^{p/2} + |t − s|^{p/4}), which again by Kolmogorov criterion implies (3.10) for α < 1/2

sup_L E ( sup s≠t∈[0,T ] ‖Q^L(t) − Q^L(s)‖ |t − s|^α ) < ∞, Hence, (Q^L, Φ^L) is tight in C([0, ∞); G^{E+} × ℓ^p_a) equipped with the distance

~ρ((Q, Φ), (Q^′, Φ^′))^{def}= ∞∑ n=0 2^{−n} ( 1 ∧ sup t∈[n,n+1] (‖Q(t) − Q^′(t)‖ + ‖Φ(t) − Φ^′(t)‖_ℓp_a ) ) , for (Q, Φ), (Q^′, Φ^′) ∈ C([0, ∞); G^{E+} ×ℓ^p_a). Since (C([0, ∞); G^{E+} ×ℓ^p_a), ~ρ) is a Polish space, existence of probabilistically weak solutions (Q, Φ) follows from the usual Skorokhod Theorem and taking limit on the both sides of the equation. We refer to the proof of [SZZ23c, Proposition 3.4] for more details. Using (3.9) and (3.10) and by lower semicontinuity, we conclude that (3.8) holds for every T > 0, α ∈ (0, 1/2) which implies that (Q, Φ) ∈ C([0, ∞), Q).

Now we prove pathwise uniqueness. Consider two solutions (Q, Φ), (Q^′, Φ^′) ∈ C([0, T ]; Q) starting from the same initial data (Q(0), Φ(0)) ∈ Q. Set δQ_e := Q_e − Q^′_e and δΦ_x := Φ_x − Φ^′_x, and choose the following weight ρ_x(t) = e^{−t(|x|k+1)}. Define stopping time

τ_R^{def}= inf{t ⩾ 0; ‖Φ(t)‖ + ‖Φ^′(t)‖ ⩾ R} ∧ T.

Since Q_e, Q^′_e ∈ G for every e ∈ E^+, by Itô’s formula for ρ_x(t)|δQ_e(t)|^2, ρ_x(t)|δΦ_x(t)|^2 and the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality for stochastic integrals, we obtain for each e = (x, y)

E sup t∈[0,T ∧τ_R] ρ_x|δQ_e|^2 ⩽ C_N E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 (1 + |Φ_x||Φ_y|)|δQ_e|^2ρ_xds + C_N ∑ ē∼e E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 |δQ_e||δQ_ē|ρ_xds

+ C_{κ,N} E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 (|Φ_y||δΦ_x| + |Φ^′_x||δΦ_y |)|δQ_e|ρ_xds − E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 (1 + |x|^k)|δQ_e|^2ρ_xds, and for each x

E sup t∈[0,T ∧τ_R] ρ_x|δΦ_x|^2 ⩽ C_{κ,N} ∑ e=(x,y) E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 (|Φ_y||δQ_e| + |δΦ_y| + |δΦ_x|)|δΦ_x|ρ_xds

− (1 + |x|^k)E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 |δΦ_x|^2ρ_xds. Since |Φ_x| + |Φ_y| ⩽ C_R(1 + |x|^{k/p}) for x ∼ y before τ_R and |x|^{2k/p} ⩽ ε|x|^k + C_ε for ε > 0 and p > 4, we obtain |Φ_x|^2 + |Φ_y|^2 ⩽ C_{ε,R} + ε|x|^k before τ_R. Thus we then use the last term from the weight in the above two inequalities to absorb the terms evolving |Φ_x|, |Φ_y|, |Φ^′_x| and obtain

E sup t∈[0,T ∧τ_R] ρ_x|δQ_e|^2 ⩽ C_{N,R}E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 |δQ_e|^2ρ_xds + C_N ∑ ē∼e E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 |δQ_e||δQ_ē|ρ_xds

+ C_N E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 (|δΦ_x|^2 + |δΦ_y|^2)ρ_xds, and E sup t∈[0,T ∧τ_R] ρ_x|δΦ_x|^2 ⩽ C_N ∑ e=(x,y) E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 [ |δQ_e|^2 + (|δΦ_y| + |δΦ_x|)|δΦ_x| ] ρ_xds. We write ρ_e := ρ_x for x = u(e). Since |ρ_x/ρ_y| ≲ 1 and |ρ_e/ρ_ē| ≲ 1 for x ∼ y and e ∼ ē, we can change the weight ρ_x, ρ_e to ρ_y, ρ_ē, respectively and obtain

E sup t∈[0,T ∧τ_R] |δQ_e|^2ρ_e ⩽ C_{N,R}E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 ( ∑ x∈e |δΦ_x|^2ρ_x + ∑ ē∼e |δQ_ē|^2ρ_ē ) ds, and E sup t∈[0,T ∧τ_R] |δΦ_x|^2ρ_x ⩽ C_{N,R}E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 ( ∑ e∋x |δQ_e|^2ρ_e + ∑ y∼x |δΦ_y|^2ρ_y ) ds. Summing over e and x we get

E sup t∈[0,T ∧τ_R] ‖δQ‖^2_ρ + E sup_{t∈[0,T ∧τ} R] ‖δΦ‖^2_ρ ⩽ C_{N,R}E ∫_{T ∧τR} 0 (‖δQ‖^2_ρ + ‖δΦ‖^2_ρ)ds, where ‖Q‖^2_ρ^{def}= ∑ e∈E^+ ρ_e|Q_e|^2, ‖Φ‖^2_ρ^{def}= ∑ x∈Z^d ρ_x|Φ_x|^p. Hence, pathwise uniqueness follows by Gronwall’s lemma and sending R → ∞. By Yamada– Watanabe Theorem [Kur07], weak existence and pathwise uniqueness gives us existence and uniqueness of probabilistically strong solution. □ By Proposition 3.6, the solutions to (3.6) form a Markov process in Q. We denote by (P_t)_{t⩾0} the associated semigroup. Using the dynamics, we also have the following tightness result. Lemma 3.7. For m > 0 and κ > 0, the fields (μ_{ΛL} )_L in Q form a tight set. Proof. Consider the solutions (Q^L, Φ^L) to SDEs (3.2) starting from (μ_{ΛL} )_L. By Lemma 3.5 (Q^L, Φ^L) is stationary solutions to (3.2). Furthermore, applying Itô’s formula to |Φ^L_x (t)|^p as in (3.4), we obtain E|Φ^L_x (t)|^p − E|Φ^L_x (0)|^p ⩽ 2pκN ∑ e=(x,y) t E|Φ^L_x |^{p−2} ( |Φ^L_y ||Φ^L_x | − |Φ^L_x |^2 ) dt − 2mNpt E|Φ^L_x |^p + p(p − 1)Nt E|Φ^L_x |^{p−2}.(3.11)

Since Φ^L_x is stationary, the LHS is zero. Hence, by translation invariance E|Φ_x|^p = E|Φ_y|^p, which substituted into (3.11) implies E|Φ^L_x |^p ⩽ C_{p,m}E|Φ^L_x |^{p−2} ⩽ εE|Φ^L_x |^p + C_ε.

Hence, E|Φ^L_x |^p ≲ 1 with the implicit constant independent of x and L. Therefore E‖Φ^L‖^p_ℓp_{k(Zd,RN )} ≲ 1 for k > d. By compact embedding ℓ^p_k ⊂ ℓ^p_{k′} for k < k^′, the result follows. □ Since by Lemma 3.5 μ_{ΛL} is an invariant measure for (3.2), we then obtain the following result by the same argument as in the proof of [SZZ23c, Theorem 3.5]. Theorem 3.8. Every tight limit μ of {μ_{ΛL} } is an invariant measure for (3.6).

The dynamic (3.6) is gauge covariant. Namely, for every G-valued function g on Z^d, define g ∘ (Q, Φ) by (2.9). If (Q, Φ) is a solution to (3.6), it is easy to check that g ∘ (Q, Φ) also satisfies (3.6) with B_e and B_x replaced by g_xB_eg^{−1}_x and g_xB_x, which are still Brownian motion in g and R^N , respectively. By Proposition 3.6, the uniqueness in law to SDE (3.6) holds. Hence, we obtain the following result.

Proposition 3.9. Fix N ∈ N, β, m ∈ R. Let (Q, Φ) and (Q̄, Φ̄) be the unique solutions to (3.6) with initial conditions (Q^0, Φ^0) and (Q̄^0, Φ̄^0) in Q respectively. If (Q̄^0, Φ̄^0) = g ∘ (Q^0, Φ^0) for some G valued function g on Z^d, then, (Q̄(t), Φ̄(t)) and g ∘ (Q(t), Φ(t)) are equal in law for all t ⩾ 0.

We can also write the Dirichlet form associated with (3.6). Define the cylinder functions C^∞_{cyl}(Q) as C^∞_{cyl}(Q) = { F : F =f(Q_{e1} , . . . , Q_{en} , Φ_{x1} , . . . , Φ_{xk} ), n, k ∈ N, e_i ∈ E^+, x_j ∈ Z^d, f ∈ C^∞(G^n × R^{Nk} ) } . (3.12)

For every tight limit μ and F ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q) we define the following symmetric quadratic form

E^μ(F, F )^{def}= ∑ e∈E^+ ∫ ⟨∇_eF, ∇_eF ⟩dμ + ∑ x∈Z^d ∫ ⟨∇_xF, ∇_xF ⟩dμ. (3.13) The same argument as in [SZZ23c, Proposition 3.7] implies that (E^μ, C^∞_{cyl}(Q)) is closable and its closure (E^μ, D(E^μ)) is a Dirichlet form on L^2(Q, μ). Furthermore, since Q is a Polish space, using the same arguments in [MR92, IV. Sec. 4.b] we know that (E^μ, D(E^μ)) is a quasi-regular Dirichlet form (c.f. [MR92]).

3.2. YMH SDE for M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G}. In the case where Φ_x is S^{N−1} valued, the equation for Φ_x is driven by √ 2B_x where B_x is the Brownian motion on the sphere. By (2.17), we write the i-th component of √ 2dB_x as √ 2 N∑ j=1 (δ_{ij} − Φ^i_xΦ^j_x) ∘ dB^j_x = √ 2 N∑ j=1 (δ_{ij} − Φ^i_xΦ^j_x)dB^j_x − √ 2 2 N∑ j=1 ⟨d(Φ^i_xΦ^j_x), dB^j_x⟩

and the Itô correction term (e.g. the last term) is equal to − N∑ j=1 (δ_{ij} − Φ^i_xΦ^j_x)Φ^j_xdt − Φ^i_x N∑ j=1 (δ_{jj} − Φ^j_xΦ^j_x)dt = −(N − 1)Φ^i_xdt,

where we used |Φ_x|^2 = 1. Hence by Lemmas 3.1 – 3.2 and (2.16) we write SDEs (3.1) as follows: for e ∈ E^+_Λ , x ∈ Λ,

dQ_e = − 1 2 Nβ ∑ p∈P_Λ,p≻e (Q_p − Q^t_p)Q_edt − κN(Q_e(Φ_yΦ^t_x)Q_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y)dt

− 1 2 (N − 1)Q_edt + √ 2dB_eQ_e, dΦ_x = 2κN ∑ e=(x,y)∈E_Λ (Q_eΦ_y − (Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y)Φ_x)dt + √ 2(I − Φ_x ⊗ Φ_x)dB_x − (N − 1)Φ_xdt,

(3.14)

with B_e being g-valued Brownian motion and B_x being R^N -valued Brownian motion.

In the case where Φ is G valued, we write SDEs (3.1) as follows: for e ∈ E^+_Λ , x ∈ Λ

dQ_e = − 1 2 Nβ ∑ p∈P_Λ,p≻e (Q_p − Q^t_p)Q_edt − κN(Q_e(Φ_yΦ^t_x)Q_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y)dt

− 1 2 (N − 1)Q_edt + √ 2dB_eQ_e, dΦ_x = κN ∑ e=(x,y)∈E_Λ (Q_eΦ_y − (Φ_xΦ^t_yQ^t_e)Φ_x)dt + √ 2dB_xΦ_x − N − 1 2 Φ_xdt, (3.15)

with B_e, B_x being Brownian motions in g.

Since ∇_xS and ∇_eS stay in the related tangent space and the noise part is given by the correponding Brownian motions, Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 3.5 still hold for the above two cases by exactly the same argument as in [SSZ22, Lemma 3.2, Lemma 3.3]. Hence, the solutions form a Markov process in Q_Λ and we also use (P^Λ_t )_{t⩾0} for the associated semigroup. Furthermore, we could also extend SDEs (3.14) and (3.15) to Z^d and construct a Markov process in Q as in Proposition 3.6. Furthermore, every tight limit μ of (μ_{ΛL} ) is an invariant measure of the infinite volume dynamics i.e. SDEs (3.14) and (3.15) with e ∈ E^+_Λ , x ∈ Λ replaced by e ∈ E^+, x ∈ Z^d. We can also write the related Dirichlet form as (3.13).

4. Functional inequalities and exponential ergodicity

In this section we investigate the long time behavior of the Markov dynamics constructed in Section 3. Given that Φ_x may take values in an unbounded space, constructing a coupling for the Markov process, as done in [SZZ23c, Section 5], poses a considerable challenge. Our primary approach involves utilizing functional inequalities, i.e. log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities.

For a probability measure μ on Q_Λ we define the entropy functional for positive f ∈ C^∞(Q_Λ)

ent_μ(f) = ∫ f log fdμ − ∫ fdμ log ∫ fdμ. The entropy functional for measures on Q and f ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q) is defined in the same way. We will write E_μ for the expectation w.r.t. μ.

A natural approach to prove functional inequalities would be to verify the well-known Bakry– Émery condition. Recall [BÉ06, BGL14, GZ03] that for a probability measure dμ ∝ exp(S)dσ on a Riemannian manifold with σ being the volume measure, if there exists a positive constant K > 0 such that Ricci − Hess_S ⩾ K, then μ satisfies log-Sobolev inequality with constant K > 0, i.e. Kent_μ(F^2) ⩽ μ(|∇F |^2). This approach was demonstrated in [SZZ23c] for pure Yang–Mills, to derive the log-Sobolev and thus Poincaré inequality.

However, when M = R^N , the unbounded nature of Φ poses challenges in controlling the Hessian of the term Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y showing up in Symh as required for the Bakry–Émery condition. In light of this, in Section 4.1, our strategy will be to employ a disintegration, and establish the functional inequalities for the conditional probability given Q first, from which we deduce the mass gap of the conditional probability. Subsequently, we combine it with further decomposition of the domain Λ to give a delicate control of the correlation functions, appearing in the proof of Poincaré inequality. For the cases M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G} which we consider in Section 4.2, we can directly try to verify the Bakry–Émery condition, with some calculations of Hessians for the Higgs terms on S^{N−1} or G.

4.1. Poincaré inequalities for M = R^N . In this section we suppose that m, κ > 0. Recall that

dμ_Λ(Q, Φ) := Z^{−1}_Λ exp ( Symh ) ∏ e∈E^+_Λ dσ_N (Q_e) ∏ z∈Λ dΦ_z

with Symh = S_1 − S_2 for S_1 = Nβ Re ∑ p∈P^+_Λ Tr(Qp) and

S_2 = κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ (Φ^t_xΦ_x − 2Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y + Φ^t_yΦ_y) + mN ∑ x Φ^t_xΦ_x.

Our strategy is to employ disintegration to express μ_Λ as

μ_Λ(F ) = ∫ F (Q, Φ)μ_Λ(dΦ, dQ) = ∫ ∫ F (Q, Φ)μ_Q(dΦ)ν(dQ) = ν(μ_Q(F )),

with μ_Q being the regular conditional probability given Q. We write μ_Q(dΦ) as probability measure on R^{NΛ} = R^{N|Λ|}

μ_Q(dΦ) = 1 Z_Q exp(−S_2(Q, Φ)) ∏ x dΦ_x, (4.1)

where Z_Q = ∫ exp(−S_2(Q, Φ)) ∏ x dΦ_x. We write ν for the following probability measure on G^{E+}Λ

ν(dQ) = 1 Z exp ( S_1 − V (Q) ) ∏ e dσ_N (Q_e), (4.2)

where S_1 is the pure Yang–Mills action which is independent of Φ, and

V (Q) = − log ∫ exp(−S_2(Q, Φ)) ∏ x dΦ_x. (4.3)

It is easy to find that V is well-defined and is a smooth function on G^{E+}Λ .

Remark 4.1. Our disintegration may have some similarity with the recent works [BB19, BD22a, BD22b], but the difference is that we have two fields Q, Φ while the above works in some sense decompose the field into two scales. In our case, when one attempts to apply Bakry–Émery, the main difficulty comes from unbounded Φ. For example we will have a term of the form Tr(Φ^t_xX^2_e Q_eΦ_y) when calculating Hess, and we can not bound it by the Ricci curvature. This motivates the strategy of first integrating out Φ. After that Φ is bounded.

Before proceeding we first give a uniform estimate under the measure μ_Q, which we prove using stochastic differential equation techniques i.e. by exploiting the Langevin dynamics. This estimate plays an important role in the sequel, such as in the proof of functional inequalities (Lemma 4.3, Theorem 4.7) and proving mass gap (Section 5.1).

Lemma 4.2. It holds that for any x ∈ Λ

μ_Q(|Φ_x|^2) ⩽ 1 2m . (4.4)

Proof. For fixed Q, consider the Langevin dynamic for the measure μ_Q:

dΦ_x = 2κN ∑ e=(x,y) (Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x)dt − 2mNΦ_xdt + √ 2dB_x. (4.5)

Similarly as in the proof of Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 3.5 (it is even simpler here since (4.5) is exactly the 2nd equation in (3.2) and with fixed Q it is linear), we easily see the global well-posedness of

SDE (4.5) and μ_Q is an invariant measure of it. We then take Φ = (Φ_x) as the stationary solutions starting from μ_Q. Applying Itô’s formula to |Φ_x|^2 we get

d|Φ_x|^2 = 2Ndt + 4κN ∑ e (Q_eΦ_y · Φ_x − |Φ_x|^2)dt − 4mN|Φ_x|^2dt + dM. (4.6)

Here M is a martingale and the term Ndt arises from the quadratic variation of the R^N valued Brownian motion B_x.

In stationarity setting, taking expectation E w.r.t. μ_Q to eliminate the martingale term, and then using translation invariance E|Φ_x|^2 = E|Φ_y|^2 and |Q_eΦ_yΦ_x| ⩽ |Φ_y||Φ_x|, we obtain (4.4). □

We then prove log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities for μ_Q and ν. To state the result, we introduce the following symmetric quadratic form for F ∈ C^∞(R^{NΛ} )

E^{μQ} (F, F )^{def}= ∑ x∈Λ ∫ ⟨∇_xF, ∇_xF ⟩dμ_Q. (4.7) Using integration by parts formula for μ_Q (which obviously holds since it is the Lebesgue measure multiplied with a smooth density ), we have that (E^{μQ} , C^∞(R^{NΛ} )) is closable, and its closure (E^{μQ} , D(E^{μQ} )) is a regular Dirichlet form on L^2(R^{NΛ} , μ_Q) (c.f. [FOT94]). We also consider the following symmetric quadratic form for F ∈ C^∞(G^{E+}Λ )

E^ν (F, F )^{def}= ∑ e∈E^+_Λ ∫ ⟨∇_eF, ∇_eF ⟩dν. (4.8) By (4.3) and Lemma 3.1, ∇_eV = κNE_{μQ} (Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_xQ_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y). (4.9)

This together with Lemma 3.1 and the bound (4.4) implies that ∇_eS_1 − ∇_eV ∈ L^2(ν). Therefore, (E^ν , C^∞(G^{E+}Λ )) is closable (c.f. [SZZ23c, Proposition 3.7], [MR92, Chap. I, Prop. 3.3]), and its closure (E^ν , D(E^ν )) is a regular Dirichlet form on L^2(G^{E+}Λ , ν).

Below to verify the Bakry–Émery condition for μ_Q and ν we need to calculate Hess_{S2} (v^Φ, v^Φ), Hess_{S1} (v^Q, v^Q) and Hess_V (v^Q, v^Q) for v^Φ ∈ R^{NΛ} and v^Q ∈ T_QG^{E+}Λ . Following the convention in Section 2.2.4, we write

v^Φ = (v_x)_{x∈Λ}, v^Q = (v_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ = ∑ e∈E^+_Λ X_eQ_e (4.10)

with X_e ∈ g^{E+}Λ being zero for all components except for the component e.

Lemma 4.3. For m, κ > 0, the log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities hold for μ_Q, namely, for F ∈ C^∞(R^{NΛ} )

ent_{μQ} (F^2) ⩽ 1 mN E^{μQ} (F, F ), var_{μQ} (F ) ⩽ 1 2mN E^{μQ} (F, F ). (4.11)

Note that the constants in (4.11) are independent of Q. If moreover one has

K_S :=

N + 2 4 − 1 − κN m − 2κ^2 N m^2 − 8(d − 1)N|β| > 0, (4.12) then the log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities hold for ν, namely, for F ∈ C^∞(G^{E+}Λ ),

ent_ν (F^2) ⩽ 2 K_S E^ν (F, F ), var_ν (F ) ⩽ 1 K_S E^ν (F, F ). (4.13)

Proof. We have for v^Φ = (v_x)

Hess_{S2} (v^Φ, v^Φ) = κN ∑ e [ 2|v_x|^2 + 2|v_y |^2 − 4v^t_xQ_ev_y ] + 2mN ∑ x |v_x|^2 ⩾ 2mN|v|^2. (4.14)

Hence, by Bakry–Émery condition, for m, κ > 0, the log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities (4.11) hold for μ_Q.

Now we turn to ν. By calculation with the definition (4.3), we have, for v^Q = (X_eQ_e)_{e∈E}+ ,

Hess_V (v^Q, v^Q) = −2κN ∑ e [ μ_Q(Φ^t_xX^2_e Q_eΦ_y) + 2κN var_{μQ} (Φ^t_xX_eQ_eΦ_y) ]

where we write e = (x, y) as before. Hence, we have

|Hess_V (v^Q, v^Q)| ⩽ 2κN ∑ e [ |X_e|^2μ_Q(|Φ_x| · |Φ_y|) + 2κN var_{μQ} (Φ^t_xX_eQ_eΦ_y) ] . (4.15)

Our next step is then to bound the right-hand side of (4.15). We will use (4.4) in Lemma 4.2 to bound the first term on the RHS of (4.15), and invoke the Poincaré inequality (4.11) for μ_Q already proved above to bound the second term on the RHS of (4.15).

By (4.4) the first term in (4.15) can be bounded by 2κN|v_Q|^{2 1}_{2m} . Moreover, by Poincaré inequality (4.11) for μ_Q, we have | | ∑ e var_{μQ} (Φ^t_xX_eQ_eΦ_y) | | ⩽ 1 2mN ∑ e ∑ z μ_Q(|∇_zF_e|^2) ⩽ 1 2m^2N |v_Q|^2, where F_e = Φ^t_xX_eQ_eΦ_y and we used that ∇_zF_e ≠ 0 iff z = x, y and μ_Q(|∇_xF_e|^2) ⩽^1_{2m} |v_e|^2 by direct calculation.

Combining the above calculations we obtain

|Hess_V (v^Q, v^Q)| ⩽ (κN m + 2κ^2 N m^2 ) |v^Q|^2. By the calculation in the pure Yang–Mills case ([SZZ23c, Lemma 4.1]), we have

|Hess_{S1} (v^Q, v^Q)| ⩽ 8(d − 1)N|β||v^Q|^2. (4.16)

Recall also that Ricci(v^Q, v^Q) =

(_{N+2} 4 − 1 ) |v^Q|^2, which follows from [AGZ10, (F.6)] or [SZZ23c, (4.8)]. Hence, for N + 2 4 − 1 − κN m − 2κ^2 N m^2 − 8(d − 1)N|β| > 0, which is precisely the condition (4.12), we have verified the Bakry–Émery condition for ν. Therefore, log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities (4.13) hold. □

Even if we have the log-Sobolev inequality for μ_Q and ν, the log-Sobolev or Poincaré inequality does not automatically hold for μ_Λ. To derive the Poincaré inequality for μ_Λ, we need to control the correlation function under μ_Q (see (4.23) below). Hence, we first establish the mass gap property for μ_Q with fixed Q to achieve better control of the correlation. To this end, we consider the generator L^Q corresponding to E^{μQ} . For smooth functions F ∈ C^∞(R^{NΛ} ), L^QF = ∑ x∈Λ Δ_xF − ∑ x∈Λ ⟨∇_xS_2, ∇_xF ⟩. We write (P^Q_t )_{t⩾0} for the related Markov semigroup, which can also be constructed from dynamic (4.5). For F ∈ C^∞(R^{NΛ} ) we write Λ_F for the set of the points F depends on. Let |Λ_F | denote the cardinality of Λ_F .

Note that the following lemma holds without smallness assumptions on β and κ.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose m, κ > 0. For smooth functions F, H on R^{NΛ} , suppose that Λ_F ∩ Λ_H = ∅. Then one has |cov_{μQ} (F, H)| ⩽ C_1e^{−CN d(ΛF ,ΛH )}|||F |||_{2,Q}|||H|||_{2,Q}, with C_1 = C|Λ_F ||Λ_H | and C, C_N independent of Q, F and H, and C_N depends on K_S , N and d, where |||F |||_{2,Q}^{def}= ∑ x ‖∇_xF ‖_L2_{(μQ)}. Proof. Since we have log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities for μ_Q by Lemma 4.3, we can use similar arguments as in the proof of [SZZ23c, Corollary 4.11] to conclude the results. More precisely, since P^Q_t leaves μ_Q as an invariant measure, we have

|cov_{μQ} (F, H)| = |μ_Q(P^Q_t (F H) − P^Q_t F P^Q_t H) + cov_{μQ} (P^Q_t F, P^Q_t H)| ⩽ |μ_Q(P^Q_t (F H) − P^Q_t F P^Q_t H)| + var_{μQ} (P^Q_t F )^{1/2}var_{μQ} (P^Q_t H)^{1/2}. (4.17) Since we have Poincaré inequality for μ_Q, we use [Wan06, Theorem 5.6.1] (see also (4.9) in [SZZ23c]) to have var_{μQ} (P^Q_t F ) ⩽ 1 2mN ∑ x μ_Q(|∇_xP^Q_t F |^2) ⩽ 1 2mN e^{−4tmN} ∑ x μ_Q((P^Q_t |∇_xF |)^2) ⩽ 1 2mN e^{−4tmN} ∑ x μ_Q(|∇_xF |^2). (4.18)

Here, we refrain from employing the bound var_{μQ} (P^Q_t F ) ⩽ e^{−4tmN} ∑ x μ_Q(|F |^2) through the Poincaré inequality, as utilized in [SZZ23c]. Our objective is to retain ∑ x μ_Q(|∇_xF |^2) on the RHS. This is essential for establishing the Poincaré inequality for μ_Q in Theorem 4.7.

We also have as in the proof of [SZZ23c, Corollary 4.11]

P^Q_t (F H) − P^Q_t F P^Q_t H = 2 ∑ x ∫_t 0 P^Q_s ⟨∇_xP^Q_{t−s}F, ∇_xP^Q_{t−s}H⟩ds. Recall that

∇_xP^Q_t F − P^Q_t ∇_xF = ∫_t 0 P^Q_{t−s}[∇_x, L^Q]P^Q_s F ds. By direct calculation we have |[∇_x, L^Q]F | ⩽ ∑ y∼x a_{xy}|∇_yF |, for a_{xy} = 2κN^{5/2} for x ≠ y and a_{xx} = 2(2dκ+m)N^{5/2}, since for a basis {v^i_x} in R^N |v^i_xv^j_yS_2| ⩽ 2κN for x ∼ y and y ≠ x and |v^i_xv^j_xS_2| ⩽ 2N(2dκ + m), where we used for each x there are at most 2d edges containing x. Hence, we derive

‖∇_xP^Q_t F ‖_L2_{(μQ)} ⩽ ‖∇_xF ‖_L2_{(μQ )} + ∫_t 0 ∑ y∼x a_{xy}‖∇_yP^Q_s F ‖_L2_{(μQ)}ds. The same arguments as in the proof of [SZZ23c, Corollary 4.11] implies that for any c > 0 there exists B > 0 such that for d(x, Λ_F ) ⩾ Bt ‖∇_xP^Q_t F ‖_L2_{(μQ)} ⩽ e^{−2cd(x,ΛF )}|||F |||_{2,Q}. (4.19) where we change the corresponding L^∞-norm to L^2-norm compared to [SZZ23c]. We then choose t ∼ d(Λ_F , Λ_H )/B below and consider ∑ x⟨∇_xP^Q_{t−s}F, ∇_xP^Q_{t−s}H⟩. For x ∈ Λ_H we use (4.19) for ‖∇_xP^Q_{t−s}F ‖_L2_{(μQ)} and use (4.18) for ‖∇_xP^Q_{t−s}H‖_L2_{(μQ)} to have ‖⟨∇_xP^Q_{t−s}F, ∇_xP^Q_{t−s}H⟩‖_L1_{(μQ )} ⩽ ‖∇_xP^Q_{t−s}F ‖_L2_{(μQ)}‖∇_xP^Q_{t−s}H‖_L2_{(μQ )}

⩽ e^{−c d(ΛF ,ΛH )}e^{−c d(x,ΛF )}|||F |||_{2,Q}|||H|||_{2,Q}. The same bound also holds for x ∈ Λ_F . For x /∈ Λ_F ∪ Λ_H , we have d(x, Λ_F ) ∨ d(x, Λ_H ) ⩾ d(Λ_F , Λ_H )/2. Hence, we use (4.19) to have ‖⟨∇_xP^Q_{t−s}F, ∇_xP^Q_{t−s}H⟩‖_L1_{(μQ)} ⩽ e^{−c d(ΛF ,ΛH )/2−c (d(x,ΛF )∧d(x,ΛH ))/2}|||F |||_{2,Q}|||H|||_{2,Q}. Combining the above calculations and taking sum over x we obtain ∑ x ‖⟨∇_xP^Q_{t−s}F, ∇_xP^Q_{t−s}H⟩‖_L1_{(μQ)} ⩽ c_1e^{−c d(ΛF ,ΛH )/4}|||F |||_{2,Q}|||H|||_{2,Q}. (4.20) Substituting (4.18) and (4.20) into (4.17) the results follow. □ Remark 4.5. As mentioned in Remark 1.5, it is straightforward to extend Lemma 4.4 to the case that V (Φ_x) = m|Φ_x|^2 + λ|Φ_x|^4 with m > 0, λ ⩾ 0. More precisely, we have

|∇_xP^Q_t F |^2 − |P^Q_t ∇_xF |^2 ⩽ 2 ∫_t 0 P^Q_{t−s}⟨∇_xP^Q_s F, [∇_x, L^Q]P^Q_s F ⟩ds, (c.f. [Zeg96, Lemma 1.1])and we need to use λ ⩾ 0 to have 2⟨∇_xP^Q_s F, [∇_x, L^Q]P^Q_s F ⟩ ⩽ ∑ y∼x a_{xy}|∇_yP^Q_s F |^2 for suitable constants a_{xy}, which implies

‖∇_xP^Q_t F ‖^2_L2_{(μQ)} ⩽ ‖∇_xF ‖^2_L2_{(μQ )} + ∫_t 0 ∑ y∼x a_{xy}‖∇_yP^Q_s F ‖^2_L2_{(μQ)}ds.

By iteration we obtain (4.19) and mass gap of μ_Q.

Remark 4.6. In the proof of Poincaré inequality in Theorem 4.7 we will also use mass gap for μ^{Λ0}_Q , where Λ_0 is a subset of Λ and μ^{Λ0}_Q is the regular conditional probability of μ_Q given Φ_y for y ∈ Λ\Λ_0. More precisely, μ^{Λ0}_Q ∝ exp ( − κN ∑ e∈E^+_{Λ0}

|Q_eΦ_y − Φ_x|^2 − κN ∑ x∈Λ_0,y∈Λ\Λ_0 (|Φ_x|^2 − 2Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y)

− mN ∑ z∈Λ_0 |Φ_z|^2 ) ∏ x∈Λ_0 dΦ_x.

We can easily verify Bakry–Émery condition as in Lemma 4.3 with a uniform lower bound independent of Λ_0 and Λ. Hence, the same argument as in Lemma 4.4 implies that for smooth functions F, H on R^{NΛ} cov_μΛ_{0Q} (F, H) ⩽ C_1e^{−CN d(Λ0F ,Λ0H )} ( ∑ x∈Λ_0 ‖∇_xF ‖_{L2(μ}Λ_{0Q )} )( ∑ x∈Λ_0 ‖∇_xH‖_{L2(μ}Λ_{0Q )} ) , (4.21)

where C_1 = C|Λ^0_F ||Λ^0_H | with Λ^0_F = Λ_F ∩ Λ_0, and C, C_N can be chosen the same as in Lemma 4.4.

Now we are in a position to prove Poincaré inequality for μ_Λ. Recall E^Λ and E^μ introduced in (3.5) and (3.13).

Theorem 4.7. For m, κ > 0 and K_S > 0 with K_S defined in (4.12), the Poincaré inequality holds for μ_Λ, i.e. there exists a universal constant C > 0 independent of Λ such that var_{μΛ} (F ) ⩽ CE^Λ(F, F ).

In particular, for any infinite volume limit μ, there exists a universal constant C depending on N, d such that for any cylinder function F ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q), var_μ(F ) ⩽ CE^μ(F, F ).

Proof. We fix a finite volume Λ and prove Poincaré inequality for μ_Λ with uniform bound independent of Λ. To this end, we also use the disintegration to decompose μ_Λ as ν and μ_Q. We then have

var_{μΛ} (F ) = ν(var_{μQ} (F )) + var_ν (G_1),

with G_1(Q) = μ_Q(F ). By Lemma 4.3, we apply Poincaré inequality for μ_Q and ν to obtain

var_{μΛ} (F ) ⩽ 1 2mN ∑ x μ_Λ(|∇_xF |^2) + 1 K_S ∑ e ν(|∇_eG_1|^2). (4.22)

In the rest of the proof we estimate the second term ∑ e ν(|∇_eG_1|^2). To this end we calculate ∇_eG_1 and by Lemma 3.1 to have

∇_eG_1 = μ_Q(∇_eF ) − κNcov_{μQ} (F, Q_e(Φ_yΦ^t_x)Q_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y). (4.23)

The first term on the RHS of (4.23) can be easily bounded. In the following we want to estimate

cov_{μQ} (F, g_e), with g_e = Q_e(Φ_yΦ^t_x)Q_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y. (4.24)

To this end, we write Λ = {x_1, . . . , x_p} for some p ∈ N, and Λ_i = {x_1, . . . , x_i}^5 and set μ^{Λi}_Q as the regular conditional probability of μ_Q given Φ_y for y ∈ Λ\Λ_i. Here we use superscript to denote the integration variable and we write cov^{Λi}_Q = cov_μΛ_{iQ} , var^{Λi}_Q = var_μΛ_{iQ} and E^{Λi}_Q = E_μΛ_{iQ} and set

F_i = E^{Λi}_Q (F ).

Step 1. Calculation of cov_{μQ} (F, g_e).

In this step we prove that there exists c_N > 0 such that |cov_{μQ} (F, g_e)| ≲ μ_Q(|∇_{x1} F |^2)^{1/2}e^{−cN d(e,x1)} + p∑ i=2 ( μ_Q(|∇_{xi} F |^2)^{1/2} + E^Λ_Q(|cov^{Λi−1}_Q (F, f_{xi} )|^2)^{1/2} ) e^{−cN d(e,xi)}, (4.25)

where f_{xi} = ∑ y∈Λ_{i−1},e=(x_i,y) QeΦy, d(e, xi) denotes the distance from e to xi in Z

d and the proportional constant is independent of F and p.

A simple bound for cov_{μQ} (F, g_e) is to apply Cauchy–Schwartz inequality and Poincaré inequality to have

|cov_{μQ} (F, g_e)| ⩽ var_{μQ} (F )^{1/2}var_{μQ} (g_e)^{1/2} ≲ E^{μQ} (F, F )^{1/2}, (4.26)

which substituted into (4.22) implies

var_{μΛ} (F ) ≲ ∑ x μ_Λ(|∇_xF |^2) + ∑ e μ_Λ(|∇_eF |^2) + ∑ e ν(E^{μQ} (F, F )). The last term does not give the correct Dirichlet form and might be infinity. Even if we use Lemma 4.4 to replace (4.26), we also get a final bound depending on the support of F , which is not the desired one.

5Throughout this proof, we abuse the notation Λ_i, and it means a subset of Λ and is different from Λ_L = Zd ∩ LTd defined in Section 2.

Instead we do further decomposition and write

cov_{μQ} (F, g_e) = E^Λ_Q ( (F − E^Λ_Q(F ))g_e )

= E^Λ_Q ( (F − F_1)g_e ) + p−1∑ i=1 E^Λ_Q (( F_i − F_{i+1} ) g_e )

= E^Λ_QE^{Λ1}_Q ( (F − E^{Λ1}_Q (F ))g_e ) + p−1∑ i=1 E^Λ_QE^{Λi+1}_Q (( F_i − E^{Λi+1}_Q (F_i) ) g_e )

= E^Λ_Qcov^{Λ1}_Q (F, g_e) + p−1∑ i=1 E^Λ_Qcov^{Λi+1}_Q (F_i, g_e).

(4.27)

We then estimate each term on the RHS of (4.27). For the first term, we have from Remark 4.6 that log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequality with uniform constant hold for μ^{Λ1}_Q . Hence, we apply Cauchy–Schwartz inequality and Poincaré inequality to have |cov^{Λ1}_Q (F, g_e)| ⩽ var^{Λ1}_Q (F )^{1/2}var^{Λ1}_Q (g_e)^{1/2} ≲ E^{Λ1}_Q (|∇_{x1} F |^2)^{1/2}E^{Λ1}_Q (|∇_{x1} g_e|^2)^{1/2}.

Using ∇_{x1} g_e = 0 for d(x_1, e) > 0, Hölder’s inequality for μ_Q and Lemma 4.2, we have E^Λ_Q|cov_μx1_Q (F, g_e)| ≲ μ_Q(|∇_{x1} F |^2)^{1/2}e^{−cN d(x1,e)}. (4.28)

Concerning the other terms on the RHS of (4.27), we also have a mass gap for μ^{Λi+1}_Q . Consequently, we obtain |cov^{Λi+1}_Q (F_i, g_e)| ≲ e^{−cN d(e,xi+1)}E^{Λi+1}_Q (|∇_{xi+1} F_i|^2)^{1/2} ∑ y∈e E^{Λi+1}_Q (|∇_yg_e|^2)^{1/2} (4.29)

where the implicit constant is independent of i and we used Λ_{i+1} ∩ Λ_{Fi} = {x_{i+1}}. We calculate the RHS of (4.29) and have ∇_{xi+1} F_i = E^{Λi}_Q (∇_{xi+1} F ) + 2κNcov^{Λi}_Q (F, f_{xi+1} ), (4.30) where f_{xi+1} = ∑ y∈Λ_i,e=(x_{i+1},y) QeΦy. Substituting (4.30) into (4.29) and taking expectation w.r.t.

E^Λ_Q and applying Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 4.2 we obtain

E^Λ_Q|cov^{Λi+1}_Q (F_i, g_e)| ≲ ( E^Λ_Q(|∇_{xi+1} F |^2)^{1/2} + E^Λ_Q(|cov^{Λi}_Q (F, f_{xi+1} )|^2)^{1/2} ) e^{−cN d(e,xi+1)}. (4.31) Here the implicit constant is independent of i. Substituting (4.31) and (4.28) into (4.27) leads to (4.25).

Step 2. Calculation of cov^{Λi}_Q (F, f_{xi+1} ). In this step we calculate cov^{Λi}_Q (F, f_{xi+1} ) and prove

|cov^{Λi}_Q (F, f_{xi+1} )| ≲ ∞∑ k=0 (|k|^{2d} + 1)e^{−cN k}E^{Λi}_Q (E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (F )^{1/2}), (4.32)

where Λ_{i,k} = Λ_i ∩ {x, d(x, x_{i+1}) ⩽ k}, and for i = 1, . . . , p − 1 and k ∈ N ∪ {0} E^{Λi,k+1} Q (F )^{def}= ∑ y∈Λ_{i,k+1} E^{Λi,k+1} Q (|∇_yF |^2). (4.33)

A naive bound for cov^{Λi}_Q (F, f_{xi+1} ) is obtained by applying Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Poincaré inequality for μ^{Λi}_Q , resulting in a bound of CE^{Λi}_Q (F )^{1/2}. However, substituting this bound into (4.25) and (4.22) leads to a bound involving ∑ e,i μ_Λ(|∇_{x1} F |^2)e^{−cN d(e,xi)}, which depends on p. To address this issue, we further use idea from [Yos99, Section 4] to decompose Λ_i and apply the exponential decay property as stated in Lemma 4.4, leading to a more refined bound (4.32).

We set F_{i,k} = E^{Λi,k}_Q F, for k ⩾ 1 and F_{i,0} = F . We use E^{Λi}_Q E^{Λi,k+1}_Q = E^{Λi}_Q to have

cov^{Λi}_Q (F, f_{xi+1} ) = ∞∑ k=0 E^{Λi}_Q [(F_{i,k} − F_{i,k+1})f_{xi+1} ]

= ∞∑ k=0 E^{Λi}_Q E^{Λi,k+1}_Q [(F_{i,k} − F_{i,k+1})f_{xi+1} ]

= ∞∑ k=0 E^{Λi}_Q cov^{Λi,k+1}_Q (F_{i,k}, f_{xi+1} ).

(4.34)

By Remark 4.6, μ^{Λi,k+1}_Q has a mass gap. Hence, we use (4.21) and Λ_{i,k+1} ∩ Λ_{Fi,k} = Λ_{i,k+1}\Λ_{i,k} to obtain |cov^{Λi,k+1} Q (F_{i,k}, f_{xi+1} )| ≲ (|k|^d + 1)e^{−cN k} ( ∑ y∈Λ_{i,k+1}\Λ_{i,k} ‖∇_yF_{i,k}‖_{L2 (μ}Λ_{i,k+1Q )} )( ∑ y∈Λ_{i,k+1} ‖∇_yf_{xi+1} ‖_{L2(μ}Λ_{i,k+1Q )} )

≲ (|k|^{3d/2} + 1)e^{−cN k}E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (F_{i,k})^{1/2}E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (f_{xi+1} )^{1/2}, (4.35) where the proportional constant is independent of k and we used that |Λ_{Fi,k} ∩ Λ_{i,k+1}| ≲ |k|^d, d(Λ_{Fi,k} , Λ_{fxi+1} ) ⩾ k, and ∑ y∈Λ_{i,k+1}\Λ_{i,k} ‖∇_yF_{i,k}‖_{L2(μ}Λ_{i,k+1Q )} ≲ (|k|^{d/2} + 1)E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (F_{i,k})^{1/2}.

We then estimate E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (F_{i,k}) from the RHS of (4.35). To this end, we have for y ∈ Λ_{i,k+1}\Λ_{i,k}

∇_yF_{i,k} = E^{Λi,k} (∇_yF ) + 2κNcov^{Λi,k}_Q (F, f_y),

with f_y = ∑ x∈Λ_{i,k},e=(y,x) QeΦx. Note that we also have Poincaré inequality for μ Λ_{i,k} Q with uniform constant, which implies that |cov^{Λi,k}_Q (F, f_y)| ≲ E^{Λi,k}_Q (F )^{1/2}E^{Λi,k}_Q (f_y)^{1/2},

where E^{Λi,k}_Q (F ) is defined as in (4.33). Hence, we derive E^{Λi,k+1} Q (F_{i,k}) = ∑ y∈Λ_{i,k+1}\Λ_{i,k} E^{Λi,k+1} Q (|∇_yF_{i,k}|^2) ≲ ∑ y∈Λ_{i,k+1}\Λ_{i,k} E^{Λi,k+1} Q (|∇_yF |^2) + ∑ y∈Λ_{i,k+1}\Λ_{i,k} E^{Λi,k+1} Q ( E^{Λi,k}_Q (F )E^{Λi,k}_Q (f_y) )

≲ ∑ y∈Λ_{j,k+1}\Λ_{i,k} E^{Λi,k+1} Q (|∇_yF |^2) + (|k|^d + 1)E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (F )

≲ (|k|^d + 1)E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (F ), (4.36) where the proportional constant is independent of k and we used |Λ_{i,k+1}\Λ_{i,k}| ≲ |k|^d + 1 and E^{Λi,k}_Q (f_y) ≲ 1, since |∇_xf_y| ≲ 1 for |x − y| = 1, ∇_xf_y = 0 for |x − y| > 1.

We then substitute (4.36) and the bound E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (f_{xi+1} ) ≲ 1 into (4.35) to get |cov^{Λi,k+1} Q (F_{i,k}, f_{xi+1} )| ≲ (|k|^{2d} + 1)e^{−cN k}E^{Λi,k+1}_Q (F )^{1/2}. (4.37) Substituting (4.37) into (4.34) we arrive at (4.32).

Step 3. Proof of Poincaré inequality In this step we combine (4.32) and (4.25) to conclude the results. More precisely, combining (4.32) with (4.25) we derive

|cov_{μQ} (F, g_e)| ≲ μ_Q(|∇_{x1} F |^2)^{1/2}e^{−cN d(e,x1)} + p∑ i=2 ( μ_Q(|∇_{xi} F |^2)^{1/2}

+ ∞∑ k=0 (|k|^{2d} + 1)e^{−cN k}μ_Q(E^{Λi−1,k+1}_Q (F ))^{1/2} ) e^{−cN d(e,xi)}, where E^{Λi−1,k+1}

Q (F ) is defined as in (4.33). Hence, we use Hölder’s inequality w.r.t. i and ∑ i e^{−cN d(e,xi)} < ∞ to obtain

|cov_{μQ} (F, g_e)|^2 ≲ p∑ i=1 μ_Q(|∇_{xi} F |^2)e^{−cN d(e,xi)}

+ p∑ i=2 ∞∑ k=0 (|k|^{2d} + 1)e^{−cN k}μ_Q(E^{Λi−1,k+1}_Q (F ))e^{−cN d(e,xi)}, where the proportional constant is independent of e, i and p. We then use (4.23) to have ∑ e ν(|∇_eG_1|^2) ≲ ∑ e μ_Λ(|∇_eF |^2) + p∑ i=1 μ_Λ(|∇_{xi} F |^2)

+ p∑ i=2 ∞∑ k=0 (|k|^{2d} + 1)e^{−cN k}ν(μ_Q(E^{Λi−1,k+1}_Q (F ))), (4.38)

where we used ∑ e e^{−cN d(e,xi)} < ∞. Recall that ν(μ_Q(E^{Λi−1,k+1} Q (F ))) = ∑ x∈Λ_{i−1,k+1} μ_Λ(|∇_xF |^2) .

Hence, for the last term in (4.38) we change the order of summation and write it as ∞∑ k=0 ∑ x∈Λ μ_Λ(|∇_xF |^2)(|k|^{2d} + 1)e^{−cN k} ∑ i:x∈Λ_{i−1,k+1} 1

≲ ∑ x∈Λ μ_Λ(|∇_xF |^2) ∞∑ k=0 (|k|^{3d} + 1)e^{−cN k} ≲ ∑ x∈Λ μ_Λ(|∇_xF |^2),

where we bound ∑ i:x∈Λ_{i−1,k+1} 1 by (|k| d + 1) because, for a fixed x there are at most C(|k|^d + 1) points in Λ such that the distance to x are smaller than k + 1, with C independent of k. Note that the above bound is independent of p and we get ∑ e ν(|∇_eG_1|^2) ≲ ∑ e μ_Λ(|∇_eF |^2) + ∑ x∈Λ μ_Λ(|∇_xF |^2),

which combined with (4.22) implies the results. □

Corollary 4.8. Under the same condition as in Theorem 4.7, it holds that there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for any infinite volume limit μ ‖P_tf − μ(f)‖_L2_{(μ)} ⩽ e^{−Ct}‖f‖_L2_{(μ)}, where (P_t)_{t⩾0} is the Markov semigroup associated with the dynamic (3.6). Proof. This is a standard consequence of the Poincaré inequality (Theorem 4.7), c.f. [Wan06, Section 1.1]. □ Remark 4.9. We remark on some works which may relate with our strategies, continuing with Remark 4.1. The bounds (4.24) and (4.26) would be similar with the methods in for instance [BD22a], but as explained above in our setting (4.26) would not yield the desired result. We need more calculation; in particular we further decompose the domain. The idea of integrating point by point to prove log-Sobolev, as far as we know, goes back to [LY93] (see also the review by Ledoux [Led01]).

4.2. Log-Sobolev inequalities for M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G}. The following two lemmas give the log- Sobolev inequalities in the two cases where the Higgs fields are bounded. In these cases we can apply Bakry–Émery condition directly and we also do not need m, κ > 0. Recall Symh = S_1 − S_2 as in Section 3.

Lemma 4.10. For Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1}, if there exists δ > 0 satisfying

K_S^{def}= min {N + 2 4 − 1 − 8(d − 1)|β|N − 2(2δ + 1)|κ|N, (N − 2) − 4|κ|Nd(2 + 1/δ) } > 0, (4.39)

then the log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities hold for μ_Λ, i.e. for F ∈ C^∞(Q_Λ)

ent_{μΛ} (F^2) ⩽ 2 K_S E^Λ(F, F ), var_{μΛ} (F ) ⩽ 1 K_S E^Λ(F, F ). Proof. Consider a tangent vector v = (v^Q, v^Φ) ∈ T_QG^{E+}Λ × T_ΦM^Λ with M = S^{N−1}. We have Ricci(v, v) = Ricci(v^Q, v^Q) + Ricci(v^Φ, v^Φ) = ( N + 2 4 − 1 ) |v^Q|^2 + (N − 2)|v^Φ|^2.

(4.40)

(The formula Ricci(u) =^{N−2}_{r2} |u|^2 for tangent vector u of a sphere of radius r in R^N , and standard fact for Ricci curvatures of product manifolds.)

Write v^Q = (v_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ , v^Φ = (v_x)_{x∈Λ} and |v^Q|^2 = ∑ e |v_e|^2, |v^Φ|^2 = ∑ x |v_x|^2. One has (c.f. [FV11, Sec. 1.10]) Hess_{S(Q,Φ)}(v, v) = d^2 dt^2 | | |_{t=0}S(Γ(t)), (4.41) with Γ(t) = (exp_Q(tv^Q), exp_Φ(tv^Φ)). On the product manifold we have Γ(t) = ((exp_{Qe} (tv_e))_{e∈E}+ , (exp_{Φx} (tv_x))_{x∈ΛL} ), (4.42) with v_e = X_eQ_e exp_{Qe} (tv_e) = exp(tX_e)Q_e, exp_{Φx} (tv_x) = cos(|v_x|t)Φ_x + sin(|v_x|t) v_x |v_x| . By the calculation in the pure Yang-Mills case ([SZZ23c, Lemma 4.1]), |Hess_{S1} (v^Q, v^Q)| ⩽ 8(d − 1)N|β||v^Q|^2. (4.43)

Recall that S_2 = −2κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ Φ t xQ_eΦ_y. Writing v_e = X_eQ_e with X_e ∈ g we get

Hess_{S2} (v, v) = −2κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ d^2 dt^2 | |_{t=0} [( cos(|v_x|t)Φ_x + sin(|v_x|t) v_x |v_x| )_t

exp ( tX_e ) Q_e · ( cos(|v_y|t)Φ_y + sin(|v_y|t) v_y |v_y| )]

= −2κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ [ 2v^t_xQ_ev_y − (|v_x|^2 + |v_y|^2)Φ^t_xQ_eΦ_y

+ Φ^t_xX^2_e Q_eΦ_y + 2v^t_xX_eQ_eΦ_y + 2Φ^t_xX_eQ_ev_y ]

⩽ 2|κ|N ∑ e∈E^+_Λ [ |v_x|^2 + |v_y|^2 + (|v_x|^2 + |v_y|^2) + |Φ_x||Φ_y||X_e|^2

+ 2|v_x||X_e||Φ_y| + 2|Φ_x||X_e||v_y| ]

⩽ 2|κ|N ( (4d + 2d/δ)|v^Φ|^2 + (1 + 2δ)|v^Q|^2 ) ,

(4.44)

for some δ > 0, where we bound |Φ_x| by 1 and use Young’s inequality in the last step. Here we also use ∑ e |v_x|^2 ⩽ d|v^Φ|^2 and ∑ e |v_y|^2 ⩽ d|v^Φ|^2, since there are at most d edges in E^+_Λ with x = u(e) and y = v(e). The lemma then follows from the Bakry–Émery criteria. □

Lemma 4.11. For Φ_x ∈ G, if there exists δ > 0 such that

K_S^{def}= min {N + 2 4 − 1 − 8(d − 1)|β|N − 2|κ|N(1 + 2δ), N + 2 4 − 1 − 4|κ|Nd(2 + 1/δ) } > 0, (4.45)

then the log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities hold for μ_Λ, i.e. for F ∈ C^∞(Q_Λ)

ent_{μΛ} (F^2) ⩽ 2 K_S E^Λ(F, F ), var_{μΛ} (F ) ⩽ 1 K_S E^Λ(F, F ).

Proof. Recall that S_2 = −2κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ Tr(QeΦyΦ t x). For v = (v^Q, v^Φ) ∈ T_{(Q,Φ)}Q_L. Instead of (4.40) we now have

Ricci(v, v) = (N + 2 4 − 1 ) |v^Q|^2 + (N + 2 4 − 1 ) |v^Φ|^2.

We write v^Q = (v_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ , v^Φ = (v_x)_{x∈Λ} and proceed as in (4.41) - (4.42) in the previous lemma. Now with v_e = X_eQ_e and v_x = Y_xΦ_x

exp_{Qe} (tv_e) = exp(tX_e)Q_e, exp_{Φx} (tv_x) = exp(tY_x)Φ_x.

For the pure Yang–Mills part, we again have (4.43). For S_2 we have

Hess_{S2} (v, v) = −2Nκ ∑ e∈E^+_Λ d^2 dt^2 | |_{t=0}Tr ( exp(tX_e)Q_e · exp(tY_y)Φ_y ( exp(tY_x)Φ_x )_t)

= −2Nκ ∑ e∈E^+_Λ ( Tr(X^2_e Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_x) + Tr(Q_eY^2_y Φ_yΦ^t_x) + Tr(Q_eΦ_y(Y^2_x Φ_x)^t)

+ 2Tr(X_eQ_eY_yΦ_yΦ^t_x) + 2Tr(X_eQ_eΦ_y(Y_xΦ_x)^t) + 2Tr(Q_eY_yΦ_y(Y_xΦ_x)^t) )

⩽ 2N|κ| ∑ e∈E^+_Λ (|X_e|^2 + |Y_y|^2 + |Y_x|^2 + 2|X_e||X_y| + 2|X_e||Y_x| + 2|Y_x||Y_y|) ⩽ 2N|κ|((1 + 2δ)|v^Q|^2 + (4d + 2d/δ)|v^Φ |^2),

(4.46)

where δ > 0 comes from the application of Young’s inequality and we use similar argument as in the last step of (4.44). The lemma again follows from the Bakry–Émery criteria. □

Using [SZ95, Theorem 1.2] (which states that if spins take values in a compact manifold, log- Sobolev inequality implies exponential ergodicity w.r.t. L^∞-norm and uniqueness of the invariant measure) and Lemma 4.10 or Lemma 4.11 we can deduce the following exponential ergodicity result.

Corollary 4.12. Suppose that the condition in Lemma 4.10 for Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1} or the condition in Lemma 4.11 for Φ_x ∈ G holds. The invariant measure μ for the infinite volume dynamics (3.14) is unique and satisfies the log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities, i.e. for F ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q)

ent_μ(F^2) ⩽ 2 K_S E^μ(F, F ), var_μ(F ) ⩽ 1 K_S E^μ(F, F ). In particular, any infinite volume limit of μ_Λ is μ. The associated Markov semigroup (P_t)_{t⩾0} satisfies ‖P_tF − μ(F )‖_L∞_{(μ)} ⩽ C_1e^{−Ct} ( ∑ x ‖∇_xF ‖_L∞ + ∑ e ‖∇_eF ‖_L∞ ) , for some universal constants C_1, C > 0.

Remark 4.13. Since Φ_x is bounded, we could also construct coupling as in [SZZ23c, Section 5] to prove uniqueness of μ and exponential ergodicity w.r.t. a suitable Wasserstein distance.

5. Mass gap

In this section we prove mass gap for the lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs field by applying the functional inequalities obtained in Section 4.

Many calculations in the proofs below will rely on a convenient choice of basis vectors in the tangent space of the configuration spaces. For instance, a key step in the proofs will be estimating the commutators between these vector fields and the generators of the Markov processes.

We will take an orthonormal basis {v^i_e, i = 1, . . . , d(g), e ∈ E^+_Λ } of T_QG^{E+}Λ , in the same way as in [SZZ23c, Section 4.3]: they are right-invariant vector fields on the Lie group G^{E+}Λ , obtained by a standard explicit basis of the Lie algebra so(N), namely the skew-symmetric matrices (^{1√}_2 (e_{mn} − e_{nm}))_{1⩽m,n⩽N} where e_{mn} is the N by N matrix with its (m, n)-th entry being 1 and all the other entries being 0.

When M ∈ {G, S^{N−1}} we will also choose a convenient basis {v^i_x, i = 1, . . . , d_M , x ∈ Λ} in T_ΦM^Λ. In particular, when M = G, for each fixed x ∈ Λ, we will take {v^i_x, i = 1, . . . , d_M } (where d_M = d(g)) to be exactly the same right-invariant vector fields as above. The case M = S^{N−1} is more subtle and will be described in Section 5.2.

5.1. Mass gap for M = R^N . In this section we consider the mass gap for the case where the Higgs field Φ is R^N -valued. Given that Φ is unbounded, the methods for calculating the commutator to establish the mass gap, as demonstrated in [SZZ23c], may lead to unbounded terms. To address this challenge, we turn to Poincaré inequalities specifically tailored for μ_Q and ν, as introduced in (4.1) and (4.2). In particular, there is new potential V (recall (4.3)) from the measure ν, the derivative of which is not a local function on Q. Consequently, we leverage the mass gap from μ_Q, as outlined in Lemma 4.4, to regulate the partial derivatives of this potential V . These derivatives come into play when computing the commutators within the following generator associated with Dirichlet form (E^ν , D(E^ν )) defined in (4.8) on C^∞(G^{E+}Λ )

L^ν F = ∑ e Δ_eF + ∑ e ⟨∇_eS_1 − ∇_eV, ∇_eF ⟩, with ∇_eV = κNE_{μQ} (Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_xQ_e −Φ_xΦ^t_y) from (4.9). We also denote by (P^ν_t )_{t⩾0} the related Markov semigroup. For F ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q) we write Λ_F for the set of the edges and points F depends on. Let |Λ_F | denote the cardinality of Λ_F .

Theorem 5.1. Let m, κ > 0 and K_S =^{N+2}_4 − 1 −^{κN}_m − 2κ^{2 N}_{m2} − 8(d − 1)N|β| > 0. For F, H ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q), suppose that Λ_F ∩ Λ_H = ∅. Let μ be an infinite volume limit of μ_Λ. Then one has |cov_μ(F, H)| ⩽ c_1e^{−cN d(ΛF ,ΛH )}(|||F |||_2|||H|||_2 + ‖F ‖_L2 ‖H‖_L2 ), where c_1 depends on |Λ_F |, |Λ_H |, N, and c_N depends on K_S , N and d. Here |||F |||_2^{def}= ∑ e ‖∇_eF ‖_L2_{(μ)} + ∑ x ‖∇_xF ‖_L2_{(μ)}. Proof. We prove the result for μ_Λ with the constants c_1, c_N independent of Λ. The result then follows by letting Λ → Z^d. We write E_Λ = E_{μΛ} and cov_Λ = cov_{μΛ} . We consider cylinder functions F and H with Λ_F ∩ Λ_H = ∅

cov_Λ(F, H) = E_Λ ( (F − E_ΛF )H )

= E_ν E_{μQ} ( (F − E_{μQ} F + E_{μQ} F − E_ΛF )H ) = E_ν cov_{μQ} (F, H) + cov_ν (E_{μQ} F, E_{μQ} H). (5.1) Using Lemma 4.4 we have |cov_{μQ} (F, H)| ⩽ C_1e^{−CN d(ΛF ,ΛH )}|||F |||_{2,Q}|||H|||_{2,Q}, with constants C_1, C_N , where |||F |||_{2,Q} is defined in Lemma 4.4. Hence, by Hölder’s inequality for ν we have E_ν|cov_{μQ} (F, H)| ⩽ C_1e^{−CN d(ΛF ,ΛH )}|||F |||_{2,Λ}|||H|||_{2,Λ}, (5.2) with |||F |||_{2,Λ}^{def}= ∑ e ‖∇_eF ‖_L2_{(μΛ)} + ∑ x ‖∇_xF ‖_L2_{(μΛ)}.

In the following we consider the second term on the RHS of (5.1), i.e. cov_ν (F_1, H_1) with F_1 = E_{μQ} F and H_1 = E_{μQ} H. Recall that P^ν_t leaves ν as an invariant measure. We then have

|cov_ν (F_1, H_1)| = |ν(P^ν_t (F_1H_1) − P^ν_t F_1P^ν_t H_1) + cov_ν (P^ν_t F_1, P^ν_t H_1)| ⩽ |ν(P^ν_t (F_1H_1) − P^ν_t F_1P^ν_t H_1)| + var_ν (P^ν_t F_1)^{1/2}var_ν (P^ν_t H_1)^{1/2}. (5.3)

Since log-Sobolev inequality holds for ν (Lemma 4.3), we find |var_ν (P^ν_t F_1)| ⩽ e^{−2KS t}‖F_1‖^2_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ e^{−2KS t}‖F ‖^2_L2_{(μΛ)}. (5.4) We also have as in [SZZ23c, Corollary 4.11]

P^ν_t (F_1H_1) − P^ν_t F_1P^ν_t H_1 = 2 ∑ e ∫_t 0 P^ν_s ⟨∇_eP^ν_{t−s}F_1, ∇_eP^ν_{t−s}H_1⟩ds. Suppose for the moment that we can prove the following: for every edge e ‖∇_eP^ν_t F_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ C_1e^{C0t−cN d(e,ΛF )}|||F |||_{2,Λ}, (5.5) for some universal constants C_0, c_N > 0 independent of F , and C_1 > 0, which depends on Λ_F and N. We then choose t ∼ c_N d(Λ_F , Λ_H )/(8C_0) below and consider ∑ e⟨∇_eP^ν_{t−s}F_1, ∇_eP^ν_{t−s}H_1⟩. For e ∈ Λ_H we use (5.5) to have

‖⟨∇_eP^ν_{t−s}F_1, ∇_eP^ν_{t−s}H_1⟩‖_L1_{(ν)} ⩽ ‖∇_eP^ν_{t−s}F_1‖_L2_{(ν)}‖∇_eP^ν_{t−s}H_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ C^2_1 e^{−cN d(ΛF ,ΛH )/4}e^{−cN d(e,ΛF )/4}|||F |||_{2,Λ}|||H|||_{2,Λ}, where we also use (5.5) to have ‖∇_eP^ν_{t−s}H_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ C_1e^{C0t}|||H|||_{2,Λ}. The same bound also holds for e ∈ Λ_F with e^{−cN d(e,ΛF )/4} replaced by e^{−cN d(e,ΛH )/4}. For e /∈ Λ_F ∪Λ_H , we have d(e, Λ_F )∨d(e, Λ_H ) ⩾ d(Λ_F , Λ_H )/2. Hence, we have ‖⟨∇_eP^ν_{t−s}F_1, ∇_eP^ν_{t−s}H_1⟩‖_L1_{(ν)} ⩽ C^2_1 e^{−cN d(ΛF ,ΛH )/4−cN (d(e,ΛF )∧d(e,ΛH ))/2}|||F |||_{2,Λ}|||H|||_{2,Λ}. Combining the above calculations and summing over e, since ∑ e /∈Λ_F e −c_N d(e,Λ_F ) is finite we obtain

|ν(P^ν_t (F_1H_1) − P^ν_t F_1P^ν_t H_1)| ⩽ 2 ∑ e ‖⟨∇_eP^ν_{t−s}F_1, ∇_eP^ν_{t−s}H_1⟩‖_L1_{(ν)} ⩽ c_1e^{−cN d(ΛF ,ΛH )/4}|||F |||_{2,Λ}|||H|||_{2,Λ}. (5.6) Substituting (5.6) and (5.4) into (5.3) we obtain for t ∼ c_N d(Λ_F , Λ_H )/(8C_0) |cov_ν (F_1, H_1)| ⩽ c_1e^{−cN d(ΛF ,ΛH )/8} ( |||F |||_{2,Λ}|||H|||_{2,Λ} + ‖F ‖_L2_{(Λ)}‖H‖_L2_{(Λ)} ) which combined with (5.2) and (5.1) the result follows. Here we can adjust c_N from line to line.

It remains to check the claimed bound (5.5). Recall the basis {v^i_e} introduced in the beginning of this section. Consider v^i_eP^ν_t F_1 − P^ν_t v^i_eF_1 = ∫_t 0 d ds (P^ν_{t−s}v^i_eP^ν_s F )ds = ∫_t 0 P^ν_{t−s}[v^i_e, L^ν ]P^ν_s F_1ds.

We first show that for smooth function H only depending on Q, and for every e, ‖[v^i_e, L^ν ]H‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ ∑ ē∈E^+_Λ c_{eē}e^{−2cN d(e,ē)}‖∇_ēH‖_L2_{(ν)}, (5.7) for some constant c_{eē} > 0 and universal constant c_N > 0, where max{c_{ee}, c_{eē}, ∀e, ē ∈ E^+_Λ } ⩽ C_N for C_N independent of e. Since the partial derivative of V is not a local function, we take sum for all edges ē ∈ E^+_Λ on the RHS of (5.7). In fact, to prove (5.7), by the same calculation as in [SZZ23c, Lemma 4.10] we have |[v^i_e, L^ν ]H| ⩽ ∑ ē∈E^+_Λ ( ∑ j |v^i_ev^j_ē(S_1 − V )|^2 )_{1/2} |∇_ēH| + √ 2|∇_e(S_1 − V )||∇_eH| (5.8)

Since v^i_ev^j_ēS_1 and ∇_eS_1 has been calculated in [SZZ23c], it is sufficient to calculate v^i_ev^j_ēV and ∇_eV . Recall from (4.9) that ∇_eV = κNE_{μQ} (Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_xQ_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y), and we use Lemma 4.2 to have |∇_eV | ≲ κN.

Note that v^i_eV does not depend locally on the edges near e. This is an important difference from [SZZ23c], where the derivatives such as v^i_eS only depends on the Q_ē with ē ∼ e and thus v_ēv^i_eS ≠ 0 only if e ∼ ē. But this property does not hold for the potential V , so v_ēv^i_eV ≠ 0 for generic e, ē. We need to use mass gap of μ_Q to have better control of v^i_ev^j_ēV below.

By direct calculation we have v^i_ev^j_eV = −2κNμ_Q(Φ^t_xX^j_e X^i_eQ_eΦ_y) + 4κ^2N^2cov_{μQ} (Φ^t_xX^i_eQ_eΦ_y, Φ^t_xX^j_e Q_eΦ_y).

and for any e ≠ ē, we have v^i_ev^j_ēV = 4κ^2N^2cov_{μQ} (Φ^t_xX^i_eQ_eΦ_y, Φ^t_{x̄}X^j_ē Q_ēΦ_ȳ), which might be non-zero even if e ∼ ē does not hold. We then use Lemma 4.2, Cauchy–Schwartz inequality and Poincaré inequality (4.11) for μ_Q to have |v^i_ev^j_eV | ≲ κN + κ^2N^2 var_{μQ} (Φ^t_xX^i_eQ_eΦ_y)^{1/2} var_{μQ} (Φ^t_xX^j_e Q_eΦ_y)^{1/2} ≲ κN + κ^2N E^{μQ} (Φ^t_xX^i_eQ_eΦ_y)^{1/2} E^{μQ} (Φ^t_xX^j_e Q_eΦ_y)^{1/2} ≲ (κ + κ^2)N.

For e ≠ ē, we use mass gap of μ_Q (Lemma 4.4) and Lemma 4.2 to get

|v^i_ev^j_ēV | ≲ κ^2N^2e^{−2cN d(e,ē)}E^{μQ} (Φ^t_xX^i_eQ_eΦ_y)^{1/2}E^{μQ} (Φ^t_{x̄}X^i_ēQ_ēΦ_ȳ)^{1/2} ≲ e^{−2cN d(e,ē)}κ^2N^2. Hence, substituting these bounds into (5.8), (5.7) follows.

We then apply (5.7) to obtain ‖v^i_eP^ν_t F_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ ‖v^i_eF_1‖_L2_{(ν)} + ∫_t 0 ∑ ē c_{eē}e^{−2cN d(e,ē)}‖∇_ēP^ν_s F_1‖_L2_{(ν)}ds, which implies that

‖∇_eP^ν_t F_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ d(g)‖∇_eF_1‖_L2_{(ν)} + ∫_t 0 ∑ ē D_{eē}e^{−2cN d(e,ē)}‖∇_ēP^ν_s F_1‖_L2_{(ν)}ds, (5.9)

for D_{eē} = d(g)c_{eē}. By direct calculation as in (4.23), one has ∇_eF_1 = μ_Q(∇_eF ) − κNcov_{μQ} (F, Q_e(Φ_yΦ^t_x)Q_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y).

By Lemma 4.4 we have |cov_{μQ} (F, Q_e(Φ_yΦ^t_x)Q_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y)| ⩽ C_1e^{−2cN d(ΛF ,e)}|||F |||_{2,Q}, for C_1 depending on Λ_F and universal c_N independent of F . Hence, we have ‖∇_eF_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ ‖∇_eF ‖_L2_{(μΛ )} + C_1e^{−2cN d(ΛF ,e)}|||F |||_{2,Λ} ⩽ C_1e^{−2cN d(ΛF ,e)}|||F |||_{2,Λ}, where we adjust C_1 to have the second inequality. Substituting this into (5.9) we get ‖∇_eP^ν_t F_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ C_1e^{−2cN d(ΛF ,e)}|||F |||_{2,Λ} + ∫_t 0 ∑ ē∈E^+_Λ

D_{eē}e^{−2cN d(e,ē)}‖∇_ēP^ν_s F_1‖_L2_{(ν)}ds. (5.10)

We then use (5.10) again to bound ‖∇_ēP^ν_s F_1‖_L2_{(ν)} and obtain ‖∇_eP^ν_t F_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ C_1e^{−2cN d(ΛF ,e)}|||F |||_{2,Λ} + ∑ ē D_{eē}e^{−2cN d(e,ē)}C_1 ∫_t 0 e^{−2cN d(ē,ΛF )}|||F |||_{2,Λ}ds + J ⩽ C_1e^{−cN d(ΛF ,e)}(1 + C_0t)|||F |||_{2,Λ} + J, where C_0 ⩾ ∑ ē e^{−cN d(e,ē)}D_{eē} is finite and can be chosen independent of e,

J^{def}= ∫_t 0 ∑ ē∈E^+_Λ D_{eē}e^{−2cN d(e,ē)} ∫_s 0 ∑ ẽ D_{ēẽ}e^{−2cN d(ē,ẽ)}‖∇_ẽP^ν_r F_1‖_L2_{(ν)}dsdr, and we used d(Λ_F , ē) + d(ē, e) ⩾ d(Λ_F , e) in the last step.

Iterating again we finally obtain

‖∇_eP^ν_t F_1‖_L2_{(ν)} ⩽ C_1e^{−cN d(ΛF ,e)} ∞∑ n=0 (C_0t)^n n! |||F |||_{2,Λ} = C_1e^{C0t−cN d(ΛF ,e)}|||F |||_{2,Λ}. Hence, (5.5) and the result follow. □ Remark 5.2. We can drop the condition K_S > 0 and the above theorem still holds, if F is a smooth function on R^{NΛ} , and H is a smooth function on R^{NΛ} × G^{E+}Λ . In this case we use (5.1) to have cov_Λ(F, H) = E_ν cov_{μQ} (F, H), since E_{μQ} F is a constant, and Lemma 4.4 is enough to derive expoential decay of the correlations.

5.2. Mass gap for M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G}. In this section we prove mass gap for the two cases where the Higgs fields take values in M ∈ {G, S^{N−1}}. Since in these cases the target spaces of Φ are compact, the general proof strategy is similar as [SZZ23c, Section 4.3], although the estimates in the S^{N−1} case are harder for geometric reasons (e.g. the sphere is only a manifold, not a Lie group).

We know that

L_ΛF = ∑ e∈E^+_Λ Δ_eF + ∑ x∈Λ Δ_xF + ∑ e∈E^+_Λ ⟨∇S(Q)_e, ∇_eF ⟩ + ∑ x∈Λ ⟨∇S(Φ)_x, ∇_xF ⟩. (5.11) Recall the notations such as ē ∼ e, x ∼ y in Section 3. We will also sometimes write x ∼ e if x ∈ e.

Recall the basis vectors (v^i_e) introduced above, as well as (v^i_x) in the case M = G (in which case it is the same as (v^i_e)).

Lemma 5.3. There exist positive constants a_{eē}, a_{ex} and a_{xe}, a_{xy} such that for Φ_x ∈ G or Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1} |[v^i_e, L_Λ]F | ⩽ ∑ ē∼e a_{eē}|∇_ēF | + ∑ x∼e a_{ex}|∇_xF |, (5.12) and for Φ_x ∈ G |[v^i_x, L_Λ]F | ⩽ ∑ e∼x a_{xe}|∇_eF | + ∑ x∼y a_{xy}|∇_yF |. (5.13) Moreover, in (5.12), a_{eē} = N|β| √ d(g) for e ≠ ē, a_{ee} = 2((d − 1)|β| + |κ|)N √ d(g) + 2 √ 2N^{32} ((d − 1)|β| + |κ|), and a_{ex} = { 2|κ|N √ d(g) (Φ_x ∈ G) 2|κ|N √ N − 1 (Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1}).

Also, in (5.13), a_{xe} = 2|κ|N √ d(g) and a_{xy} = 2|κ|N √ d(g) (x ≠ y), a_{xx} = 4|κ|dN √ d(g) + 4 √ 2|κ|N^{32} d. Proof. By our choice of {v^i_e} as right-invariant vector fields and since the metric on our Lie group is bi-invariant, v^i_e commutes with the Beltrami-Laplacian. So we have [v^i_e, L_Λ]F = v^i_eL_ΛF − L_Λv^i_eF

= ∑ ē∼e ⟨ ∇_vi_e ∇_ēS, ∇_ēF ⟩ + ⟨ ∇_eS , ∇_vi_e ∇_eF − ∇_ev^i_eF ⟩

+ ∑ x∼e ⟨ ∇_vi_e ∇_xS, ∇_xF ⟩_{def} = 3∑ i=1 I_i . Concerning I_1 +I_2 the corresponding part for the pure Yang–Mills part S_1 has been estimated as in [SZZ23c, Lemma 4.10]. Recall that each term in S_2 only depends on one edge. Hence, to estimate I_1 + I_2, we only have to calculate |v^i_ev^j_eS| and |∇_eS|. Other terms satisfy the same bounds as in [SZZ23c, Lemma 4.10]. By direct calculation we have |v^i_ev^j_eS| ⩽ 2(d − 1)N|β| + 2|κ|N, and by Lemma 3.1 ∇_eS = − 1 2 Nβ ∑ p∈P_Λ,p≻e (Q_p − Q^t_p)Q_e − κN(Q_eΦ_yΦ^t_xQ_e − Φ_xΦ^t_y).

Hence, we have |∇_eS| ⩽ 2(d − 1)N^{3/2}|β| + 2N^{3/2}|κ|. Consequently, by similar argument as in [SZZ23c, Lemma 4.10] we have |I_1 + I_2| ⩽ N|β| √ d(g) ∑ ē∼e,ē≠e |∇_ēF | + 2 ( (d − 1)N|β| + N|κ| )√ d(g)|∇_eF | (5.14) + 2 √ 2 ( (d − 1)N^{3/2}|β| + N^{3/2}|κ| ) |∇_eF | . Concerning I_3, we choose {v^i_x} to be an orthonormal basis at Φ_x and write ∇_xF = ∑ j v^j_xF v^j_x to have

I_3 = ∑ x∼e ⟨ ∑ j v^i_ev^j_xSv^j_x, ∇_xF ⟩ = ∑ x∼e ∑ j (v^i_ev^j_xS)v^j_xF. Hence, we have |I_3| ⩽ ∑ x∼e ( ∑ j |v^i_ev^j_xS|^2 )_{1/2} |∇_xF |. For Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1} we have |v^i_ev^j_xS| = 2|κ|N | |(v_{jx})_tX_{ie}Q_eΦ_y | | ⩽ 2|κ|N|Φ_y| ⩽ 2|κ|N. For Φ_x ∈ G we have |v^i_ev^j_xS| = 2|κ|N | |Tr(X^i_eQeΦy(v^j_xΦx)^t) | | ⩽ 2|κ|N. (5.15) Hence, we get |I_3| ⩽ ∑ x∼e a_{ex}|∇_xF |. (5.16) Combining (5.14) and (5.16) we have proved (5.12).

Now we consider (5.13). For Φ_x ∈ G, again we know that v^i_x commutes with the Beltrami- Laplacian Δ_x. So we have

[v^i_x, L_Λ]F = v^i_xL_ΛF − L_Λv^i_xF = ∑ x∼y ⟨ ∇_vi_x ∇_yS, ∇_yF ⟩ + ⟨ ∇_xS , ∇_vi_x ∇_xF − ∇_xv^i_xF ⟩

+ ∑ x∼e ⟨ ∇_vi_x ∇_eS, ∇_eF ⟩_{def} = 3∑ i=1 J_i . Similarly as before to estimate J_1 + J_2 we calculate |v^i_xv^j_xS| and |v^i_xv^j_yS| for x ≠ y and x ∼ y, and |∇_xS|. We use the fact that for each x there are 2d edges containing x to have |v^i_xv^j_xS| = 2|κ|N | | | ∑ e=(x,y) Tr((X^i_xX^j_xΦ_x)^tQ_eΦ_y) | | | ⩽ 4|κ|dN, and |v^i_xv^j_yS| = 2|κ|N | |Tr((X^i_xΦx)^tQeX^j_y Φy) | | ⩽ 2|κ|N. By Lemma 3.2 and using the fact that for each x there are 2d edges containing x we have |∇_xS| ⩽ 4d|κ|N^{3/2}. Combining these estimates and by similar argument as in [SZZ23c, Lemma 4.10], we have |J_1 + J_2| ⩽ 2|κ|N √ d(g) ∑ y∼x,y≠x |∇_yF | + 4d|κ|N √ d(g)|∇_xF | + 4 √ 2|κ|dN^{3/2}|∇_xF |. (5.17) We also have J_3 = ∑ x∼e ⟨ ∑ j v^i_xv^j_eSv^j_e, ∇_eF ⟩ = ∑ x∼e ∑ j (v^i_xv^j_eS)v^j_eF. Hence, similar as (5.15) we get |J_3| ⩽ ∑ x∼e ( ∑ j |v^i_xv^j_eS|^2 )_{1/2} |∇_eF | ⩽ ∑ x∼e 2|κ|N √ d(g)|∇_eF |. (5.18)

Combining (5.17) and (5.18) leads to (5.13) for Φ_x ∈ G. □ Based on (5.12) and (5.13) the proof of mass gap for Φ_x ∈ G follows similarly as in [SZZ23c]. To prove the mass gap for the case Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1} we also need a suitable choice of basis {v^i_x}. Corollary 5.4. Suppose that K_S > 0 in Lemma 4.10 for Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1} or in Lemma 4.11 for Φ_x ∈ G. For F, H ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q), suppose that Λ_F ∩ Λ_H = ∅. Then one has for the unique infinite volume limit μ of {μ_Λ} |cov_μ(F, H)| ⩽ c_1(d(g) + N − 1)e^{−cN d(ΛF ,ΛH )}(|||F |||_∞|||H|||_∞ + ‖F ‖_L2 ‖H‖_L2 ), where c_1 depends on |Λ_F |, |Λ_H |, and c_N depends on K_S , N and d. Here |||F |||_∞^{def}= ∑ e ‖∇_eF ‖_L∞ + ∑ x ‖∇_xF ‖_L∞ . Proof. The proof for the case Φ_x ∈ G follows by the same arguments as in [SZZ23c, Corollary 4.11] using Lemma 5.3. In the following we focus on the case Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1}. We have

|cov_{μΛ} (F, H)| ⩽ |μ_Λ(P^Λ_t (F H) − P^Λ_t F P^Λ_t H)| + var_{μΛ} (P^Λ_t F )^{1/2}var_{μΛ} (P^Λ_t H)^{1/2}, with (P^Λ_t ) introduced in Section 3.2. Recall that the Poincaré inequality is equivalent to the following:

var_{μΛ} (P^Λ_t F ) ⩽ e^{−2tKS} ‖F ‖^2_L2_{(μΛ )}. Therefore it remains to estimate P_t(F H) − P_tF P_tH = 2 ∫_t 0 P_s ( ∑ x ⟨∇_xP_{t−s}F, ∇_xP_{t−s}H⟩ + ∑ e ⟨∇_eP_{t−s}F, ∇_eP_{t−s}H⟩ ) ds, where and in the sequel we omit the superscript Λ for notation’s simplicity. Here the equality follows by the same calculation as in [SZZ23c, Corollary 4.11]. In the following we would like to give an L^∞ bound of |⟨∇_xP_{t−s}F, ∇_xP_{t−s}H⟩| and |⟨∇_eP_{t−s}F, ∇_eP_{t−s}H⟩|. To obtain this bound, for each fixed Φ_x we choose N − 1 vector fields {v^i_x}, which form an orthonormal basis in tangent space at Φ_x and each v^i_x is a killing vector field. Note that {v^i_x} does not need to form an orthonormal basis at points of S^{N−1} other than Φ_x. Here the advantage for choosing killing vector fields is that they commute with the Beltrami-Laplacian operator, which makes it easier to calculate [v^i_x, L]. Without loss of generality we assume that Φ_x = (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ S^{N−1} ⊂ R^N and we choose the N − 1 killing vector fields {v^i_x : i = 1, · · · , N − 1} at a generic point Φ = (ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_N ) ∈ S^{N−1} ⊂ R^N as (−ϕ_2, ϕ_1, 0, · · · , 0), (−ϕ_3, 0, ϕ_1, 0, · · · , 0), · · · , (−ϕ_N , 0, · · · , 0, ϕ_1). At the point Φ_x = (1, 0, · · · , 0), they are precisely (0, 1, 0, · · · , 0), · · · , (0, · · · , 0, 1), which form an orthonormal basis at Φ_x as desired and we have sup Φ∈S^{N−1} sup_i |v^i_x(Φ)| ⩽ 1. (5.19)

For the rest of the proof, we suppose that for any F ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q), there exist positive constants a_{xy}, a_{xe}, which are independent of x, y, e, such that ‖[v^i_x, L]F ‖_L∞ ⩽ ∑ y∼x a_{xy}‖∇_yF ‖_L∞ + ∑ e∼x a_{xe}‖∇_eF ‖_L∞ . (5.20) This will be justified later in Lemma 5.9.

We have v^i_xP_tF − P_tv^i_xF = ∫_t 0 d ds ( P_{t−s}v^i_xP_sF ) ds = ∫_t 0 P_{t−s}[v^i_x, L]P_sF ds. (5.21) Using (5.20) we then have |∇_xP_tF |(Φ_x) ⩽ ∑ i |v^i_xP_tF |(Φ_x)

⩽ ∑ i |P_tv^i_xF |(Φ_x) + (N − 1) ∫_t 0 ( ∑ y∼x a_{xy}‖∇_yP_sF ‖_L∞ + ∑ e∼x a_{xe}‖∇_eP_sF ‖_L∞ ) ds

⩽ (N − 1)‖∇_xF ‖_L∞ + (N − 1) ∫_t 0 ( ∑ y∼x a_{xy}‖∇_yP_sF ‖_L∞ + ∑ e∼x a_{xe}‖∇_eP_sF ‖_L∞ ) ds. Since the RHS is independent of the choice of Φ_x we take sup w.r.t. Φ_x and obtain ‖∇_xP_tF ‖_L∞ ⩽ (N − 1)‖∇_xF ‖_L∞ + (N − 1) ∫_t 0 ( ∑ y∼x a_{xy}‖∇_yP_sF ‖_L∞ + ∑ e∼x a_{xe}‖∇_eP_sF ‖_L∞ ) ds. On the other hand using (5.12) of Lemma 5.3 we obtain ‖∇_eP_tF ‖_L∞ ⩽ d(g)‖∇_eF ‖_L∞ + ∫_t 0 ( ∑ ē D_{eē}‖∇_ēP_sF ‖_L∞ + ∑ x D_{ex}‖∇_xP_sF ‖_L∞ ) ds, with a matrix D such that D_{eē} = d(g)a_{eē} if e ∼ ē and D_{eē} = 0 otherwise and D_{ex} = d(g)a_{ex} if e ∼ x and D_{ex} = 0 otherwise, where a_{eē} and a_{ex} are introduced in Lemma 5.3. We also have

D_{xy} = (N − 1)a_{xy} if x ∼ y and D_{xy} = 0 otherwise and D_{xe} = (N − 1)a_{xe} if x ∈ e and D_{xe} = 0 otherwise. Since x /∈ Λ_F we get ∇_xF = 0 and by iteration ‖∇_xP_tF ‖_L∞ ⩽ d(g) ∞∑ n=N_x t^n n! ( ∑ e D^{(n)}_{xe} ‖∇_eF ‖_L∞ + ∑ y D^{(n)}_{xy} ‖∇_yF ‖_L∞ ) , with N_x = d(x, Λ_F ) and D^{(n)}_{xe} ∨ D^{(n)}_{xy} ⩽ C^n_0 where

C_0 = d(g) ( a_{xx} + 2da_{xy} + 2da_{xe} + a_{ee} + 6(d − 1)a_{eē} + 2a_{ex} ) . As a result, using n! ⩾ e^{n log n−2n}, for any c > 0 with B > 0 satisfying 2 − log B + log C_0 +^{C0}_B ⩽ −2c and d(x, Λ_F ) ⩾ Bt, we have ‖∇_xP_tF ‖_L∞ ⩽ ∞∑ n=N_x t^n n! C^n_0 d(g)|||F |||_∞ ⩽ (C_0t)^{Nx} N_x! d(g)e^{tC0} |||F |||_∞ ⩽ d(g)e^{−2c d(x,ΛF )}|||F |||_∞. (5.22) Similarly, we get for d(e, Λ_F ) ⩾ Bt, ‖∇_eP_tF ‖_L∞ ⩽ d(g)e^{−2c d(e,ΛF )}|||F |||_∞. (5.23) In the following we choose t = d(Λ_F , Λ_H )/(2B). For x ∈ Λ_H we use (5.22) and [Wan06, Theorem 5.6.1] (see also (4.9) in [SZZ23c]) to have ‖⟨∇_xP_{t−s}F, ∇_xP_{t−s}H⟩‖_L∞ ⩽ ‖∇_xP_{t−s}F ‖_L∞ ‖∇_xP_{t−s}H‖_L∞ ⩽ c_1e^{−c d(ΛF ,ΛH )−c d(ΛF ,x)}|||F |||_∞|||H|||_∞, for some c_1 > 0, which may change from line to line below. The same bound also holds for x ∈ Λ_F . For x /∈ Λ_F ∪ Λ_H , we have d(x, Λ_F ) ∨ d(x, Λ_H ) ⩾ d(Λ_F , Λ_H )/2. Hence, we have ‖⟨∇_xP_{t−s}F, ∇_xP_{t−s}H⟩‖_L∞ ⩽ c_1e^{− c2 d(ΛF ,ΛH )− c2 (d(x,ΛF )∧d(x,ΛH ))}|||F |||_∞|||H|||_∞. We also have a similar bound for ‖⟨∇_eP_{t−s}F, ∇_eP_{t−s}H⟩‖_L∞ . Combining the above calculations we obtain for t = d(Λ_F , Λ_H )/(2B) ‖P_t(F H) − P_tF P_tH‖_L∞ ⩽ c_1e^{− c4 d(ΛF ,ΛH )}|||F |||_∞|||H|||_∞. Hence the result follows. □ Remark 5.5. From the above proof one can see c_N ∼ K_S d(g)(a_{xx} + 2da_{xy} + 2da_{xe} + a_{ee} + 6(d − 1)a_{eē} + 2a_{ex}) , but this is not necessarily optimal. For Φ_x ∈ G, c_N ∼ K_S d|κ|N √ d(g) + dN √ d(g)|β| ; and from Lemma 5.9 below for Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1} c_N ∼ K_S |κ|2^N N^3 + d|κ|N √ d(g) + dN √ d(g)|β| . In the following we prove (5.20). To this end we choose suitable orthonormal vector fields {w^j_x} for a suitable domain in S^{N−1}, which might be different from {v^i_x}. More precisely we use spherical coordinates (θ_1, . . . , θ_{N−1}) and restrict us for the construction in the domain D = {θ_i ∈ [π/4, 3π/4], i = 1, . . . , N − 1} ⊂ S^{N−1}. For other domains, we have the option to alter the domain of θ_i or select alternative local coordinates. For instance, we could opt for x_1 = sin θ_1 sin θ_2 sin θ_3 . . . sin θ_{N−1}.

Since we (5.20) is an L^∞ estimate, we first prove the following.

Lemma 5.6. There exist vector fields {w^j_x}^{N−1}_{j=1} on D, which are orthonormal at every point of D (namely, for every Φ_x ∈ D, the vectors {w^j_x(Φ_x)}^{N−1}_{j=1} form an orthonormal basis of T_{Φx} S^{N−1}), and writing w^j = w^j_x for short one has ‖∇_wi w^i‖_L∞_{(D)} ⩽ (i − 1)2^{i−1}, ‖∇_wi w^j ‖_L∞_{(D)} ⩽ 2^{j−12} (i > j),

‖∇_wi w^j ‖_L∞_{(D)} ⩽ 2^{i+12} (i < j).

(5.24)

Proof. During the proof we write Φ_x = ϕ = (ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_N ). We represent ϕ = (ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_N ) ∈ S^{N−1} in spherical coordinates (θ_1, · · · , θ_{N−1}) as ϕ_1 = r cos θ_1, ϕ_i = r sin θ_1 sin θ_2 . . . sin θ_{i−1} cos θ_i, (2 ⩽ i ⩽ N − 1) ϕ_N = r sin θ_1 sin θ_2 sin θ_3 . . . sin θ_{N−1},

(5.25)

with r = 1. We then have

ds^2 = dθ^2_1 + sin^2 θ_1dθ^2 + sin^2 θ_1 sin^2 θ_2dθ^2_3 + · · · + sin^2 θ_1 sin^2 θ_2 . . . sin^2 θ_{N−2}dθ^2_{N−1}, and for vector fields {∂_{θi} }^{N−1}_{i=1} with 1 ⩽ i ⩽ N − 1 ⟨∂_{θi} , ∂_{θi} ⟩ = i−1∏ j=1 sin^2 θ_j and ⟨∂_{θi} , ∂_{θj} ⟩ = 0 (i ≠ j),

where we set

∏_0

i=1 = 1. By direct calculation, the Christoffel symbols for {θ_i} satisfy that for k < i 0 < |Γ^{θk}_{θiθi} | ⩽ 1, 0 < |Γ^{θi}_{θiθk} | ⩽ 1, 0 < |Γ^{θi}_{θkθi} | ⩽ 1. (5.26) Other Christoffel symbols are zero. The desired orthonormal basis in spherical coordinates is given by w^1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0), w^2 = (0, 1 sin θ_1

, 0, . . . , 0), w^3 = (0, 0, 1 sin θ_1 sin θ_2 , 0, . . . , 0), · · · · · · w^{N−1} = (0, . . . , 0, 1 ∏_{N−2} i=1 sin θ_i ). We then have

∇_wi w^j = (^{i−1}∏ k=1 sin θ_k

)_{−1}[ 1 ∏_{j−1} k=1 sin θ_k ∑ l Γ^{θl}_{θiθj} ∂_{θl} + ∂_{θi} ( 1 ∏_{j−1} k=1 sin θ_k ) ∂_{θj} ] . By straightforward calculation and using (5.26) we find that (5.24) holds. □ Lemma 5.7. For {v^i_x}^{N−1}_{i=1} in Corollary 5.4 and {w^j_x}^{N−1}_{j=1} in Lemma 5.6 there exist smooth functions a_{ij} on D such that v^i_x = ∑ 1⩽j⩽(i+1)∧(N−1) a_{ij} w^j_x (5.27)

with ‖a_{ij} ‖_L∞_{(D)} ⩽ 2 for each i, j.

Proof. The proof is essentially elementary, but we include necessary details for completeness. We write (ϕ_1, . . . , ϕ_N ) ∈ R^N in terms of spherical coordinates (r, θ_1, · · · , θ_{N−1}) as in (5.25), now for r > 0. We first compute the Jacobian^{∂(r,θ1,··· ,θN−1)}_{∂(ϕ1,··· ,ϕN )} . Since r = (ϕ^2_1 + · · · + ϕ^2_N )^{1/2}, we have ∂r ∂ϕ_i = ϕ_i r = ϕ_i (ϕ^2_1 + · · · + ϕ^2_N )^{1/2} .

Since θ_1 = cos^{−1}(ϕ_1/r), we obtain ∂θ_1 ∂ϕ_1 = ∂ ∂ϕ_1 cos^{−1}(ϕ_1/r) = − 1 sin θ_1 ∂ ∂ϕ_1 (ϕ_1/r) = − 1 sin θ_1 r^2 − ϕ^2_1 r^3 = − sin θ_1 r , and ∂θ_1 ∂ϕ_2 = ∂ ∂ϕ_2 cos^{−1}(ϕ_1/r) = − 1 sin θ_1 ∂ ∂ϕ_2 (ϕ_1/r) = 1 sin θ_1 ϕ_1ϕ_2 r^3 = cos θ_1 cos θ_2 r . Similarly, for 2 < i ⩽ N − 1, we derive ∂θ_1 ∂ϕ_i = 1 sin θ_1 ϕ_1ϕ_i r^3 = cos θ_1 cos θ_i ∏_{i−1} k=2 sin θ_k r , ∂θ_1 ∂ϕ_N = 1 sin θ_1 ϕ_1ϕ_N r^3 = cos θ_1 ∏_{N−1} k=2 sin θ_k r . We then observe that θ_{N−1} = tan^{−1}(ϕ_N /ϕ_{N−1}) and

θ_2 = cos^{−1} ( ϕ_2 (r^2 − ϕ^2_1)^{1/2} ) , · · · , θ_{N−2} = cos^{−1} ( ϕ_{N−2} (r^2 − ( ∑_{N−3} i=1 ϕ^2_i ))^{1/2} ) . From this we obviously have ∂θ_k ∂ϕ_m = 0, (k > m). By direct calculation, we also have ∂θ_2 ∂ϕ_2 = ∂ ∂ϕ_2 cos^{−1} ( ϕ_2 (r^2 − ϕ^2_1)^{1/2} ) = − ( r2 − ϕ2_1 r^2 − ϕ^2_1 − ϕ^2

)_{1/2} ∂ ∂ϕ_2 ( ϕ2 r^2 − ϕ^2_1 )_{1/2}

= − ( r2 − ϕ2_1 r^2 − ϕ^2_1 − ϕ^2

)_{1/2} r2 − ϕ2_1 − ϕ2 (r^2 − ϕ^2_1)^{3/2} = − (r^2 − ϕ^2_1 − ϕ^2)^{1/2} r^2 − ϕ^2_1 = − r sin θ_1 sin θ_2 (r sin θ_1)^2 = − sin θ_2 r sin θ_1 , and similarly for 1 ⩽ i < N − 1 ∂θ_i ∂ϕ_i = − (r^2 − ( ∑_i k=1 ϕ^2_k))^{1/2} r^2 − ( ∑_{i−1} k=1 ϕ^2_k) = − r ∏_i k=1 sin θ_k r^2 ∏_{i−1} k=1 sin^2 θ_k = − sin θ_i r ∏_{i−1} k=1 sin θ_k , and for i < j ⩽ N − 1 ∂θ_i ∂ϕ_j = 1 sin θ_i ϕ_iϕ_j (r^2 − ( ∑_{i−1} k=1 ϕ^2_k))^{3/2} = cos θ_i cos θ_j ∏_{j−1} k=i+1 sin θk r ∏_{i−1} k=1 sin θ_k , ∂θ_i ∂ϕ_N = 1 sin θ_i ϕ_iϕ_N (r^2 − ( ∑_{i−1} k=1 ϕ^2_k))^{3/2} = cos θ_i ∏_{N−1} k=i+1 sin θk r ∏_{i−1} k=1 sin θ_k . We consider i = N − 1 and have ∂θ_{N−1} ∂ϕ_{N−1} = − ϕ_N ϕ^2_{N−1} cos^2 θ_{N−1} = − sin θ_{N−1} r ∏_{N−2} k=1 sin θ_k , and ∂θ_{N−1} ∂ϕ_N = 1 ϕ_{N−1} cos^2 θ_{N−1} = cos θ_{N−1} r ∏_{N−2} k=1 sin θ_k . We have for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ N ∂_{ϕi} = N−1∑ l=1 ∂θ_l ∂ϕ_i ∂_{θl} + ∂r ∂ϕ_i ∂_r = N−1∑ l=1 ∂θ_l ∂ϕ_i ∂_{θl} + ϕ_i r ∂_r. (5.28)

So, recalling r = 1 on the unit sphere, v^1 = −ϕ_2∂_{ϕ1} + ϕ_1∂_{ϕ2}

= 0 · ∂_r + (−ϕ_2 ∂θ_1 ∂ϕ_1 + ϕ_1 ∂θ_1 ∂ϕ_2 )∂_{θ1} + (−ϕ_2 ∂θ_2 ∂ϕ_1 + ϕ_1 ∂θ_2 ∂ϕ_2 )∂_{θ2} = (ϕ_2 sin θ_1 + ϕ_1 cos θ_1 cos θ_2)∂_{θ1} + (−ϕ_1 sin θ_2 sin θ_1 )∂_{θ2} which is a linear combination of w^1, w^2 with coefficients being polynomials in sin, cos. In a similar fashion, we substitute the expression for^{∂θi}_{∂ϕj} into (5.28) and replace ∂_{θi} by ∏_{i−1} k=1 sin θ_kw_i in (5.28).

We note that the denominator in^{∂θi}_{∂ϕj} , j ⩾ i is given by ∏_{i−1} k=1 sin θ_k, which conveniently cancels out.

Hence, we obtain ∂_{ϕi} = i∑ j=1 b_{i,j} w_j + ϕ_i r ∂_r, with b_{i,j} being product of sin and cos and ‖b_{i,j}‖_L∞_{(D)} ⩽ 1. Hence, we have for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ N − 1

v^i = −ϕ_{i+1}∂_{ϕ1} + ϕ_1∂_{ϕi+1} = −ϕ_{i+1}b_{1,1}w_1 + ϕ_1 i+1∑ j=1 b_{i+1,j}w_j = i+1∑ j=1 a_{ij}w_j , with ‖a_{ij} ‖_L∞_{(D)} ⩽ 2. Hence, the result follows. □

Lemma 5.8. For {w^j_x} as in Lemma 5.6, it holds that w^i_xw^j_xS = 0 (for i < j), |w^i_xw^j_xS| ⩽ 2^{N/2}N^{3/2}|κ| (for i ⩾ j). (5.29)

Proof. One has for Φ_x written in spherical coordinates

−S_2/(2κN) = u^tΦ_x = u_1 cos θ_1 + N−1∑ i=2 u_i (^{i−1}∏ k=1 sin θ_k ) cos θ_i + u_N (^{N−1}∏ k=1 sin θ_k ) , for u = Q_eΦ_y. Hence,

w^1_xS/(2κN) = −u_1 sin θ_1 + N−1∑ i=2 u_i cos θ_1 (^{i−1}∏ k=2 sin θ_k ) cos θ_i + u_N cos θ_1 (^{N−1}∏ k=2 sin θ_k ) , and for 2 ⩽ j ⩽ N − 1 w^j_xS/(2κN) = 1 ∏_{j−1} i=1 sin θ_i [ − u_j (^{j−1}∏ k=1 sin θ_k ) sin θ_j + N−1∑ i=j+1 u_i (^{i−1}∏ k=1,k≠j sin θ_k ) cos θ_j cos θ_i

+ u_N (^{N−1}∏ k=1,k≠j sin θ_k ) cos θ_j ]

= −u_j sin θ_j + N−1∑ i=j+1 u_i (^{i−1}∏ k=j+1 sin θ_k ) cos θ_j cos θ_i + u_N (^{N−1}∏ k=j+1 sin θ_k ) cos θ_j .

By straightforward calculation we obtain w^i_xw^j_xS = 0 for i < j and |w^i_xw^j_xS| ⩽ 2^{N/2}N N∑ k=1 |u_k||κ| ⩽ 2^{N/2}N^{3/2}|κ| for i ⩾ j, where we used |1/ sin θ_i| ⩽ √ 2 on D and Hölder’s inequality. □

Lemma 5.9. In the case Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1}, for {v^i_x} as in Corollary 5.4, and any smooth cylinder function F , there exist a_{xy}, a_{xe} > 0 such that ‖[v^i_x, L_Λ]F ‖_L∞ ⩽ ∑ y∼x a_{xy}‖∇_yF ‖_L∞ + ∑ e∼x a_{xe}‖∇_eF ‖_L∞ , with a_{xe} = 2|κ|N √ d(g), a_{xy} = 2|κ|N √ N − 1, a_{xx} = CN^32^N |κ| for some universal constant C > 0.

Proof. Since v^i_x commutes with the Beltrmi-Laplacian Δ_x, we have

[v^i_x, L_Λ]F = v^i_xL_ΛF − L_Λv^i_xF = ∑ x∼y ⟨ ∇_vi_x ∇_yS, ∇_yF ⟩ + ⟨ ∇_xS , ∇_vi_x ∇_xF − ∇_xv^i_xF ⟩

+ ∑ x∼e ⟨ ∇_vi_x ∇_eS, ∇_eF ⟩_{def} = 3∑ i=1 J_i , where we used v^i_x⟨∇_yS, ∇_yF ⟩ = ⟨∇_vi_x ∇_yS, ∇_yF ⟩ + ⟨∇_yS, ∇_vi_x ∇_yF ⟩ and ∇_vi_x ∇_yF = ∇_yv^i_xF for x ≠ y. Our aim is to estimate L^∞-norm of each J_i. We will use the orthonormal basis {w^j_x} constructed in Lemma 5.6 and restrict to the domain D (introduced above Lemma 5.6). For other domains we may alter the domain of θ_i or select alternative local coordinates, and the calculation for each term follows in the same way.

Since ∇_xf = ∑ j w^j_xfw^j_x, we use ∇_vi_x w^j_y = 0 for x ≠ y to have

J_1 = ∑ x∼y,y≠x ∑ j v^i_xw^j_yS · w^j_yF + ∑ j v^i_xw^j_xS · w^j_xF + ∑ j w^j_xS · ∇_vi_x w^j_xF, J_2 = ∑ j ( v^i_xw^j_xF · w^j_xS + w^j_xF ∇_vi_x w^j_xS − w^j_xv^i_xF · w^j_xS )

= ∑ j ( [v^i_x, w^j_x]F · w^j_xS + w^j_xF · ∇_vi_x w^j_xS ) , and we use ∇_vi_x v^j_e = 0 to have

J_3 = ∑ x∼e ∑ j v^i_xv^j_eS · v^j_eF. In the following we estimate J_1, J_2 and J_3. For the terms that x ≠ y in J_1 and J_3 are easy since ∇_vi_x v^j_e = 0 and ∇_vi_x w^j_y = 0.

We first use Hölder’s inequality w.r.t. j to have |J_3| ⩽ ∑ x∼e ( ∑ j |v^i_xv^j_eS|^2 )_{1/2} · |∇_eF | ⩽ 2|κ|N √ d(g) ∑ x∼e |∇_eF |, (5.30) where we used |v^i_xv^j_eS| ⩽ 2|κ|N.

For J_1 we write v^i_x = ∑ j a_{ij} w^j_x for smooth functions a_{ij} by (5.27) and we have |J_1| ⩽ ∑ x∼y,x≠y ( ∑ j |v^i_xw^j_yS|^2 )_{1/2} |∇_yF | + ( ∑ j |v^i_xw^j_xS|^2 )_{1/2} |∇_xF | + ∑ j,l |w^j_xS||a_{il}||∇_wl_x w^j_x||∇_xF |

⩽ ∑ x∼y,x≠y 2|κ|N √ N − 1|∇_yF | + ( ∑ j | | ∑ l |a_{il}| · |w^l_xw^j_xS| | |^2)^{1/2}|∇_xF | + C_a8d|κ|N|∇_xF |, where C^2_a = ∑ j ( ∑ l ‖a_{il}‖_L∞_{(D)}‖∇_wl w^j ‖_L∞_{(D)} )_2 , and we used |v^i_xw^j_yS| ⩽ 2|κ|N for the first term on the RHS and |∇_xS| ⩽ 8d|κ|N by Lemma 3.2 for the last term. Using (5.24) we find C_a ∼ 2^N N^{3/2}.

Using (5.29) and ‖a_{ij} ‖_L∞_{(D)} ⩽ 2 by Lemma 5.7, we obtain |J_1| ⩽ ∑ x∼y,x≠y 2|κ|N √ N − 1|∇_yF | + CN^32^N |κ||∇_xF |, (5.31) for some universal constant C > 0.

For J_2, we write

[v^i_x, w^j_x] = ∑ k (a_{ik}[w^k_x, w^j_x] − w^j_xa_{ik} · w^k_x) = ∑ k ( a_{ik}(∇_wk_x w^j_x − ∇_wj_x w^k_x) − w^j_xa_{ik} · w^k_x ) , which implies that |J_2| ⩽ ∑ k,j ‖a_{ik}‖_L∞_{(D)}(‖∇_wk_x w^j_x‖_L∞_{(D)} + ‖∇_wj_x w^k_x‖_L∞_{(D)})|∇_xF | · |w^j_xS| + ∑ j,k |w^j_xa_{ik}| · |w^k_xF | · |w^j_xS| + C_a8|κ|dN|∇_xF | ⩽ (2C_a + C_{a,1} + C_w)8|κ|dN|∇_xF |, where C^2_{a,1} = ∑ j ( ∑ k ‖a_{ik}‖_L∞_{(D)}‖∇_wj w^k‖_L∞_{(D)} )_2

, C^2_w = ∑ j,k ‖w^j_xa_{ik}‖^2_L∞_{(D)}, and we bound |∇_xS| by 8d|κ|N. Using (5.24) we find C_{a,1} ∼ 2^N N^{3/2}. Using the expression for w^j and a_{il} in Lemma 5.6 we have ‖w^j_xa_{il}‖_L∞_{(D)} ≲ 2^{j/2}, and C_w ⩽ 2^{N/2}N. Hence, we have |J_2| ⩽ CN^{5/2}2^N |κ||∇_xF |, (5.32) for some universal constant C > 0. Hence, combining (5.30), (5.31), (5.32), the result follows. □

5.3. Improved mass gap condition for M = G by gauge fixing. In this section we exploit gauge fixing to improve the conditions for mass gap of gauge invariant observables, in the case Φ_x ∈ G. Recall (2.9) for the definition of gauge transformations.

Given any configuration (Q, Φ), since Φ_x ∈ G, we can find a unique gauge transformation g (in fact, g_x = Φ^{−1}_x ) such that g_xΦ_x = I_N , with I_N ∈ G being the identity matrix. Such a gauge fixing that makes the Higgs field Φ into a fixed constant field is usually called the U-gauge, c.f. [Sei82]. In this literature the U-gauge fixing requires the so called “complete breakdown of symmetry” condition i.e. the stability group of the constant Φ is trivial, and when the Higgs field is defined by the fundamental representation such condition holds in a few cases such as U(1), SU(2). But in our case where the Higgs field is defined via the representation on G = SO(N) by left multiplication the stability group of I_N is always trivial for any N.

To make our gauge fixing argument more precise, we follow the set up in [Dri19, Appendix B] by Driver. For fixed lattice Λ, we write

Q = G^{E+Λ} × G^Λ, G = G^Λ for the manifold of field configurations and the gauge group, where we omit the subscript Λ in Q for simplicity. For (Q, Φ) ∈ Q with Q = (Q_e)_{e∈E}+_Λ , Φ = (Φ_x)_{x∈Λ}, and g = (g_x)_{x∈Λ} ∈ G we write g · (Q, Φ) = (g · Q, g · Φ) ∈ Q for the gauge transformation, namely (g · Q)_e = g_xQ_eg^{−1}_y for e = (x, y), (g · Φ)_x = g_xΦ_x.

Let m be the Haar measure on Q and λ be the Haar measure on G . By definitions, m is invariant under the transformation A = (Q, Φ) → g · A = (g · Q, g · Φ). Define a gauge v : Q → G such that for A = (Q, Φ) v(A)^{−1}_x Φ_x = I_N .

We then have v(A)_x = Φ_x.

According to [Dri19, Definition B.2], the map v should be smooth which is obvious here, and also v(g · A) = g · v(A) which is clear since both sides are equal to g · Φ. Thus v is a well-defined gauge.

We then have Q_v^{def}= {v(A)^{−1} · A : A ∈ Q} ∼= G^{E+Λ} × {Id} ∼= G^{E+Λ} . (5.33) Here Id ∈ G^Λ is the Higgs field which equals to I_N at every point x ∈ Λ. [Dri19, Lemma B.3] tells us that Q_v is an embedded submanifold of Q, and that A, B ∈ Q are in the same G -orbit if and only if v(A)^{−1} · A = v(B)^{−1} · B i.e. they project to the same element in Q_v . The first identification ∼= above is obviously a bijection between two sets. Since all the maps are smooth, it is also a diffeomorphism between two manifolds.

By [Dri19, Prop. B.9] (disintegration formula), there exists a unique measure m_v on Q_v such that for all f : Q → [0, ∞] measurable, ∫ Q f(A)dm(A) = ∫ Q_v dm_v(B) ∫ G dλ(g)f(g · B). (5.34) Lemma 5.10. In the above setting, m_v is the pushforward measure of the Haar measure m_0 on G^{E+}Λ via (5.33).

Proof. The measure m_v can be expressed as dm_v(A) = μ(Q)dm_0(Q) for some smooth density μ : G^{E+}Λ → (0, ∞). Using (5.34) we have ∫ Q f(A)dm(A) = ∫ Q_v dm_v(B) ∫ G dλ(g)f(g · B) = ∫ G dλ(g) ∫ G^{E+}Λ μ(Q)dm_0(Q)f(g · Q, g · Id). For any C ∈ Q_v we apply above with f replaced by f(C·) with (C · Q)_e := C_eQ_e and (C · Φ)_x := Φ_x and use for fixed e = (x, y), (C · (g · Q))_e = C_eg_xQ_eg^{−1}_y = g_xg^{−1}_x C_eg_xQ_eg^{−1}_y to obtain ∫ Q f(C · A)dm(A) = ∫ G dλ(g) ∫ G^{E+}Λ dm_0(Q)μ(Q)f(C · (g · Q), g · Id) = ∫ G dλ(g) ∫ G^{E+}Λ dm_0(Q)μ(Q̃^C_g )f(g · Q, g · Id), with (Q̃^C_g )_e = g^{−1}_x C^{−1}_e g_xQ_e.

On the other hand, since m is Haar measure when restricted to G^{E+}Λ we have ∫ Q f(C · A)dm(A) = ∫ Q f(A)dm(A) = ∫ G dλ(g) ∫ G^{E+Λ} μ(Q)dm_0(Q)f(g · Q, g · Id). Since f is arbitary measurable function on Q, we have μ(Q̃^C_g ) = μ(Q) for any C ∈ Q_v and g ∈ G . Hence, choosing C_e = Q_e, g = Id, we find that μ is a constant. Hence, the result follows. □

Define a new probability measure on G^{E+}Λ

ν_Λ = 1 Z_Λ exp ( S^′ymh(Q) ) ∏ e∈E^+_Λ dσ_N (Q_e), (5.35)

where σ_N is the Haar measure on G, Z_Λ is a normalization constant, and

S^′ymh(Q)^{def}= Nβ Re ∑ p∈P^+_Λ

Tr(Q_p) + 2κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ Tr(Q_e).

Lemma 5.11. For any gauge invariant observable h on Q, it holds that E_{μΛ} (h) = E_{νΛ} (h(·, Id)).

Here ν_Λ is given by (5.35), and μ_Λ is our original Yang–Mills–Higgs measure.

Proof. We choose f in (5.34) as^1_{ZΛ} exp(Symh) × h. Using (5.34) we have

E_{μΛ} (h) = ∫ Q 1 Z_Λ exp ( Symh(Q, Φ) ) h(Q, Φ)dm(Q, Φ) = ∫ G^{E+}Λ

dm_0(Q) ∫ G dλ(g) 1 Z_Λ exp ( Symh(g · Q, g · Id) ) h(g · Q, g · Id) = ∫ G^{E+}Λ

dm_0(Q) ∫ G dλ(g) 1 Z_Λ exp ( Symh(Q, Id) ) h(Q, Id) = ∫ G^{E+}Λ

dm_0(Q) 1 Z_Λ exp ( S^′ymh(Q) ) h(Q, Id) = E_{νΛ} (h(·, Id)),

where we used gauge invariance of Symh and h in the third step and Symh(Q, Id) = S^′ymh(Q) in the last step. □

We also know that ν_Λ is a Gibbs measure on G^{E+}Λ and we can consider the invariant Markov dynamics for ν_Λ and calculate Hess_S′ymh.

Lemma 5.12. Suppose that

K_S′^{def}=

N + 2 4 − 1 − N(8(d − 1)|β| + 2|κ|) > 0, then the log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities hold for ν_Λ, i.e. for F ∈ C^∞(G^{E+}Λ )

ent_{νΛ} (F^2) ⩽ 2 K_S′ ∑ e E_{νΛ} (|∇_eF |^2), var_{νΛ} (F ) ⩽ 1 K_S′ ∑ e E_{νΛ} (|∇_eF |^2).

Proof. We have S^′(Q) = Nβ Re ∑ p∈P^+_Λ

Tr(Q_p) − 2κN ∑ e∈E^+_Λ (−Tr(Q_e)) := S^′_1 − S^′_2.

Note that the state space is G^{E+}Λ . Write v = (v_e)_{e∈E}+ , and |v|^2 = ∑ e |v_e|^2. As in (4.16), one has |Hess_S′_1 (v, v)| ⩽ 8(d − 1)N|β||v|^2. Since S^′_2 = −2κNTr(Q_e),

|Hess_S′_2 (v, v)| = |2κN ∑ e Tr(X^2_e Q_e)| ⩽ 2|κ|N ∑ e |X_e|^2. (5.36)

Recall Ricci(v, v) = (N + 2 4 − 1 ) |v|^2. To verify Bakry–Émery condition, we need K_S′ > 0. Hence, the result follows. □ Corollary 5.13. Suppose that K_S′ > 0 for Φ_x ∈ G. For gauge invariant observables F, G ∈ C^∞_{cyl}(Q), suppose that Λ_F ∩ Λ_G = ∅. Then one has for any infinite volume limit μ of {μ_Λ} |cov_μ(F, G)| ⩽ c_1(d(g) + N − 1)e^{−cN d(ΛF ,ΛG)}(|||F |||_∞|||G|||_∞ + ‖F ‖_L2 ‖G‖_L2 ), where c_1 depends on |Λ_F |, |Λ_G|, and c_N depends on K_S , N and d.

Proof. Since ν_Λ is a Gibbs measure on the compact space G^{E+}Λ , by the same arguments as in the proof of Corollary 5.4 or [SZZ23c, Corollary 4.11] we get mass gap for ν_Λ with constant independent of Λ. Using Lemma 5.12 and Lemma 5.11 we obtain mass gap of gauge invariant observables for μ_Λ. Letting Λ → Z^d the result follows. □ Remark 5.14. Note that the condition K_S′ > 0 for mass gap is weaker than K_S > 0 in Corollary 5.4.

6. Large N limit for M ∈ {S^{N−1}, G}

In the section we discuss the large N limit problems by applying the Poincaré inequality. For pure Yang–Mills, this was discussed in [SZZ23c]. Recall the gauge invariant observables Wilson loops and Wilson lines defined in (2.12) and (2.13).

Theorem 6.1 (Large N limit of gauge invariant observables). Assuming K_S > 0 for Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1}, for every Wilson loop variable W_l and the unique infinite volume limit μ from Corollary 4.12, one has var_μ ( 1 N W_l ) ⩽ n(n − 3) K_S N . (6.1)

Assuming K_S′ > 0 for Φ_x ∈ G, for every infinite volume limit μ, every Wilson loop or Wilson line variable W_l, one has var_μ ( 1 N W_l ) ⩽ n(n − 3) K_S′ N . (6.2)

In particular, under the above assumptions, one has the convergence | |Wl N − E W_l N | | → 0 as N → ∞ (6.3)

in probability, and the factorization property of Wilson loops and Wilson lines, i.e. for any loops l_1, . . . , l_m lim N→∞ | |E W_{l1} . . . W_{lm} N^m − m∏ i=1 E W_{li} N | | = 0.

Proof. When Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1}, for Wilson loops, (6.1) follows from exactly the same argument as in the proof of [SZZ23c, Corollary 1.5], namely, we apply the Poincaré inequality for μ obtained in Corollary 4.12, with F =^1_N W_l.

Concerning the case of Wilson loop and Wilson line W_l for Φ_x ∈ G, we also first perform the gauge fixing as in Section 5.3 to rewrite W_l into a variable W^′_l , which only depends on the field Q (since the field Φ is turned into identity via this gauge fixing). Then the variable W^′_l can be viewed as a Wilson loop variable, except that the two ends of the lattice curve l may not coincide. Recalling the gauge fixed measure ν_Λ defined in (5.35), we then apply Poincaré inequality for ν_Λ from Lemma 5.12 with F =^1_N W^′_l as in the proof of [SZZ23c, Corollary 1.5] (which does not depend on whether the curve l is a loop or not) to have

var_{μΛ} ( 1 N W_l ) = var_{νΛ} ( 1 N W^′_l ) ⩽ n(n − 3) K_S′ N , where the first identity is by Lemma 5.11. Letting Λ → Z^d, we obtain (6.2). The convergence to the mean and factorization are obvious consequences. □

Remark 6.2. It is natural to ask whether the factorization property holds for Wilson lines when Φ_x ∈ S^{N−1}. In this case, for given Wilson line W_l, we note that W_l is of order 1. We then take F = W_l in Poincaré inequality and find that by direct calculation E_ν (F, F ) is of order N. Note that K_S is also of order N. We would not expect factorization holds in this case. We also refer to our recent work [SSZZ22, SZZ23a] on the large N limit of observables for vector valued O(N) linear sigma model, where the factorization property does not hold for the observables.

References

[AD99] L. Andersson and B. K. Driver. Finite dimensional approximations to Wiener measure and path integral formulas on manifolds. Journal of functional analysis, 165(2):430–498, 1999.

[Adh21] A. Adhikari. Wilson loop expectations for non-abelian gauge fields coupled to a Higgs boson at low and high disorder. arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.07540, 2021.

[AGZ10] G. W. Anderson, A. Guionnet, and O. Zeitouni. An introduction to random matrices, volume 118 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010.

[AK20] S. Albeverio and S. Kusuoka. The invariant measure and the flow associated to the Φ^4_3-quantum field model. Ann. Sc. Norm. Super. Pisa Cl. Sci. (5), 20(4):1359–1427, 2020.

[Bal82a] T. Balaban. (Higgs)2,3 quantum fields in a finite volume. I. A lower bound. Comm. Math. Phys., 85(4):603–626, 1982.

[Bal82b] T. Balaban. (Higgs)2,3 quantum fields in a finite volume. II. An upper bound. Comm. Math. Phys., 86(4):555–594, 1982.

[Bal83] T. Balaban. (Higgs)2,3 quantum fields in a finite volume. III. Renormalization. Comm. Math. Phys., 88(3):411–445, 1983.

[BB19] R. Bauerschmidt and T. Bodineau. A very simple proof of the LSI for high temperature spin systems. J. Funct. Anal., 276(8):2582–2588, 2019.

[BB21] R. Bauerschmidt and T. Bodineau. Log-Sobolev inequality for the continuum Sine-Gordon model. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 74(10):2064–2113, 2021.

[BD22a] R. Bauerschmidt and B. Dagallier. Log-sobolev inequality for near critical ising models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.02301, 2022.

[BD22b] R. Bauerschmidt and B. Dagallier. Log-Sobolev inequality for the φ^4_2 and φ^4_3 measures. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.02295, 2022.

[BÉ06] D. Bakry and M. Émery. Diffusions hypercontractives. In Séminaire de Probabilités XIX 1983/84: Proceedings, pages 177–206. Springer, 2006.

[BFS79a] D. Brydges, J. Fröhlich, and E. Seiler. Diamagnetic and critical properties of Higgs lattice gauge theories. Nuclear Physics B, 152(3-4):521–532, 1979.

[BFS79b] D. Brydges, J. Fröhlich, and E. Seiler. On the construction of quantized gauge fields. I. General results. Ann. Physics, 121(1-2):227–284, 1979.

[BFS80] D. C. Brydges, J. Fröhlich, and E. Seiler. Construction of quantised gauge fields. II. Convergence of the lattice approximation. Comm. Math. Phys., 71(2):159–205, 1980.

[BFS81] D. C. Brydges, J. Fröhlich, and E. Seiler. On the construction of quantized gauge fields. III. The twodimensional abelian Higgs model without cutoffs. Comm. Math. Phys., 79(3):353–399, 1981.

[BG18] R. Basu and S. Ganguly. SO(N) lattice gauge theory, planar and beyond. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 71(10):2016–2064, 2018.

[BGHZ21] Y. Bruned, F. Gabriel, M. Hairer, and L. Zambotti. Geometric stochastic heat equations. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 35(1):1–80, 2021.

[BGL14] D. Bakry, I. Gentil, and M. Ledoux. Analysis and geometry of Markov diffusion operators, volume 348 of Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer, Cham, 2014.

[BIJB84] T. Balaban, J. Imbrie, A. Jaffe, and D. Brydges. The mass gap for Higgs models on a unit lattice. Annals of physics, 158(2):281–319, 1984.

[CC22] A. Chandra and I. Chevyrev. Gauge field marginal of an Abelian Higgs model. arXiv preprint arXiv:2207.05443, 2022.

[CCHS22a] A. Chandra, I. Chevyrev, M. Hairer, and H. Shen. Langevin dynamic for the 2D Yang–Mills measure. Publ. Math. IHÉS, 2022.

[CCHS22b] A. Chandra, I. Chevyrev, M. Hairer, and H. Shen. Stochastic quantisation of Yang-Mills-Higgs in 3D. arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.03487, 2022.

[CGMS09] B. Collins, A. Guionnet, and E. Maurel-Segala. Asymptotics of unitary and orthogonal matrix integrals. Advances in Mathematics, 222(1):172–215, 2009.

[Cha16] S. Chatterjee. The leading term of the Yang-Mills free energy. J. Funct. Anal., 271(10):2944–3005, 2016. [Cha19a] S. Chatterjee. Rigorous solution of strongly coupled SO(N) lattice gauge theory in the large N limit. Comm. Math. Phys., 366(1):203–268, 2019.

[Cha19b] S. Chatterjee. Yang-Mills for probabilists. In Probability and analysis in interacting physical systems, volume 283 of Springer Proc. Math. Stat., pages 1–16. Springer, Cham, 2019.

[Cha21] S. Chatterjee. A probabilistic mechanism for quark confinement. Comm. Math. Phys., 385(2):1007–1039, 2021.

[Cha24] S. Chatterjee. A scaling limit of SU(2) lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs theory. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.10507, 2024.

[Che19] I. Chevyrev. Yang-Mills measure on the two-dimensional torus as a random distribution. Comm. Math. Phys., 372(3):1027–1058, 2019.

[CJ16] S. Chatterjee and J. Jafarov. The 1/N expansion for SO(N) lattice gauge theory at strong coupling. arXiv preprint arXiv:1604.04777, 2016.

[CPS23] S. Cao, M. Park, and S. Sheffield. Random surfaces and lattice Yang–Mills. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.06790, 2023.

[CS23] I. Chevyrev and H. Shen. Invariant measure and universality of the 2D Yang–Mills Langevin dynamic. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.12160, 2023.

[CWZZ21] X. Chen, B. Wu, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. Stochastic heat equations for infinite strings with values in a manifold. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 374(1):407–452, 2021.

[dC92] M. P. do Carmo. Riemannian geometry. Mathematics: Theory & Applications. Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 1992. Translated from the second Portuguese edition by Francis Flaherty.

[DJK84] J. Drouffe, J. Jurkiewicz, and A. Krzywicki. Lattice gauge theory with Higgs matter field in the adjoint representation. Physical Review D, 29(12):2982, 1984.

[Dri89] B. K. Driver. YM2: continuum expectations, lattice convergence, and lassos. Comm. Math. Phys., 123(4):575–616, 1989.

[Dri19] B. K. Driver. A functional integral approaches to the Makeenko-Migdal equations. Comm. Math. Phys., 370(1):49–116, 2019.

[EF09] B. Eynard and A. P. Ferrer. Topological expansion of the chain of matrices. Journal of High Energy Physics, 2009(07):096, 2009.

[FLV23] M. P. Forsström, J. Lenells, and F. Viklund. Wilson loops in the abelian lattice Higgs model. Probab. Math. Phys., 4(2):257–329, 2023.

[For21] M. P. Forsström. Wilson lines in the abelian lattice Higgs model. arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.06620, 2021. [FOT94] M. Fukushima, Y. Oshima, and M. Takeda. Dirichlet forms and symmetric Markov processes, volume 19 of De Gruyter Studies in Mathematics. Walter de Gruyter & Co., Berlin, 1994.

[FS79] E. Fradkin and S. H. Shenker. Phase diagrams of lattice gauge theories with Higgs fields. Physical Review D, 19(12):3682, 1979.

[FS82] J. Fröhlich and T. Spencer. Massless phases and symmetry restoration in abelian gauge theories and spin systems. Comm. Math. Phys., 83(3):411–454, 1982.

[FV11] A. Figalli and C. Villani. Optimal transport and curvature. Nonlinear PDE’s and Applications: CIME Summer School, pages 171–217, 2011.

[GH21] M. Gubinelli and M. Hofmanová. A PDE construction of the Euclidean ϕ^4_3 quantum field theory. Comm. Math. Phys., 384(1):1–75, 2021.

[GKS89] L. Gross, C. King, and A. Sengupta. Two-dimensional Yang-Mills theory via stochastic differential equations. Ann. Physics, 194(1):65–112, 1989.

[GM82] M. Göpfert and G. Mack. Proof of confinement of static quarks in 3-dimensional U(1) lattice gauge theory for all values of the coupling constant. Comm. Math. Phys., 82(4):545–606, 1981/82.

[GN15] A. Guionnet and J. Novak. Asymptotics of unitary multimatrix models: the Schwinger–Dyson lattice and topological recursion. Journal of Functional Analysis, 268(10):2851–2905, 2015.

[Gos19] A. Goswami. Mass gap in weakly coupled Abelian Higgs on a unit lattice. Ann. Henri Poincaré, 20(12):3955–3996, 2019.

[Gut80] A. H. Guth. Existence proof of a nonconfining phase in four-dimensional u(1) lattice gauge theory. Physical Review D, 21(8):2291, 1980.

[GZ03] A. Guionnet and B. Zegarlinski. Lectures on logarithmic Sobolev inequalities. In Séminaire de Probabilités, XXXVI, volume 1801 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 1–134. Springer, Berlin, 2003.

[Hai16] M. Hairer. The motion of a random string. ArXiv e-prints, May 2016.

[HS22] M. Hairer and R. Steele. The Φ^4_3 measure has sub-Gaussian tails. J. Stat. Phys., 186(3):Paper No. 38, 25, 2022.

[Hsu02] E. P. Hsu. Stochastic analysis on manifolds, volume 38 of Graduate Studies in Mathematics. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2002.

[Jaf16] J. Jafarov. Wilson loop expectations in SU(N) lattice gauge theory. arXiv preprint arXiv:1610.03821, 2016.

[Ken11] R. Kenyon. Spanning forests and the vector bundle Laplacian. Ann. Probab., 39(5):1983–2017, 2011. [Kin86a] C. King. The U(1) Higgs model. I. The continuum limit. Comm. Math. Phys., 102(4):649–677, 1986. [Kin86b] C. King. The U(1) Higgs model. II. The infinite volume limit. Comm. Math. Phys., 103(2):323–349, 1986. [KK86] T. Kennedy and C. King. Spontaneous symmetry breakdown in the abelian Higgs model. Comm. Math. Phys., 104(2):327–347, 1986.

[KL21] A. Kassel and T. Lévy. Covariant Symanzik identities. Probab. Math. Phys., 2(3):419–475, 2021. [Kup80] A. J. Kupiainen. On the 1/n expansion. Comm. Math. Phys., 73(3):273–294, 1980. [Kur07] T. G. Kurtz. The Yamada-Watanabe-Engelbert theorem for general stochastic equations and inequalities. Electron. J. Probab., 12:951–965, 2007.

[Led01] M. Ledoux. Logarithmic Sobolev inequalities for unbounded spin systems revisited. In Séminaire de Probabilités, XXXV, volume 1755 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 167–194. Springer, Berlin, 2001.

[Lév03] T. Lévy. Yang-Mills measure on compact surfaces. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 166(790):xiv+122, 2003. [Lév06] T. Lévy. Discrete and continuous Yang-Mills measure for non-trivial bundles over compact surfaces. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 136(2):171–202, 2006.

[Lév17] T. Lévy. The master field on the plane. Astérisque, (388):ix+201, 2017.

[LS17] T. Lévy and A. Sengupta. Four chapters on low-dimensional gauge theories. In Stochastic geometric mechanics, volume 202 of Springer Proc. Math. Stat., pages 115–167. Springer, Cham, 2017.

[LY93] S. L. Lu and H.-T. Yau. Spectral gap and logarithmic Sobolev inequality for Kawasaki and Glauber dynamics. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 156(2):399–433, 1993.

[Man80] N. S. Manton. An alternative action for lattice gauge theories. Phys. Lett. B, 96(3-4):328–330, 1980. [MM94] I. Montvay and G. Münster. Quantum fields on a lattice. Cambridge University Press, 1994. [MM14] A. Maas and T. Mufti. Two-and three-point functions in Landau gauge Yang-Mills-Higgs theory. Journal of High Energy Physics, 2014(4):1–45, 2014.

[MR92] Z. M. Ma and M. Röckner. Introduction to the theory of (nonsymmetric) Dirichlet forms. Universitext. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1992.

[OS78] K. Osterwalder and E. Seiler. Gauge field theories on a lattice. Annals of Physics, 110(2):440–471, 1978. [OS98] D. L. Olmsted and H. J. Schnitzer. The gauged vector model in four dimensions: Resolution of an old problem? Nuclear Physics B, 512(1-2):237–249, 1998.

[PPSY23] M. Park, J. Pfeffer, S. Sheffield, and P. Yu. Wilson loop expectations as sums over surfaces on the plane. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.02306, 2023.

[PS95] M. E. Peskin and D. V. Schroeder. An introduction to quantum field theory. Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Advanced Book Program, Reading, MA, 1995. Edited and with a foreword by David Pines.

[RWZZ20] M. Röckner, B. Wu, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. Stochastic Heat Equations with Values in a Manifold via Dirichlet Forms. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 52(3):2237–2274, 2020.

[RZZ14] M. Röckner, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. Local existence and non-explosion of solutions for stochastic fractional partial differential equations driven by multiplicative noise. Stochastic Process. Appl., 124(5):1974–2002, 2014.

[Sei82] E. Seiler. Gauge theories as a problem of constructive quantum field theory and statistical mechanics, volume 159 of Lecture Notes in Physics. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1982.

[Sen97] A. Sengupta. Gauge theory on compact surfaces. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 126(600):viii+85, 1997. [SSZ22] H. Shen, S. A. Smith, and R. Zhu. A new derivation of the finite N master loop equation for lattice Yang–Mills. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.00880, 2022.

[SSZZ22] H. Shen, S. A. Smith, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. Large N limit of the O(N) linear sigma model via stochastic quantization. Ann. Probab., 50(1):131–202, 2022.

[SZ95] D. Stroock and B. Zegarliński. On the ergodic properties of Glauber dynamics. J. Statist. Phys., 81(5- 6):1007–1019, 1995.

[SZZ22] H. Shen, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. Large N limit of the O(N) linear sigma model in 3D. Comm. Math. Phys., 394(3):953–1009, 2022.

[SZZ23a] H. Shen, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. Large N limit and 1/N expansion of invariant observables in O(N) linear σ-model via SPDE. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.05166, 2023.

[SZZ23b] H. Shen, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. An SPDE approach to perturbation theory of Φ^4_2: asymptoticity and short distance behavior. Ann. Appl. Probab., 33(4):2600–2642, 2023.

[SZZ23c] H. Shen, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. A stochastic analysis approach to lattice Yang-Mills at strong coupling. Comm. Math. Phys., 400(2):805–851, 2023.

[tH74] G. ’t Hooft. A planar diagram theory for strong interactions. Nuclear Phys. B, 72:461–473, 1974. [Wan06] F. Wang. Functional inequalities, Markov semigroups and spectral theory. Elsevier, 2006. [Wil74] K. G. Wilson. Confinement of quarks. Physical review D, 10(8):2445, 1974.

[Yos99] N. Yoshida. The log-Sobolev inequality for weakly coupled lattice fields. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 115(1):1–40, 1999.

[Zeg96] B. Zegarlinski. The strong decay to equilibrium for the stochastic dynamics of unbounded spin systems on a lattice. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 175(2):401–432, 1996.

[ZJ21] J. Zinn-Justin. Quantum field theory and critical phenomena, volume 171. Oxford university press, 2021.

(H. Shen) Department of Mathematics, University of Wisconsin - Madison, USA Email address: pkushenhao@gmail.com

(R. Zhu) Department of Mathematics, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing 100081, China Email address: zhurongchan@126.com

(X. Zhu) Academy of Mathematics and Systems Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China

Email address: zhuxiangchan@126.com