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Chiral symmetry breaking comes from the mass dynamically generated through interaction of
Dirac fermions for both quantum electrodynamics in (2+1)D (QED3) and (3+1)D (QED4). In
QED3, the presence of a Chern-Simons (CS) parameter affects the critical structure of the theory,
favoring the symmetric phase where the electron remains massless. Here, we calculate the main
effects of a Pseudo-Chern-Simons (PCS) parameter θ into the dynamical mass generation of Pseudo
quantum electrodynamics (PQED). The θ-parameter provides a mass scale for PQED at classical
level and appears as the pole of the gauge-field propagator. After calculating the full electron
propagator with the Schwinger-Dyson equation at quenched-rainbow and large-N approximations,
we conclude that θ affects the critical parameters related to the fine-structure constant, αc(θ), and to
the number of copies of the matter field, Nc(θ), by favoring the symmetric phase. In the continuum
limit (Λ→∞), nevertheless, the θ-parameter do not affect the critical parameters. We also compare
our analytical results with numerical findings of the integral equation for the mass function of the
electron.

PACS numbers: 12.20.Ds, 12.20.-m, 11.15.-q

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last decades, quantum field theories in (2+1)D
have been extensively studied. This interest is partly due
to its potential applications in condensed matter physics
[1–24] and, for comparison with quantum chromodynam-
ics, at low-energy scales. In particular, quantum electro-
dynamics in 2+1 dimensions (QED3) has waged inter-
esting features that are similar to quantum chromody-
namics, such as dynamical mass generation [25–36] and
confinement [37–39].

PQED is the dimensional reduction of QED4, when
the matter field is constrained to move within the plane
and the photons are allowed to propagate away from and
back to this plane; as such, it is a unitary [40] model
that respects causality [41, 42] and describes mixed-
dimensionality systems. Because of that, it has been
applied to describe the electromagnetic interaction in
2D materials, such as graphene [43–46], silicene [47],
and transition metal dichalcogenides [47–51]. Within the
myriad of results it has given rise to, we allude in hind-
sight to dynamical mass generation for fermion at zero
and finite temperature [52–54], interaction-driven quan-
tum valley Hall effect [55], quantum corrections of the
electron g-factor [56], electron-hole pairing (excitons) in
transition metal dichalcogenides [57, 58], optical infrared
conductivity of graphene [59], emergence of a dynami-
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cally generated mass with Gross-Neveu interaction [60],
Yukawa potential in the plane [61, 62], and PQED cavity
effects [63, 64].

For massless Dirac particles, the dynamical mass gen-
eration has been investigated in several scenarios in both
QED4 [65–79] and QED3 [25–36], providing a critical
value either for the fine-structure constant or for the
number of flavors, respectively. This non-perturbative
effect is usually calculated with the Schwinger-Dyson
equations for the full electron propagator [80–82]. For
graphene, this dynamical mass generation implies in a
gap opening at the Dirac points of the quasiparticle exci-
tation [55], which might cause a topological phase tran-
sition [22].

Meanwhile, at topological phase transition for the
gauge field, the Chern-Simons (CS) term plays a vital
role. Indeed, it generates a mass for the gauge field while
breaking the parity symmetry and preserving the gauge
symmetry [83]. As a consequence, the CS term applica-
tions to the Meissner effect are vastly documented in the
literature [84–89].

The addition of the CS term to QED3 has been shown
to favor the symmetric phase in both representations for
spinors [90–92], where the electron remains massless. On
the other hand, coupled to PQED, the CS term changes
the electric permittivity of the vacuum – effectively work-
ing as a dielectric medium [93, 94] – and has been used
to calculate the nonperturbative mass generation for the
fermions [95]. This CS parameter, however, is dimension-
less and can not generate a mass for the gauge field in
PQED. In order to do so, one has to consider the Pseudo
Chern-Simons (PCS) action, obtained by dual transfor-
mation of an abelian CS-Higgs [96] or by a bosonization
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of massive Dirac fermions [97]. We shall refer as Pseudo
Maxwell-Chern-Simons (PMCS) to the model that com-
bines PQED and PCS; this PMCS has a peculiar feature
of producing bound states of electrons [96, 97]. Neverthe-
less, effects of dynamical mass generation had not been
investigated for the PMCS until now.

In this work, we use the Schwinger-Dyson equations
to investigate the dynamical mass generation associated
with four-component fermions coupled to the PCS terms.
We use the so-called quenched-rainbow approach and the
large-N expansion for calculating the mass function Σ(p),
i.e., the term of the electron self-energy that yields the
dynamical mass. Our main results show that there exist
a critical coupling constant αc(θ) and a critical number
of fermions Nc(θ), where both of them separate the bro-
ken phase from the symmetric (massless) phase. It is
shown that these are dependent on the PCS parameter
θ. Thereafter, we compare our approximated analytical
results with the numerical results obtained from integral
equation for the mass function and a very good agree-
ment is found as well as a confirmation of the critical
parameters. Because θ has dimension of mass, it essen-
tially means an effective correlation length and, there-
fore, our results may be relevant for describing a sym-
metry restoration in two-dimensional materials due to a
screening of the electromagnetic interaction. The precise
microscopic mechanism that generates θ is obviously ab-
sent within our description, because we are assuming a
continuum model, unless by the presence of an ultraviolet
(UV) cutoff.

This paper is organized as follow. In Sec. II we present
the model and we set up the coupled SD equations for the
photon and fermion propagators . In Sec. III present the
truncation scheme using the quenched-rainbow approxi-
mation and we investigate the analytical solutions of the
integral equation for the mass function of fermions. In
Sec. IV we examine the influence of vacuum polarization
on the CSB using the N massless fermion flavors version
and adopting a 1/N expansion. We summarize our re-
sults in Sec. V. In Appendix A, we review some aspects
of the criticality of QED3 coupled to the usual CS term.

II. THE MODEL AND ITS TRUNCATED
SCHWINGER-DYSON EQUATION

We start with a CS term modified by a pseudo differ-
ential operator. This action has been shown dual to the
Chern-Simons-Higgs model in Ref. [96]), using standard
path-integral formalism. When coupled to PQED, we
find a Euclidean action, given by

LPMCS =
1

2

FµνF
µν

√
−�

+
iθ

2

εµνγA
µ∂νAγ√
−�

+

+ψ̄i/∂ψ +
λ

2

(∂µA
µ)2

√
−�

+ eψ̄γµψAµ,

(1)

where Aµ is a gauge field, θ is the CS massive parame-
ter, e is the dimensionless coupling constant, 1/

√
−� is

a pseudo-differential operator, and the fermions are rep-
resented by the 4-component spinors ψ and ψ̄, describing
the Dirac field. This gives rise to a bare gauge-field prop-
agator given by

∆(0)
µν (p) =

p2Pµν + θεµνγp
γ

2ε
√
p2(p2 + θ2)

+ ∆GF
µν (p), (2)

where ε is included in order to describe the dieletric con-
stant, and ∆GF

µν (p) represents the gauge-dependent part
which is null in Landau’s gauge λ → ∞. The fermion
bare propagator is given by

S
(0)
F (p) = − /p

p2
, (3)

and an interaction vertex by Γ
(0)
µ = eγµ.

The main consequence of the θ-parameter is to pro-
vide a bounded pair of electrons [96] within a typical dis-
tance of r0 ∝ 1/θ as explained in Ref. [97]. Furthermore,
such parameter does not change the main results of the
renormalization group functions at one-loop expansion
because it does appear in any divergent term of the two-
point vertex functions associated with Eq. (1). Next, we
shall calculate the main contribution of θ through non-
perturbative approach, provided by the Schwinger-Dyson
equation in the ladder approximation.

𝑘 + 𝑝

𝑘
𝑝 𝑝

−1 = −1 − +-

𝑝 − 𝑘

𝑝

−1 = −1 −
𝑝 𝑝 𝑘 𝑝

FIG. 1: The fermion and photon SD equation, respectively.
The bold and filled dots indicate full propagators and ver-
tices. The second term on the righthand side, in both figures,
represents the photon self-energy Πµν(p) and the electron self-
energy Ξ(p).

In order to investigate the corrections coming apace
with the PMCS dynamics, we consider the following cou-
pled Schwinger-Dyson equations displayed in Fig. 1 and
analytically written as

[SF (p)]−1 = [S
(0)
F (p)]−1 − Ξ(p) (4)

and

∆−1
µν (p) = ∆−1

0µν(p)−Πµν(p), (5)

where the electron and photon self-energies respectively
reads

Ξ(p) = e2

∫
d3k

(2π)3
γµSF (k)Γν(k, p)∆µν(p− k), (6)



3

and

Πµν(p) = −e2

∫
d3k

(2π)3
Tr [γµSF (k + p)Γν(k, p)SF (k)] .

(7)
In the Euclidean spacetime we can write,

[SF (p)]−1 = −γµpµA(p) + Σ(p), (8)

where A(p) is the wave function renormalization and Σ(p)
is the mass function. Posteriorly, substituting Eq.(8) into
Eq.(4), we find that

−γαpαA(p) + Σ(p) = −γαpα+

−e2

∫
d3k

(2π)3

γµSF (k)Γν(k, p)∆µν(p− k)

γβpβA(k) + Σ(k)

(9)

From Eq. (9), we can isolate an expression for A(p) by
multiplying /p in both sides and then calculating the trace
over the Dirac matrices, hence

A(p) = 1− e2

4p2

∫
d3k

(2π)3
Tr
[
γβpβF (p)

]
, (10)

where for the sake of simplicity we define

F (p) =

[
γµSF (k)Γν(k, p)∆µν(p− k)

γβpβA(k) + Σ(k)

]
. (11)

For Σ(p), we simply take the trace over the γµ matrices
in Eq. (9) to get

Σ(p) = −e2

∫
d3k

(2π)3
Tr[F (p)]. (12)

From now on, we shall consider a set of approxima-
tions in order to obtain an analytical result for the mass
function. This allow us to discuss the dynamical break-
ing of chiral symmetry as well as to calculate the critical
behavior of the model in terms of the θ parameter.

III. QUENCHED-RAINBOW APPROXIMATION

The ladder order is obtained by the so-called quenched-
rainbow approximation. In the 4x4 representation it has
been previously applied to investigate the criticality of
the PQED [52–54]. It imposes that the full vertex Γµ

and the full gauge-field propagator ∆µν can be exchanged

by their bare counterparts γµ and ∆
(0)
µν . This approach

decouples Eq.(6) and Eq.(7). Also, note from Eq.(10)
we can conclude that A(p) ≈ 1 + O(e2). Keeping this
in mind, and using the trace properties for the Dirac
matrices, namely, Tr (1) = 4, Tr(γµγν) = −4δµν , and
Tr(γµγνγβ) = 0, we may calculate Σ(p) from Eq.(12),
hence,

Σ(p) = e2

∫
d3k

(2π)3
Σ(k)δµν∆(0)

µν (p− k). (13)

Substituting Eq.(2) into Eq.(13) and using spherical
coordinates, we obtain, in the Landau gauge

Σ(p) =
α

2π2

∫ Λ

0

dk
k2Σ(k)

k2 + Σ2(k)

∫ 2π

0

dφ∫ π

0

dη
sin(η)

√
p2 + k2 − 2pk cos(η)

p2 + k2 − 2pk cos(η) + θ2
,

(14)

where Λ is an UV cutoff, and α = e2/4πε is the fine-
structure constant. After solving the integrals over η and
φ, we find

Σ(p) =
α

π

∫ Λ

0

kΣ(k)

k2 + Σ2(k)

{
|p+ k| − |p− k|

p
+

+
θ

p

[
arctan

(
|p− k|
θ

)
− arctan

(
|k + p|
θ

)]}
dk.

(15)

We can split the integrand in Eq.(15) as a composition of
kernels in the regions where k � p and k � p, yielding

Σ(p) =
α

πp

∫ Λ

0

dk
kΣ(k)

k2 + Σ2(k)[
Kk�p(k, p)Θ(k − p)+

+Kk�p(k, p)Θ(p− k)
]
,

(16)

where Θ(x) is the Heaviside function and Kk�p(k, p) and
Kk�p(k, p) are given by

Kk�p(k, p) ≈ 2p− 2pθ2

k2 + θ2
(17)

and

Kk�p(k, p) ≈ 2k − 2kθ2

p2 + θ2
. (18)

As a consequence, the integrals are separated into

Σ(p) =
α

πp

∫ p

0

2k2Σ(k)

k2 + Σ2(k)

[
1− θ2

k2 + θ2

]
dk+

+
α

πp

∫ Λ

p

2kpΣ(k)

k2 + Σ2(k)

[
1− θ2

k2 + θ2

]
dk.

(19)

After taking the derivative of Eq. (19) with respect to
p and using the Leibniz integral rule [52–54], it becomes
a nonlinear differential equation given by

p2Σ′′(p) + 2pΣ′(p) +
2α

π

p2 − p2θ2

p2+θ2

p2 + Σ2(p)
Σ(p) = 0. (20)

This is supplemented by two boundary conditions,
namely,

lim
p→Λ

[
p
dΣ(p)

dp
+ Σ(p)

]
= 0 (21)



4

for the UV regime and

lim
p→0

p2 dΣ(p)

dp
= 0 (22)

for the infrared regime.
Equation (20) has a nonlinear behavior in p, which

prevent us of calculating an analytical solution for the
mass function. This nonlinear feature is generated by the
last term of the lhs of Eq.(20). However, we may find two
linear differential equation by assuming either p� Σ(p)
or p� Σ(p). For the first assumption, nevertheless, it is
shown that the corresponding solution does not obeys the
boundary conditions and, therefore, this is an unphysical
solution. For the second case, we assume that p ≈ Λ to
find

p2Σ′′(p) + 2pΣ′(p) +
2α

π

[
1− θ2

Λ2 + θ2

]
Σ(p) = 0. (23)

This is a kind of Euler differential equation, whose solu-
tions read

Σ(p) = Apλ+ +Bpλ− , (24)

with

λ± =

−1±
√

1− 4
[

2α
πε

(
1− θ2

Λ2+θ2

)]
2

, (25)

where the critical coupling constant reads

αc(θ) =
πε

8
(

1− θ2

Λ2+θ2

) = αPQEDc

(
1 +

θ2

Λ2

)
, (26)

indicating that the criticality obtained for the base
PQED can effectively be controlled by the CS mass pa-
rameter θ, as seen in Fig. 2.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
θ

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

αc(θ)

αc
PQED

αc(θ)

FIG. 2: The critical fine-structure constant as a function of
θ. We plot Eq. (26) with Λ = 10 (units of energy). The blue
dot is the critical fine-structure constant of PQED at θ = 0,
which has been discussed in Ref. [52–54]. The dashed-red line
shows that as we increase θ, the critical constant does also
increase, eventually bringing the system onto its symmetric
phase where the mass function vanishes.

1 2 3 4
p0.0

0.5

1.0

Σ(p)

α<αc

α>αc

FIG. 3: The mass function generated by PCS model above
and below its critical point αc(θ). Plotted numerical solution
of Eq. (15) with θ = 0.1, Λ = 10, and hence αc ≈ .39. The
blue line (α = 0.2 < αc(θ)) shows that dynamical mass gener-
ation is negligible below the critical fine-structure parameter,
while the yellow line exhibits the typical behavior above its
critical value (α = 0.8 > αc).

The fact that Λ does also appear in Eq. (26) is a con-
sequence of the scale invariance of the model when θ van-
ishes. In particular, when we take the continuum limit
(Λ → ∞), the role of θ also disappears, as expected.
Indeed, this represents a continuum limit, where the dy-
namical mass generation occurs for any value of α and,
therefore, we do not have an actual phase transition [52–
54].

Even though Σ(p) analytical solutions could only be
obtained approximately, the integral Eq. (15) needs no
approximation to be numerically evaluated. Hence, we
can apply the same numeric calculation described in
Refs. [52, 98] to get a glimpse of the features related with
the mass generation at the PMCS model, as illustrated
in Figs. 3 and 4.

The critical behaviour around αc can be contrasted by
establishing a straightforward comparison between the
blue and the yellow lines in Fig. 3. Below the critical
value αc, the magnitude of the mass generated is signifi-
cantly (106 times) weaker than the mass generated above
it. For Λ = 10eV , we conclude that the mass generated
below αc would be in the order of 10−7Λ, which is negli-
gible for graphene, since Λg ≈ 3 eV (see [43–46]).

In this section we have neglected the quantum cor-
rections to the gauge-field propagator. Nevertheless, we
may go beyond this by introducing the large-N expansion,
which is sometimes called unquenched-rainbow approxi-
mation. Next, we consider this case.

IV. UNQUENCHED PMCS

PQED has been shown to have a critical number of
fermions Nc which separates the symmetric from the bro-
ken phase [52–54], entailed when the number of copies of
the fermionic field N is greater than Nc. In this section,
we investigate the role of the CS term in the criticality of
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FIG. 4: The mass function generated by PMCS model for
different values of the PCS parameter θ. Plotted numerical
solution of Eq. (15) assuming α = 0.8 > αc(θ) and Λ = 10.
The blue inset is the log scale of the same plot to illustrate
that the mass generated gets even smaller as θ approaches 1.

PQED in the large-N regime. Within the unquenched-
rainbow approximation, we must extend the fermionic
sector in Lagrangian (1) to N copies of massless fermions
field,thus, we consider

LPMCS =
1

2

FµνF
µν

√
−�

+
iθ

2

εµνγA
µ∂νAγ√
−�

+

+

N∑
a=1

ψ̄a
(
i/∂ + eγµAµ

)
ψa +

λ

2

(∂µA
µ)2

√
−�

.

(27)

=           +                 +

+                           + ⋯

-

FIG. 5: Dominant order of the 1/N expansion of a photon
propagator.

Applying a similar approach, it is possible to gener-
alize such result to the PMCS model by adding up the
dominant order of the 1/N expansion (≡ random phase
approximation [60], see Fig. 5) to the truncated gauge-
field propagator in Sec. III, the gauge-field propagator
for the PMCS model would then be

∆µν = TPµν + Lεµνρp
ρ (28)

with

T =
8[(p2)3/2 + (

√
p2 − 1

2 )θ2]

[4(p2 − θ2) + Π2
1]2 + 64p2θ2

+

+
Π1[5p2 − (Π1 +

√
p2)2]

[4(p2 − θ2) + Π2
1]2 + 64p2θ2

,

L =
2θ

4
[
(p2)3/2 − p2Π1 + θ2

√
p2
]

+
√
p2Π2

1

(29)

and

Π1(p) = −e
2

8
N
√
p2 (30)

for massless fermions.
Therefore, the gauge-field propagator in Eq. (28) sim-

plifies to the PMCS propagator in Ref. [97]

∆µν(p) =
p2Pµν + 16

16+Ne2 θεµνρp
ρ

2ε
(
1 + Ne2

16

)√
p2

[
p2 + θ2

(1+ Ne2

16 )2

] . (31)

In order to compatibilize our model with the 1/N expan-

sion, we apply the transformation e→ e/
√
N to get

∆µν =
p2Pµν + θ̃εµνρp

ρ

2εef
√
p2(p2 + θ̃2)

, (32)

whereas the effective dielectric constant and effective CS
parameter are, respectively,

εef = ε

(
1 +

e2

16

)
,

θ̃ =
θ

1 + e2

16

.

(33)

Thus, similar to Eq.(12), the mass function in the un-
quenched regime reads

Σ(p) =
e2

N

∫
d3k

(2π)3

Σ(k)δµν∆µν(p− k)

k2 + Σ2(k)
, (34)

where we use A(p) = 1 because A(p) ≈ 1 +O(1/N), and
we are calculating Σ(p) only up to the dominant order of
the 1/N expansion.

Since the propagator in Eq. (2) has the same overall
structure as the PMCS propagator in Ref. [97], the only
associations necessary to map the quenched approxima-
tion in Sec. III to an unquenched PMCS model are

2α

πε
→ e2

2π2εefN
,

θ → θ̃.

(35)

Applied to Eq. (23), the transfomations (35) lead to

p2Σ′′(p) + 2pΣ′(p) +
e2

2π2εefN

(
1− θ̃2

Λ2 + θ̃2

)
Σ(p) = 0,

(36)
which satisfies the same boundary conditions as Eqs. (21,
22). This allows us to identify a chiral symmetry broken
phase (shaded region in Fig. 6) up to a critical number
of fermions

Nc(θ) =
2e2

π2εef

(
1− θ̃2

Λ2 + θ̃2

)
= NPQED

c

(
Λ2

Λ2 + θ̃2

)
(37)

directly affected by the PCS parameter θ. Eq. (37) does
also exhibit the same criticality as PQED when we turn
off the θ (blue point in Fig. 6) and in the strong-coupling
limit, where they also reproduce QED3 for θ = 0.
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Broken Phase

Symmetric Phase

θc
θ

1

Nc(θ)

Nc
PQED

Nc(θ)

FIG. 6: Sketch of the maximum number of flavors that allow
a manifestation of a broken phase as a function of θ. The
blue dot represents the critical number of flavors of PQED,
where θ = 0 deduced in Ref. [52–54] for ε = 1. The dashed-
green line shows that as we increase θ, the critical number
of fermions decreases, guiding the system onto its symmetric
phase when Nc gets smaller than one.

Notice that Nc must be at least larger than one in
order to obtain a broken phase, otherwise the condition
N < Nc may not be satisfied. Such minimum value for
Nc to permit a symmetry-broken phase (Nc → 1) also
limits the maximum value for the effective PCS mass
parameter θ̃ to

θ̃ < θ̃c = Λ

√
NPQED
c − 1, (38)

clearly setting this situation apart from the dynamics
described when θ̃ ≥ θ̃c, in which the system forcibly falls
upon its symmetric phase, as we see in Fig. 6.

V. FINAL REMARKS AND PERSPECTIVES

In this work, we have described the chiral sym-
metry breaking in the nonperturbative regime of the
PMCS electrodynamics, a renormalizable model com-
posed by associating PQED to a massive PCS parameter
θ [96, 97]. We have written the Schwinger-Dyson equa-
tions for the model assuming the planar Dirac fermions
were 4-component spinors and have applied the rainbow-
quenched and the unquenchend approximations to deter-
mine the criticality within the system.

At the rainbow-quenched approximation, we have de-
duced an analytical expression for the dynamical mass
Σ(p) [Eq. (24)] and for the critical fine-structure con-
stant αc [Eq. (26)], emphasizing their dependence on θ
to exhibit a correction (proportional to θ2/Λ2) the PCS
term brings to the hitherto known αPQEDc – whence we
deduce that αc(θ,Λ) grows as we enhance the PCS contri-
bution even though such criticality correction diminishes
conversely at larger energy scales, effectively retrieving
αPQEDc . It is also worth to note that very large θ values

inhibit the dynamical mass generation since this brings
the system to α < αc, favoring the symmetric phase.

At the unquenched approximation, we have considered
N copies of the Dirac spinors to calculate the critical
number of flavors Nc, governed by Eq. (37). The de-
pendence of the critical parameter on the PCS term in
this approximation works the other way around – i.e.,
Nc decreases towards zero as θ grows for a given Λ – by
setting an upper value for N and θ (see Eq. 38). Whilst,
the vacuum polarization onto the gauge field propagator
not only produces a screening effect, but also modifies
the mass of the gauge field according to Eq. (33). In
the strong-coupling limit, this mass disappears and then
Σ(p) → Σ(p)PQED. Comparing the Nc results for the
PMCS electrodynamics with the usual Maxwell-Chern-
Simons model, see appendix, discloses that they both
have the same structure. Differently from the PMCS,
however, the Maxwell-Chern Simons model has a char-
acteristic energy scale (defined by its fine-structure con-
stant), which reflects the fact that this model is super
renormalizable.

Both approximations reproduce PQED in the contin-
uum limit, since θ � Λ → ∞. These recursive re-
sults regarding PQED are also obtained once we turn
the PCS mass off (θ → 0), retrieving αc → αPQEDc

and Nc → NPQED
c . Thence, we hope that the PMCS

model described here will inherit the utility of PQED at
the characterization of different kinds of two-dimensional
materials, but now with the extra feature of includ-
ing superconductivity and bound states, as happens in
magic-angle twisted bilayer graphene [99, 100] and hy-
brid graphene/LiNbO3 platforms [101].
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Appendix A: The QED with CS term.

In this appendix, we discuss the main results regarding
the dynamical symmetry breaking of MCS theory [90–
92]. Our main idea is to show that the θ̄-parameter also
favors the symmetric phase. The action of the model, in
the Euclidean space, reads

LMCS =
1

4
F̄µν F̄µν +

λ

2
(∂µĀµ)2 − i θ̄

2
εµναĀ

µ∂νĀα +

+ ψ̄a(iγµ∂µ + ēγµĀµ)ψa, (A1)

where Āµ is a gauge field (usually called the Maxwell-
Chern-Simons field), θ̄ is the CS parameter with unit
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of mass [θ̄] = M , ē is the coupling constant with unit
given by [ē] = M1/2, λ is the gauge-fixing parameter,
and F̄µν = ∂µĀν − ∂νĀµ is the strengh field tensor of
Āµ. The matter field is given by the Dirac field ψ and
γµ are the four-rank Dirac matrices, obeying the same
properties as in Sec. II-III. Here, we consider a flavor
index a = 1, ..., N which shows that we have N copies of
the matter field.

We shall follow the same steps as we have done in the
case of the PMCS model. Hence, let us us summarize the
main results. Within the large-N expansion, at lowest
order, the gauge-field propagator reads

∆µν(p) = ∆(p)

(
δµν −

pµpν
p2

)
+ L(p)εµανp

α, (A2)

where

∆(p) =
p2 + ē2

8 |p|
p2[(|p|+ ē2

8 )2 + θ̄2]
(A3)

and

L(p) =
θ̄

[(p2)2 + 2(p2)3/2 ē2

8 + p2 ē4

64 + p2θ̄2]
. (A4)

Using Eq. (A3) and Eq. (A4) in the Schwinger-Dyson
equation of the electron propagator, one may conclude,
after some work, that the mass function Σ(p) obeys an
integral equation, given by

Σ(p) =
ē2

4Nπ2

∫ ∞
0

dk
kΣ(k)

k2 + Σ2(k)

1

p
ln

[
(p+ k + ē2

8 )2 + θ̄2

(|p− k|+ ē2

8 )2 + θ̄2

]
. (A5)

Equation (A5) admits an expansion in its kernel, such
that one may convert this integral equation into a dif-
ferential equation. To achieve that, we expand the loga-
rithm in Eq. (A5), assuming ē2 � p (because chiral sym-
metry breaking usually occurs for strong interactions), to
derive the property

ln


(
p+ k +

ē2

8

)2

+ θ̄2

(
|p− k|+ ē2

8

)2

+ θ̄2

 ≈ 32kē2 Θ(p− k)

64k2 + ē4 + 64θ̄2
+

+
32p(8k + ē2)Θ(k − p)

64k2 + ē4 + 64θ̄2
.(A6)

This approximation has also been applied for the usual
QED3 in Refs. [25–36] and in the QED3 coupled to the
usual CS term in Refs. [90–92].

Applying the property in Eq. (A6) to the MCS mass
function in Eq. (A5), we get

Σ(p) =
ē2

4π2N

[∫ p

0

dk
k2Σ(k)

k2 + Σ2(k)

1

p

32ē2

64k2 + ē4 + 64θ̄2
+

+

∫ ∞
p

dk
kΣ(k)

k2 + Σ2(k)

32(8k + ē2)

64k2 + ē4 + 64θ̄2

]
,

(A7)
which can, in turn, be translated to the second order
differential equation, whichs linearized version for p2 �
Σ2(p), is given by

d

dp

[
p2 dΣ(p)

dp

]
+

8ē4

Nπ2

Σ(p)

ē4 + 64θ̄2
= 0 (A8)

supplemented by two asymptotic conditions similar to
Eq. (21) and Eq. (22).

With that in mind, we obtain the critical number of
fermions Nc, given by

Nc(z) = NQED3
c

(
ē4

ē4 + 64θ̄2

)
= NQED3

c

1

(1 + z2)
,

(A9)
where z2 = 64θ̄2/ē4. Interesting to highlight that
within the strong-coupling limit, i.e., ē2 � θ̄, we obtain
NQED3
c → 32/π2 ≈ 3.24 as in Eq. (37). Thence, solving

the equation Nc(zc) = 1, we obtain zc =
√

32/π2 − 1,
which in terms of θ̄ implies that we must have θ̄ < θ̄c,
where θ̄c = zcē

2/8. Therefore, we conclude that the pres-
ence of θ̄ 6= 0 decreases Nc and favors the symmetric
phase.
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