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Q ED 3 on a space-tim e lattice: com pact versus noncom pact form ulation
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W e study quantum electrodynam ics in a (2+ 1)-dim ensionalspace-tim e with two 
 avors ofdy-

nam icalferm ions by num ericalsim ulationson the lattice. W e discretize the theory using both the

com pactand thenoncom pactform ulationsand analyzethebehaviorofthechiralcondensateand of

them onopoledensity in the� nitelatticeregim easwellasin thecontinuum lim it.By com paring the

resultsobtained with thetwo approaches,wedraw som econclusionsaboutthepossible equivalence

ofthe two lattice form ulationsin the continuum lim it.

PACS num bers:11.10.K k,11.15.H a,14.80.H v,74.25.D w,74.72.-h

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Q uantum electrodynam icsin 2+ 1 dim ensions(Q ED 3)

isinteresting asa toy m odelforinvestigating the m ech-

anism of con�nem ent in gauge theories [1], and as an

e�ective description oflow-dim ensional,correlated,elec-

troniccondensed m attersystem s,likespin system s[2,3],

orhigh-Tc superconductors[4]. W hile the com pactfor-

m ulation ofQ ED 3 appearstobem oresuitableforstudy-

ing them echanism ofcon�nem ent,both com pact[5]and

noncom pactform ulationsarisein condensed m attersys-

tem s. O ur paper aim s to elucidate som e aspects ofthe

relationship between thesetwo form ulationsofQ ED 3 on

the lattice.

Polyakovshowed thatcom pactQ ED 3 withoutferm ion

degrees offreedom is always con�ning [1]. Any pair of

testelectric charge and anti-charge iscon�ned by a lin-

earpotential,asan e�ect ofproliferation ofinstantons,

which are m agnetic m onopole solutionsin three dim en-

sions. The plasm a ofsuch m onopolesiswhatisrespon-

sible forcon�nem entofelectrically charged particles. If

com pact Q ED 3 is coupled to m atter �elds it has been

argued [6]thattheinteraction between m onopolescould

turn from 1=x to � ln(x) at large distances x,so that

the decon�ned phase m ay becom e stable at low tem -

perature. The issue ofthe existence ofa con�nem ent-

decon�nem enttransition in Q ED 3 atT = 0 isstillcon-

troversial, as it has also been proposed that com pact

Q ED 3 with m assless ferm ions is always in the con�ned

phase [7,8];also,in the lim itoflarge 
avornum ber,it
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hasbeen argued thatm onopolesshould notplay any role

in thecon�nem entm echanism [9].At�nitetem perature,

parityinvariantQ ED 3 coupled with ferm ionicm atterun-

dergoesa Berezinsky-K osterlitz-Thoulesstransition to a

decon�ned phase[10].

The issue ofcharge con�nem entin 2+ 1 dim ensional

gauge m odels com es out to be relevant in the context

ofquantum phase transitions,as well. Indeed,recently

ithasbeen proposed that phenom ena sim ilarto decon-

�nem entin high energy physicsm ightappearin planar

correlated system s,driven to a quantum (that is,zero-

tem perature)phasetransition between an antiferrom ag-

netically ordered (Ne�el)phase,and aphasewith noorder

by continuoussym m etry breaking [2,3].The m ostsuit-

ablecandidatefora theoreticaldescription ofthesystem

near the quantum criticalpoint is a planar gauge the-

ory,either with Ferm ionic m atter [2],or with Bosonic

m atter[3].

At�nite T noncom pactQ ED 3 com esaboutto be rel-

evant in the analysis of the pseudo gap phase [11] of

cuprates. This phase arises from the fact that, upon

doping thecuprate,a gap opensatsom etem peratureT ?

which is quite larger than the criticaltem perature TC

for the onset ofsuperconductivity. Both tem peratures

T ? and TC aredoping dependentquantitiesand thegap

is strongly dependent upon the direction in m om entum

space,sinceitexhibitsd-wavesym m etry [12].

In Fig. 1 we report the phase diagram of high-Tc
cuprates. For sm all-x phase is characterized [13]by an

insulating antiferrom agnet (AF); by increasing x, this

phase evolves into a spin density wave (SDW ),that is

a weak antiferrom agnet. The pseudo gap phase is lo-

cated between thisphase and the d-wave superconduct-

ing (dSC)one.

Thee�ectivetheory ofthepseudo gap phase[11]turns

outto be Q ED 3 [4,14,15],with spatialanisotropiesin

thecovariantderivatives,thatiswith di�erentvaluesfor

theFerm iand theG ap velocities[13],and with Ferm ionic
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m atter given by spin-1=2 chargeless excitations of the

superconducting state (spinons). These excitations are

m inim ally coupled to a m asslessgauge�eld,which arises

from the 
uctuating topologicaldefectsin thesupercon-

ducting phase. The SDW order param eter is identi�ed

with the order param eter for chiralsym m etry breaking

(CSB)in thegaugetheory,thatis,h�  i[15].Therecan

be two possibilities;ifh�  i is di�erent from zero,then

the d-wave superconducting phase is connected to the

spin density wave one (see Fig.1 case b);otherwise the

two phases are separated at T = 0 by the pseudo gap

phase(see Fig.1 casea).

Con�nem ent and chiralsym m etry breaking go essen-

tially together as strong coupling phenom ena in gauge

theories; while con�nem ent is an observed property of

thestrong interactionsand itisan unproven,butwidely

believed feature of non-abelian gauge theories in four

space-tim e dim ensions,chiralsym m etry is only an ap-

proxim atesym m etry ofparticlephysics,sincetheup and

down quarksare lightbut notm assless. Centralto our

understanding ofCSB isthe existence ofa criticalcou-

pling: when ferm ions have a su�ciently strong attrac-

tive interaction there isa pairing instability and the en-

suing condensate breakssom e ofthe 
avorsym m etries,

generate quark m asses,and represents chiralsym m etry

in the Nam bu-G oldstone m ode [16, 17]. The issue of

a criticalcoupling has been widely investigated in 2+ 1

dim ensionalgauge theories [18,19,20]. Typically,the

dim ensionless expansion param eter is 1=N f. Using the

Schwinger-Dyson equations[18]ora currentalgebra ap-

proach [21]forQ ED 3 and Q CD 3 one �ndsthatthere is

a criticalnum berof
avors,N f;c,such thatonly forN f

lesserthan N f;c chiralsym m etry isbroken;forN f bigger

than N f;c chirality isunbroken and quarksrem ain m ass-

less.ForQ ED 3 thisresulthasbeen the subjectofsom e

debate[18,19,22,23,24,25,26];thereare,however,nu-

m ericalsim ulations[27,28,29]ofQ ED 3,which �nd an

N f;c rem arkably closeto theresultsreported in Ref.[18].

Even iffar from the scaling regim e,strong coupling

gaugetheorieson thelatticeprovideinteresting clueson

theissueofCSB.In fact,onecan show that,in thestrong

coupling lim it,a Ham iltonian with N c colorsofferm ions

and N f=2 lattice 
avors ofstaggered ferm ions is e�ec-

tively a U (N f=2) quantum antiferrom agnetwith repre-

sentationsdeterm ined by N c and N f [30]. CSB is then

associated [30]eithertotheform ation ofaU (1)com m en-

surate charge density wave orofa SU (N f=2)spin den-

sity wave,i.e.to the form ation ofNe�elorder.Q uantum

antiferrom agnetswith the representationsconsidered in

Ref.[30]have been analyzed in Ref.[31]where it was

found that,forsm allenough N f,the ground state isor-

dered.Also,when N f isincreased thereisaphasetransi-

tion,forN f � N c,to a disordered state.In thispicture,

the largeN c lim itisthe classicallim itwhere Ne�elorder

isfavored and thesm allN c and largeN f lim itarewhere


uctuations are large and disordered ground states are

favored.

W e shallnottry to ascertain in thispaperthe critical
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FIG .1:Phase diagram in the (x;T)plane [14];here x repre-

sentsthe doping and T the tem perature.

num berof
avoursN f;c. Here,we shallanalyze the re-

lationship between m onopole density and ferm ion m ass

and com pare the results obtained for the com pact and

noncom pactlattice form ulation ofthisgauge m odel. In

particular,werevisittheanalysisofFiebigand W oloshyn

ofRefs.[32,33],wherethedynam icequivalencebetween

the two form ulations of(isotropic) Q ED 3 is claim ed to

bevalid in the�nitelatticeregim e.In thispaperweshall

extend thecom parison to thecontinuum lim it,following

the sam e approach asin Refs.[32,33]: nam ely we shall

analyzethe behaviorofthe chiralcondensateand ofthe

m onopoledensity asthe continuum lim itisreached.

In Section IIwedescribethe m odeland itsproperties

both in thecontinuum and on thelattice.M oreover,the

m ethod for detecting m onopoles on the lattice is illus-

trated.

In Section IIIa description ofboth com pactand non-

com pactform ulationsofQ ED 3 isgiven.

In Section IV we presentournum ericalresultforthe

chiralcondensateand them onopoledensity in theregion

in which the continuum lim itisreached.Then,wecom -

pare ourresultswith those ofFiebig and W oloshyn [32,

33].

Section V isdevoted to conclusions.

II. T H E M O D EL A N D IT S P R O P ER T IES

The continuum Lagrangian density describing Q ED 3

isgiven in M inkowskim etric [34]by

L = �
1

4
F
2

�� +  iiD �

�
 i� m 0 i i ; (1)

where D � = @� � ieA �, F�� is the �eld strength and

theferm ions i (i= 1;:::;N f)are4-com ponentspinors.

Since Q ED 3 is a super-renorm alizable theory,dim [e]=
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+ 1=2,the coupling does not display any energy depen-

dence.O nem ay de�ne three4� 4 Dirac m atrices



0 =

�

�3 0

0 � �3

�

; 

1 =

�

i�1 0

0 � i�1

�

;



2 =

�

i�2 0

0 � i�2

�

; (2)

and two m ore m atrices anticom m uting with them :

nam ely



3 = i

�

0 1

1 0

�

; 

5 = i

�

0 1

� 1 0

�

: (3)

Them asslesstheory willthereforebeinvariantunderthe

chiraltransform ations

 ! e
i�


3

 ;  ! e
i�


5

 : (4)

Ifone writesa 4-com ponentspinoras =

�

 1

 2

�

;the

m assterm becom es

m   = m  
y

1
�3 1 � m  

y

2
�3 2 :

Sincein threedim ensionstheparitytransform ation reads

 1(x0;x1;x2) ! �1 2(x0;� x1;x2);

 2(x0;x1;x2) ! �1 1(x0;� x1;x2); (5)

then m   isparity conserving.

The lattice Euclidean action [28,35]using staggered

ferm ion �elds�;�,isgiven by

S = SG +

N
X

i= 1

X

n;m

�i(n)M n;m �i(m ); (6)

whereSG isthegauge�eld action and theferm ion m atrix

isgiven by

M n;m [U ] (7)

=
P

�= 1;2;3

�� (n)

2

�

[U�(n)]�m ;n+ �̂ � [U y
�(m )]�m ;n��̂

	

:

The action (6)allowsto sim ulate N = 1;2 
avoursof

staggered ferm ions corresponding to N f = 2;4 
avours

of4-com ponentferm ions  [36]. SG is di�erent for the

com pactand noncom pactform ulation ofQ ED 3.

Forthe com pactform ulation onehas

SG [U ]= �
X

n;�< �

�

1�
1

2

�

U��(n)+ U
y
��(n)

�
�

; (8)

where U��(n) is the \plaquette variable" and � =

1=(e2a),a being thelatticespacing.Instead,in thenon-

com pactform ulation onehas

SG [�]=
�

2

X

n;�< �

F��(n)F��(n); (9)

where

F��(n)= f��(n + �̂)� ��(n)g� f��(n + �̂)� ��(n)g

(10)

and ��(n) is the phase ofthe \link variable" U�(n) =

ei� � (n),related to gauge�eld by ��(n)= aeA �(n).

M onopolesaredetected in thelatticeusingthem ethod

given by DeG rand and Toussaint[37]:duetotheG auss’s

law, the total m agnetic 
ux em anating from a closed

surface allows to determ ine if the surface encloses a

m onopole.Them onopoledensityisde�ned byhalfofthe

totalnum berofm onopolesand antim onopolesdivided by

thenum berofelem entary cubesin thelattice.W eapply

thisde�nition forboth thecom pactand thenoncom pact

form ulationsofthetheory,although som ecaution should

be used in thisrespect. Indeed,m onopolesare classical

solutionsofthetheorywith �niteaction onlyforcom pact

Q ED 3,where they areknown to play a relevantrole.In

the noncom pactform ulation ofQ ED 3 they are notclas-

sicalsolutions,butthey could givea contribution to the

Feynm an path integralowingto theperiodicstructureof

the ferm ionicsector[38].

III. C O M PA C T V ER SU S N O N C O M PA C T

FO R M U LA T IO N

In order to investigate the onset of the continuum

physics,itisconvenientto considera dim ensionlessob-

servableand to evaluateitfrom thelatticeforincreasing

� untilitreachesa plateau. Such an observable can be

taken to be �2h��i,which is expected to becom e con-

stantin the continuum (� ! 1 )lim it[27,39]. Num er-

icalsim ulations show two regim es: for � larger than a

certain value,the theory is in the continuum lim it (
at

dependenceofadim ensionlessobservablefrom �),other-

wise the system isin a phase with �nite lattice spacing.

In the form er regim e, the theory describes continuum

physics,in the latterone itisappropriate to describe a

latticecondensed-m atter-likesystem .

There are a couple ofpapersby Fiebig and W oloshyn

in which thetwo form ulationsarecom pared in the�nite

latticeregim e[32,33].In thesepapersthe�-dependence

ofthechiralcondensateand ofthem onopoledensity for

lattice Q ED 3 with N f = 0 and N f = 2 are analyzed for

both com pactand noncom pactform ulationsin the�nite

latticeregim e.

Itisshown therethat,when h��iisplotted versusthe

m onopole density �m ,data points for both theoriesfall

on thesam ecurveto a good approxim ation (seeFig.2).

This led the authors ofRefs.[32,33]to the conclusion

thatthe physicsofthe chiralsym m etry breaking is the

sam ein the two theories.

O urprogram isto study ifthe conclusion reached by

Fiebig and W oloshyn can be extended to the continuum

lim it,bylookingatthesam eobservablestheyconsidered:

nam ely the chiralcondensateand the m onopoledensity.
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FIG .2: Correlation between h��i and �m for the com pact

(circles)and thenoncom pact(boxes)theoriesforN f = 2 and

8
3
lattice according to Ref.[33].

IV . N U M ER IC A L R ESU LT S

SinceQ ED 3 isa super-renorm alizabletheory,thecou-

pling constantdoesnotdisplay any lattice space depen-

dence. The continuum lim it is approached by m erely

sending � = 1=(e2a)to in�nity.In thislim itallphysical

quantities can be expressed in units ofthe scale set by

the coupling e.Therefore,itisnaturalto work in term s

ofdim ensionless variables such as �m ,L=� or �2h��i,

which depend on e (L isthe lattice size).

The signaturethatthe continuum lim itisapproached

isthatdatataken atdi�erent� should overlapon asingle

curvewhen plotted in dim ensionlessunits[28].

In practice,num ericalresultswillnotdescribethecor-

rect physics ofthe system even in the continuum lim it

because of �nite volum e e�ects which are particularly

signi�cantin ourcase,due to the presenceofa m assless

particle,the photon. In principle one should get rid of

these e�ectsby taking L=� ! 1 .In practice,thisratio

istaken to be large,but�nite. In Ref.[40]the authors

conclude thatin orderto �nd chiralsym m etry breaking

forN f = 2 atleasta ratio L=� � 5� 103 isrequired.In

our sim ulations the largest value for the L=� ratio has

been 20.

O ur M onte Carlo sim ulation code was based on the

hybrid updating algorithm ,with a m icrocanonicaltim e

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
ρ

m

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

<χ
χ>

lattice 8
3

stat. 10
5

N
f
=2

noncompact
compact

FIG .3:Asin Fig.2,according to ourresults.

step set to dt = 0:02. W e sim ulated one 
avour of

staggered ferm ions corresponding to two 
avours of4-

com ponent ferm ions. M ost sim ulations were perform ed

on a 123 lattice,forbare quark m assranging in the in-

tervalam = 0:01� 0:05. W e m ade refreshm ents ofthe

gauge (pseudoferm ion) �elds every 7 (13) steps of the

m oleculardynam ics. In orderto reduce autocorrelation

e�ects,\m easurem ents"weretaken every 50 steps.Data

were analyzed by the jackknife m ethod com bined with

binning.
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5
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FIG .4:�
2
h��iversus�m in the com pactform ulation.

As a �rst step, we have reproduced the results by

Fiebig and W oloshyn which areshown in Fig.2.W e�nd

thatalso in ourcase data points from the two form ula-

tionsnicely overlap(seeFig.3).Itshould benoticed that

data ofFig.2 were obtained using a linear�twith two

m asses(am = 0.025,0.05)whilstthoseofFig.3havebeen

obtained by a quadratic �twith fourm asses(am = 0.02,

0.03,0.04,0.05),neverthelessthe conclusion isthe sam e

in both cases.W ehaveveri�ed thatifweperform alinear

�ton the subsetofourdata with m assesam = 0.02 and

0.05 and on the subsetwith m assesam = 0.03 and 0.05,

ourresultsnicely com parewith thoseplotted in Fig.2.
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Then, in Fig. 4 we plot data for �2h��i obtained

in the com pact form ulation versus �m . W e restrict

our attention to the subset of� values for which data

points fallapproxim ately on the sam e curve,which in

thepresentcasem eans� = 1:9;2:0;2:1,correspondingto

L=� = 6:31;6:00;5:71. A linear�t ofthese data points

gives �2/d.o.f. ’ 8:4 and the extrapolated value for

�m ! 0 turnsoutto be �2h��i= (1:54� 0:25)� 10�3 .

Restricting the sam ple to the data at � = 2:1, the

�2=d.o.f. lowers to ’ 1:3 and the extrapolated value

becom es �2h��i = (0:94 � 0:28)� 10�3 ,thus showing

that there is a strong instability in the determ ination

of the chiral lim it. If instead a quadratic �t is used

for the points obtained with � = 1:9;2:0;2:1, we get

�2h��i = (0:91 � 0:45)� 10�3 with �2/d.o.f. ’ 8:7.

O wing to thelargeuncertainty,thisdeterm ination turns

outto be com patiblewith both the previousones.

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
βm

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06
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0.08

β2
<χ

χ>
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β=0.75

β=0.8

β=0.9

lattice 12
3

N
f
=2

stat. 7.4x10
4
-1.0x10

5

noncompact form.

FIG .5:�2h��iversus�m in the noncom pactform ulation.

In Fig.5 weplotdata for�2h��iobtained in thenon-

com pact form ulation versus �m . Following the sam e

strategy outlined before,we restrictour analysisto the

data obtained with � = 0:7;0:75;0:8,which correspond

to L=� = 17:14;16;15.

Ifweconsideralinear�tofthesedata and extrapolate

to �m ! 0,we get�2h��i= (0:45� 0:03)� 10�3 with

�2/d.o.f. ’ 17. Perform ing the �t only on the data

obtained with � = 0:8,for which a linear �t gives the

best �2=d.o.f. value ’ 16,we obtain the extrapolated

value �2h��i = (0:66 � 0:07)� 10�3 . Therefore,also

in the noncom pactform ulation the chiralextrapolation

resultingfrom alinear�tislargelyunstable.A quadratic

�tin thiscasegivesinstead a negativevaluefor�2h��i.

The com parison ofthe extrapolated value for�2h��i

in thetwo form ulationsisdi�cultowing to theinstabili-

tiesofthe�tsand to thelow reliability ofthelinear�ts,

as suggested by the large values ofthe �2=d.o.f. Tak-

ing an optim istic point ofview,one could say that the

extrapolated �2h��ifor� = 2:1 in thecom pactform ula-

tion iscom patible with the extrapolated value obtained

in the noncom pactform ulation for� = 0:8.

It is worth m entioning that our results in the non-

com pactform ulation are consistentwith known results:

indeed, if we carry out a linear �t of the data for

� = 0:6;0:7;0:8 and am = 0.02,0.03,0.04,0.05 and ex-

trapolate,we get �2h��i = (1:30 � 0:07)� 10�3 with

an adm ittedly large �2=d.o.f. ’ 20,but very m uch in

agreem entwith the value�2h��i= (1:40� 0:16)� 10�3

obtained in Ref.[35].

W estressagain thatourresultsareplagued by strong

�nitevolum ee�ects,thereforeourconclusionson theex-

trapolated values of�2h��i are signi�cant only in the

com pact versus noncom pact com parison we are inter-

ested in. W e do not even try to draw any conclusion

from ourdata on the criticalnum berofthe
avours.As

a m atteroffacta recentpaper[28]showsthat,ife�ects

arecarefully m onitored and largelattices,up to 503,are

used,itispossible to establish that�2h��i� 5� 10�5 .

For the com parison between com pact and noncom pact

Q ED 3 itispertinentto carry outthenum ericalanalysis

with an (approxim ately)constantvalueoftheratio L=�.

This condition is indeed veri�ed even if we perform ed

sim ulationson latticeswith �xed (L = 12)size,sincethe

rangeofallowed valuesfor� correspondingtothecontin-

uum lim itisnarrow (� = 1:8� 2:2 in the com pactcase,

� = 0:6� 0:9 in the noncom pact case). Finite volum e

e�ectsplay a \second order" rolein ourwork,sincethey

probably only a�ecttheextension ofthecontinuum lim it

window of� values.

0.000 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.005
ρ

m

0.0e+00
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1.5e-03
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N
f
=2

compact

noncompact

FIG .6: h��i versus �m in both the com pact and the non-

com pactform ulationson a 12
3
lattice.

In Fig.6 we plot h��i versus the m onopole density

�m .Di�erently from Figs.2-3,itisnotevidentwith the

presentresultsthatthe two form ulationsare equivalent

alsoin thecontinuum lim it,although such an equivalence

cannotyetbe excluded.

In Fig.7 weplotagain h��iversusthem onopoleden-

sity �m ,butnow on a 323 lattice.In thiscasethe chiral

condensate is extrapolated to zero m ass by a quadratic

�t.In spiteofthenegativevaluetaken by h��iforlarge

�,in thiscasedata forboth form ulationsseem to fallon
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3
lattice.

the sam ecurve.

0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.12
βm

0e+00

2e-03

4e-03

6e-03

8e-03

1e-02

1e-02

1e-02

β3
ρ m

β=1.8

β=1.9

β=2.0

β=2.1

β=2.2

lattice 12
3

N
f
=2

stat. 1.05x10
5
-1.33x10

5

compact form.

FIG .8:�3�m versus�m in the com pactform ulation.

In Fig.8 and Fig.9 we plot �3�m versus�m for the

two form ulations;the form er quantity is dim ensionless,

therefore,in analogy with the previouscases,we expect

that data at di�erent � values should fallon a single

curvein thecontinuum lim it.O urresultsshow thatthis

isnotthe case,thissuggesting thatthe continuum lim it

hasnotbeen reached forthe m onopoledensity.

Sim ulationson the323 latticegivepracticallythesam e

resultsfor �3�m ,indicating that this observable,unlike

�2h��i,isvolum eindependent.

Itisim portanttoobserve,however,thatthem onopole

density is independent ofthe ferm ion m ass. Since the

m echanism ofcon�nem ent in the theory with in�nitely

m assive ferm ions, i.e. in the pure gauge theory, is

based on m onopoles and since the m onopole density is

not a�ected by the ferm ion m ass, we m ay conjecture

that this sam e m echanism holds also in the chiral

lim it. This supports the argum ents by Herbut about

thecon�nem entin thepresenceofm asslessferm ion [7,8].

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
βm

4.0e-04

6.0e-04

8.0e-04

1.0e-03

1.2e-03
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ρ m
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β=0.8
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3

N
f
=2

stat. 7.4x10
4
-1.0x10

5

noncompact form.

FIG .9:�
3
�m versus�m in the noncom pactform ulation.

V . C O N C LU SIO N S

In thispaperwe have com pared the com pactand the

noncom pactform ulationsofQ ED 3 by looking atthebe-

haviorofthechiralcondensateand them onopoledensity.

Num ericalresultsfor�2h��iarecom patiblewith those

obtained by othergroups,although itisstillquestionable

ifthecontinuum lim ithasbeen reached and ifthechiral

lim itisstable. The biggestdi�culty forthisobservable

isthatthechiralextrapolation isrough when a linear�t

isperform ed,butgivesa negative value when instead a

quadratic�tisconsidered.M assivecalculationson larger

lattices are needed to further reduce the �nite volum e

e�ectsand to stabilizethe chirallim it.

As far as m onopoles are concerned, they appear in

sm allerand sm allernum bersforlarge�,thism aking the

determ ination of the continuum lim it for �3�m rather

problem atic. O ur results show, however,a very weak

volum edependence.

W e have analyzed also the relationship between the

m onopoledensity and theferm ion m ass,both in com pact

and noncom pactQ ED 3.Theweak dependenceobserved

leads us to conclude that the Polyakov m echanism for

con�nem entholdsnotonly in thepuregaugetheory,but

also in presenceofm asslessferm ions.

Finally,we note that,although the chiralcondensate

and m onopole density approach the continuum lim it in

two di�erent ranges of�,the analysis �a la \Fiebig and

W oloshin" does not allow to exclude the equivalence

ofthe com pact and noncom pact lattice form ulations of

Q ED 3.
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