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Based on an analogy between F luid M echanics and E lectrom agnetism , we clain that the gauge
conditions of C Jassical E lectrom agnetism are not equivalent contrary to the comm on belief. T hese
"gauges" are usually considered asm athem atical conditions that one m ust specify in order to solve
any electrom agnetic problem . H ere, the author show s that these conditions are physical constraints
which can be interpreted as electrom agnetic continuiy equations. A s a consequence, light cannot
be considered as a pure transverse wave in vacuum from the point of view of the potentials. W e
discuss the (lack of) m eaning of gauge transform ations.

PACS num bers: 03.50 D e C lassical electrom agnetism , M axw ell equations.

INTRODUCTION

In C lassical E lectrom agnetiam , the generalized m o—
mentum p of a particle with mass m and charge g
moving at a velocity v in a vector potential A is i}:] :
P = mv+ A .Hence, the vector potential can be seen
as the electrom agnetic In pulsion (per unit of charge) of
the eld.For exam ple, induction phenom ena are due to
the transfer of m om entum from the eld to the charge
via the vector potential. Sim ply speaking, the vector po—
tential is a kind of velocity up to a factor g/m . There
is a long history ofpapers (ig, -'_3] and references therein)
and ofbooks which advocate forcefully a physical inter—
pretation to the vector potential (Eﬁ, .5, :_é, -'j] and refer-
ences therein). O ne can de ne the vector potential at a
point M as the m echanical in pulsion that an extemal
operatorm ust fimish to a unit charge in order to bring
it from In nity Where the vector potential vanishes far
from the currents) to the point M . T he generalized en—
ergy ofthe sam e particle in a scalar potentialV is :_ﬂ] :

= m =2+ ¢V .Hence, the scalar potential can be seen
as the potential energy (oer uni of charge) ofthe eld.
Forexam ple, an electron is accelerated in an electron gun
and its gained energy per uni charge is the scalar poten—
tial. O foourse, the potentialsare de ned up to a constant
and the experim entalist setsby convention the scalarpo-
tential of a plate in the electron gun to zero for nstance.
Sin ilarly, one can de ne the scalar potential at a point
M as the m echanical energy that an extemal operator
must fumish to a unit charge in order to bring it from
In niy Where the scalarpotential vanishes far from the
charges) to the point M .

Usually, In order to solve a problm in E lectrom ag—
netian , one must specify what is called a gauge, that
is a supplem entary condition which is infected in the
M axwell equations expressed in function of the electro-
m agnetic potentials. Two gauge conditions were intro-

duced in Classical Electromagnetisn [i] :r A = 0
w hich isthe Coulom b gauge, used for exam ple In m agne—
tostatics,and :r A + 1=£@.V = 0 which jsthzge Lorenz
gauge.Here, ¢, isthe velocity of light 'gj] g, = =950
where ( and ( are respectively the pem eability and the
pem ittivity of the vacuum . It is common to say that
these gauge conditions are m athem atical conveniences
that lead to the sam e detem nation of the electrom ag—
netic eld. In this context, the choice ofa speci ¢ gauge
ism otivated from its conveniences in calculations!

W e would like to underline that these gaugesm ay not
be equivalent :

{ From them athem aticalpoint ofview ,the Coulomb
gauge is the approxin ation of the Lorenz gauge in
the stationary case -which isa wellknown result —
but also when the velocity of light is taken to be
In nite Wwhat this paper w ill dem onstrate...).

{ From the physical point of view , the gauges can
be seen aselectrom agnetic continuity equations.To
understand this Jast point, one can use the follow ing
analogy w ith hydrodynam ics.

THE ANALOGUE PROOF OF THE
NON-EQUIVALENCE BETW EEN THE GAUGE
CONDITION S

In order to solve a problem In uid m echanics, one
must specify a physical constraint which tells us if the
uld ow is com pressble or not. The incom pressbility
constraint reads f_g] b u = 0 whereas the com press—
ijthyoonst_tajntjsi_g]:r u+ 1=0 = 0 where
De= @ ()+ @ r)() isthe so<called total derivative, u
is the velocity ofa uid particle and its density. If the
ow isnot stationary and if one considers acoustic w aves
which are perturbations of the pressure, the density and
the velocity of the uid around a basic state (subscript
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O)p=Po+ P, = ot and u = 0+ u, one can
e'va]uate 1ig1e ve]ocji:prﬂﬂnd by the ollow ng form ula
E] ts = (@p=@ = 1= where isthe com pressbil-
ity ofthe uid.The com pressibility constraint becom es :
r u+ 1=8 ( p= o) = 0 which hasa m equivalnt
to the Lorenz gauge. If the velocity of sound tends to in—

nity, one recovers the ncom pressibility constraint. T he
new resul is that the Coulomb gauge would In ply that
the velocity of light tends to in nity in a tin e dependent
problem when propagation isabsent as in hydrodynam ics
EJI]. M oreover, if the ow is stationary, the com pressbil-
ity constraint reduces to the incom pressibility constraint
which is analogous to the Coulom b gauge.

THE EXPERIM ENTAL PROOF OF THE
NON-EQUIVALENCE BETW EEN THE GAUGE
CONDITION S

Now, one can read In every textbooks of electrom ag—
netian that we can describe propagation of potential
w aves in either the C oulom b or the Lorenz gauge because
In any case the propagation ofthe electrom agnetic w aves
rem ains unchanged... W e will show that the Coulomb
constraint cannot describe propagation at nite goeed
but instantaneous propagation in a coaxialcable.

W hat does i mean experim entally that a quantity
propagates instantaneously ? In agine the follow ng ex—
perin ent. Let's take a coaxialcable. O ne can relate it to
a function generator which delivers for nstance a scalar
potential pulse of whatever shape : square, trangular...
E xperim entally, the scalar potential seem s to propagate
Instantaneously in a short coaxialcable ofonem eter long.
W e are in the so—called quasistatic 1im it w here quantities
are tin edependent but do not propagate w ith the help
of the analogy, one understand that we should use the
Coulomb constraint). E xperim entally, the scalar poten—
tial does not propagate instantaneously n a long coaxial
cable of one hundred m eter long because we are able to
detect w ith an oscilloscope a tin e delay introduced by the

nite speed propagation ofa pulse of scalar potentialbe-
tw een the entry and the exit ofthe cable. T his last exper—
In ental fact is In contradiction w ith the assertion thatwe
can use Coulom b gauge to describe propagation because
the scalar potential is solution of a Laplace equation in
this gauge that is, it m ust propagate instantaneously il;'].
From the analogy, one conclides that we should use the
Lorenz constraint to describe propagation and not the
Coulomb constraint. O f course, one also uses Coulom b
constraint in the tim e-independent case. A close look to
the range of validiy of the so—called quasistationary ap—
proxim ation (g, is in nite) pem is to understand that
there is no contradiction w ith the above statem ent con—
ceming the fact that the potentials and the elds can or
can not propagate depending on the problem ...

To conclude this part, w hatever the potentials are un-

determm ined or not, the so—called gauges conditions seem
to be physical constraints which would tell us if the ve-
locity of light is a relevant param eterornot (that is nie
or not) and not m athem atical conditions to x the po—
tentials. Indeed, depending on what type of phenom ena
you are studying, som e in ply that the velocity of light is

nite and som e other do not. M ore precisely, is there a
consistent galilean electrom agnetian (o, isn nite) coex—
isting w ith a relativistic electrom agnetiam (¢, is nie) ?
T his question was addressed and answered for the elds
by Levy-Leblond & Le Bellac [I(] and i was revisited
recently by Holland & Brown f_f-]_:] O ur paper extends
these last works for the gauge conditions.

THE MATHEMATICALPROOF OF THE
NON-EQUIVALENCE BETW EEN THE GAUGE
CONDITION S

A's a m atter of fact, Levy-Leblond & Le Bellac have
show n that the full set 0ofM axwellequationshastwowell
de ned galilean lim its which they called the m agnetic
Iim i (used forexam ple n O hm ic conductorsand in M ag—
netohydrodynam ics (li’é, :_L-j]) : also called the m agneto—
quasistatic approxin ation) and the electric Im it (used
for exam ple in dielectrics and in E lectrohydrodynam ics
(t_l-i_*i, :_l-é_i', :_lif:]) : also called the electro-quasistatic approx-—
In ation). The two lim its are obtained by taking the ve-
locity of light as in nite. Contrary to m echanics which
allow s only one galilean lim i, the two lim ﬂ;s of electro-
m agnetiam com e from the fact that ¢ = 1= o o can
tend to In nity ifeither ( or ( tendsto zero separately.
For exam ple, the m agnetic 1im it is the result of kegping

o constant during the process whilk ( tends to zero.

M oreover, Levy-Leblond & Le Bellac have derived the
galilkan transfom ations for the potentials [_l-(_]'] In the
magnetic Iim it (U << ¢ andV << ¢ A J, they read :
A = A andV =V uA whereas in the electric
Imit W<< ¢ andV >> g A) :A = A u=CﬁV
and V. = V.Now, if we apply the lin ting process
used by these authors @ << ¢ and V << ¢ A jor
V >> ¢ A J to the Lorenz gauge which, we know , is
Lorentz invariant (g, is nite), we nd that the Lorenz
gauge resum es to the Coulomb gauge In the m agnetic
Iim i and that the Lorenz gauge ram ains the sam e in the
electric lim it. T he Lorenz (C oulom b) gauge isnow covari-
ant w ith respect to the "electric" ("m agnetic") transfor-
m ations ofthe potentials. T he C oulom b gauge is the only
possible constraint that we can apply when we dealw ith
O hm ic conductors or In M agnetohydrodynam ics that is
w ithin the range of the m agnetic lin . The Coulomb
gauge cannot apply In the electric Iim it aswellas In rel-
ativistic electrom agnetisn which was not recognized be-
fore. The i portant point is that the Coulom b gauge is
obtained m athem atically by a lin ing process from the
Lorenz gauge and isnot lndependent ofthe Lorenz gauge.




W e clarly state that i is hence forbidden to plunge
the Coulom b gauge which is galilean into the full set of
M axw ellequationsw hich are relativistic contrary to what
is stated in alm ost all the textbooks. T he Lorenz gauge
describes both relativistic electrom agnetism and galilean
electrom agnetism w ithin the electric lim it and it cannot
apply n the m agnetic 1im it.

O nce again, the analogy can help us to grasp the un—
derlying physics. If a ow is said to be Incom pressble,
the velocity of sound is considered to be in nite. M ore
precisely, the com pressbility of the uid tends to zero
while the density is kept constant. M oreover, we char-
acterized usually m edia where waves propagate by using
the concept of in pedance which for an acoustic wave is
Zs= oG and fora light wave isZy = (g .Hence, o
isthe analogue of (.Now,we can rem ark easily that the
m agnetic lim it is the analogue of an incom pressble ow
while there is no m echanical counterpart for the elec—
tric lim i. O ne understands why the Coulomb gauge is
the only gauge which does apply In O hm ic conductors
w ithin the m agnetic lim it which are analogousto N ew to—
nian uids In Incom pressble ow Er_?.]. Recently, Brown &
Holland [_1-§] have shown that the Schroedinger equation
which is a galilkan equation was only coherent w ith the
use of the m agnetic lim it which explainswhy we use the
Coulom b gauge w ith this equation when dealing w ith an
electron in a vector potential.

O ne century ago, H A . Lorentz noticed that the elec—
trom agnetic eld rem ains invariant € °= E andB %= B)
under the so—called gauge transform ations f_l-z:] :A0 =
A+rfandv?®= vV @f where f (x;t) is the gauge
function . H ence, this indetermm ination isbelieved to be an
essential symm etry of C lassical E lectrom agnetism {_l-]']
W e showed that the Coulomb and Lorenz gauges were
not equivalent because they m ust be Interpreted asphys—
ical constraints that is continuity equations. So, to m ake
a gauge choice is not related to the fact of xing a spe-
cialoouplk ofpotentials. G auge conditions are com pletely
uncorrelated to the supposed indeterm ination of the po—
tentials. T he gauge choice m ust be taken w ith respect to
the type ofelectrom agnetism we study that is relativistic
or not by taking care also of the type of galilan lim it.
W hat is the m eaning of gauge transform ations? W e be—
lieved that i isonly a structuralfeature (that is linearity)
ofthe de nitionsofthepotentials from the elds.Thepo-
tentials of C lJassicalE lectrom agnetisn do have a physical
m eaning as recalled in the Introduction. Ifwe de ned the

elds from the potentials and not the contrary, the gauge
transform ations Ioose their sense.

A s a conclusion, we propose to rect gauge transfor-
m ations. G auge Invariance is preserved but in a weaker
sense : the potentials are de ned up to a constant. The
proposed reection ofgauge transform ations isnot new in
the literature : i was oreseen by L . de B roglie in the ap—
plication ofthe principle of inertia of energy in relativiy
f_l-g'].M ore recently, A .Van O osten proposed a non-gauge—

nvariant theory of electrom agnetiam based on the Ferm i
Lagrangian which is a valid altemative to the standard
approach as it m akes the sam e experin ental predictions

(La.
THE NATURE OF LIGHT

Now, we can have a closer ook to the way the prop—
agation of light is described usually. One can nd for
exam ple In The C lassical T heory of F ields by Landau &
Lifshiz é@] the follow ing description. T hanks to gauge
Invariance, one can take the Coulomb gauger A = 0
and the assum ption that the scalar potential is zero In
order to describe light propagation.A s a m atter of fact,
oneobtamns:E= @A rV= @A andB=r A.
T he vector potential (so the elds) is solution ofa prop—
agation equation.From ourpoint ofview , this derivation
ism isleading because the C oulom b gauge is not Lorentz
Invariant and we advocated in this paper that it can not
describe propagation (g, is In nie). Indeed, ifwe apply
a Helm holtz decom position to the Lorenz gauge (g, is

nite), one nds :r  Apngitudinal + 1=¢2 @&V = 0 and
Independently :r  Aransverse = 0.Themagnetic eld
i8:B =T A transverse Wih :T A pngitudinal = 0.The
electric edwrites:E = @A rV =
with : @A longitudinalt TV = 0.

Indeed, conceming the nature of light, one can wonder
if light should still be considered as a transverse wave.
A s a m atter of fact, the potentials do have a physical
m eaning in C lassicalE lectrom agnetism as recalled in the
Introduction. M oreover, we gave a physical interpreta-—
tion of the gauge and particularly of the Lorenz gauge
which implies by Fourier transform :V = ¢ Ay where
x is the direction of propagation of a plane light wave
In vacuum &k = !=c).Hence, f we can say —as usual
—that the longitudinal electric and m agnetic elds can—
clEy= @@Agooskx !'t) QyVooskx !'t)=0
and By = (r A)y = 0ObecauseV = ¢ Ay), the last
equation show s that, under the Lorenz constraint, the
vector potential has a non—zero longiudinal com ponent
which isa gradient.A spointed out by B . Leaf, the tin e~
like and longiudinal potential com ponents constitute a
Lorentz-covariant null vector which is not am enable to
boson quantization as the transverse com ponents [_2-1:] So
from the point of view of the potentials from which the

elds derive, light isnefther a transverse ora longiudinal
wave : i is a com posite wave...

O nce again, one can understand the longiudinal prop—
agation for light with the sound analogy. By Fourier
transform ation of the continuiy equation for the uid,
oneobtalns: pP= g = G Uy .O ne recalls that the propa—
gation of sound waves is vorticity—free B x = 0) and that
one gets the propagation equations by com bination of
the continuiy equation w ith the linearized N avier-Stokes
equation Ex = 0) B]:@ u+ r (p=o)= 0.The ongi

@tA transverse



tudinalpropagation for light is not in contradiction w ith
polarization experim ents which do show that light can
not be a pure longitudinalwave but that the electric eld
istransverse despite the fact that the vectorpotentialhas
a longiudinal com ponent...

T he longitudinal propagation of the potentials is also
a feature ofelectrom agnetic waves in a coaxialcable w ith
the di erence that the longitudinalvectorpotentialisnot
a gradient in this case fj., :_f;i‘] T he unconvinced reader
could argue that all the results regarding light can be de-
rived w thout any reference to the potentials. Fom erly,
it is right but there is an in plicit statem ent when we use
the 11l set of M axwell equations to derive light propa—
gation that is we consider the velocity of light as nite.
That’swhy we advocated in this paper that it is equiva-
Jent to use the Lorenz gauge.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, one can understand that the gauges ex—
press electrom agnetic continuity from a physical point
ofview based on an analogy w ith hydrodynam ics. From
this analogy, we concluded that the Lorenz gauge ism ore
fundam ental, in general, than the Coulom b gauge w hich
is an approxin ation for the stationary case and for the
tin edependent case when one neglects the propagation
of electrom agnetic waves and m ore generally relativistic
phenom ena w ithin them agnetic Iim i.From thepedagog-—
icalpoint ofview , the analogy facilitates the use and un—
derstanding of the vectorial operators and allowsto nd
solutions of electrom agnetic problem m uch m ore readily
in tem s of hydrodynam ics equivalent {d].

T he author is fully aware that the conclusions of this
paper are controversialas they defy old-established opin—
Jons about the non-physical character ofthe potentialsas
well as the so-called gauge conditions. Anyway, i is the
author’'sbeliefthat E lectrom agnetisam cannot continue to
be tranam it to young generationsw ithout understanding
the fundam entals of this discipline and in particular of
the potentials which are the prim ary quantity in rela—
tivity and quantum eld theory. Let us rem Ind Jam es
Clrk M axwell's own words : fthe vector potential] is the
m athem atical quantity which can be considered as the
fundam ental quantity of the electrom agnetic theory (EI],
Vol2, p. 187). It is funny to notice that M axwell used
also the follow ing expressions : electrotonic state, elec—
trokinetic m om entum or electrom agnetic m om entum to
designate the vector potential...
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