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Covariant quantization of the electromagnetic field imposes the so-called gauge-fixing modification
on the Lagrangian density. As a result of that, the total angular momentum operator receives at least
one gauge-fixing-originated contribution, whose presence causes some confusion in the literature.
The goal of this work is to discuss in detail why such a contribution, having no classical interpretation, is actually indispensable. For this purpose, we divide canonical and Belinfante-Rosenfeld total
angular momentum operators into different components and study their commutation relations,
their role in generation of rotations of quantum fields, and their action on states from the physical
sector of the theory. Then, we examine physical matrix elements of operators having gauge-fixingrelated contributions, illustrating problems that one may encounter due to careless employment of
the resolution of identity during their evaluation. The resolution of identity, in the indefinite-metric
space of the covariantly-quantized electromagnetic field, is extensively discussed because it takes a
not-so-intuitive form if one insists on explicit projection onto states from the physical sector of the
theory. Our studies are carried out in the framework of the Gupta-Bleuler theory of the free electromagnetic field. Relevant remarks about interacting systems, described by covariantly-quantized
electrodynamics, are given.

I.

INTRODUCTION

We all know that covariantly-quantized electrodynamics has some appealing features. One is that its free-field
photon propagator has the simplest possible form, which
facilitates perturbative calculations. The other is that its
electromagnetic vector potential Aµ is manifestly Lorentz
covariant, which comes in handy when relativistic transformation properties of operators and matrix elements
involving Aµ are discussed. In addition to that, such Aµ
is local, which is important in certain rigorous studies of
quantum field theory (see e.g. Sec. 1.1 of [1] for relevant
references). These and related convenient features of the
covariant quantization framework do not come for free.
The price one has to pay for them can be seen in different
ways.
To begin, one has to accept the fact that unphysical
degrees of freedom are being introduced by the quantization procedure, scalar and longitudinal photons, critically
commented upon by Schwinger [2], Strocchi [3], and others. To make matters worse, the abnormal commutation
relation of creation and annihilation operators of scalar
photons leads to the conclusion that Aµ is defined on
the indefinite-metric space [4, 5], where vectors can have
positive, negative, or zero norm [6].
This result asks for the definition of the physicallyrelevant sector of such a space, and for this purpose one
typically assumes that matrix elements of ∂ · A vanish in
states from such a subspace. The very existence of such
a condition strikingly illustrates problems with enforcement of the Lorenz gauge on the operator level, which
can be seen as a one more complication. These rather
unwelcome features were technically addressed in early
papers of Gupta [7] and Bleuler [8], quantizing the electromagnetic field in the Feynman gauge (see [9] for the
comprehensive summary of these efforts). Those studies

were subsequently generalized to account for other covariant gauges–especially the Landau gauge–by Lautrup
[10] and Nakanishi [5] (see Sec. 18 of [5] for comments
about [10], Sec. 7 of [11] for textbook discussion of [10],
and [12] for a recent overview).
As far as this work is concerned, the main technical
complication of the covariant quantization approach is
that it modifies the Lagrangian density by adding the
so-called gauge-fixing term to it. The most elementary
reason for doing so is that it solves the problem of vanishing momentum canonically conjugate to A0 . This allows for quantization of all components of the electromagnetic vector potential, which is of key importance in
the covariant quantization framework. The gauge-fixing
modification of the Lagrangian density can be also seen
as a Lagrange multiplier, imposing the Landau gauge in
the appropriate limit (see e.g. Sec. 15.5 of [13]).
Such a procedure leads to field equations that do not
correspond to Maxwell (Maxwell-Dirac) equations in free
(interacting) systems. Interestingly, this complication
can be, in the free theory of the electromagnetic field,
rigorously linked to locality and Lorentz covariance of
Aµ (these properties are necessarily lost when Maxwell’s
equations are kept as operator identities [3, 14]).
The change of the Lagrangian density automatically
affects various observables derived from it. This remark
brings our attention to conserved quantities in general
and angular momentum, being of special interest here,
in particular. Namely, the total angular momentum operator receives at least one gauge-fixing correction, which
causes some confusion.
The confusion arises when one (i) starts from the classical theory, which neither needs nor has any gauge-fixing
modifications; (ii) derives the classical expression for total angular momentum; (iii) replaces the classical electromagnetic vector potential in it by the covariantly-
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quantized one; (iv) assumes that the resulting expression
represents the total angular momentum operator.
In general, such a procedure leads to the expression
violating some of the most basic properties expected of
the total angular momentum operator. Its failure can
be traced back to the (iii) step, which is done under the
tacit assumption that the covariant quantization can be
carried out without the gauge-fixing modification of the
Lagrangian density. This is not the case, which we have
already mentioned. To fix the above procedure, it is sufficient to alter the (i) step by working from the very beginning with the modified Lagrangian density, inevitably
introducing gauge-fixing angular momentum to the theory. The purpose of this work is to discuss in detail why
such an awkward kind of angular momentum, completely
redundant in the classical theory, is actually indispensable on the quantum level.
This can be done in the most transparent manner in
the free theory of the electromagnetic field, which we
will be exploring in the following sections (relevant remarks about the interacting fields will be also given).
Our discussion will be focused on two most popular ways
in which the (ii) step is performed: the canonical and
Belinfante-Rosenfeld decompositions.
These and other decompositions, frequently commented upon in literature [15, 16], aim at division of
the total angular momentum operator into physicallymeaningful contributions. The following question then
arises. What is the role of the gauge-fixing angular momentum operator in such considerations?
Given substantial interest in angular momentumrelated physics, it is a bit surprising that this issue is
poorly explored in the literature. For example, nothing can be found about the gauge-fixing angular momentum operator in popular review [16] and numerous other
works tacitly assuming that the gauge-fixing procedure
is absent, while at the same time intensely discussing
the division of the total angular momentum operator
into gauge-invariant components [17]. These considerations do not apply to covariantly-quantized theories, such
as the Feynman gauge one that we study, because they
are carried out irrespective of the quantization procedure
necessarily bringing the gauge-fixing angular momentum
operator to the table.
The inescapable fact of its presence, in studies assuming that the operator Aµ transforms as a genuine
4-vector, was stated in [18]. In particular, one can find
in this article interesting critical assessment of papers ignoring gauge-fixing-originated contributions to total linear and angular momentum operators. In this context,
our work comprehensively illustrates the importance of
the latter contributions, approaching the subject from a
different perspective than [18].
If one acknowledges that there are gauge-fixingoriginated contributions to various observables in a
covariantly-quantized theory, then it is of interest to
know whether they contribute to physical matrix elements (i.e. the ones computed in states from the

physically-relevant sector of the theory). This issue was
discussed in [18] for the density of the energy-momentum
tensor. It was argued there that its gauge-fixing-related
part has vanishing physical matrix elements, and then
this statement was reiterated in popular review [15].
However, the argument leading to such a conclusion relies on insertion of a complete set of physical states between field operators in the considered matrix elements
[18]. We question validity of such an argument, supporting our view by a detailed discussion of the subtle
issues associated with the resolution of identity in the
indefinite-metric space.
Before presenting the outline of this work, we mention
that the gauge-fixing modification of the Lagrangian density can be avoided when one works in the non-covariant
gauge that is effected on the operator level. For example, this is the case in the Coulomb gauge studies, if
one parameterizes the spatial part of the electromagnetic
vector potential operator so as to satisfy the divA = 0
constraint [11]. Then clearly some aspects of angular
momentum-related studies are simpler. However, the
pleasant features of the covariant quantization framework, including the ones mentioned at the beginning of
this section, are lost. This is why we believe that it is
worth to face subtleties of the covariant approach headon. Moreover, we mention that it is our opinion that
covariant gauge studies of angular momentum physics
are underrepresented in the literature, which additionally motivates us for pursuing them. Finally, it should
be said that at least some non-covariant gauges can be
also implemented by the gauge-fixing modification of the
Lagrangian density (see e.g. [19] for the Coulomb gauge
example). Its influence on the total angular momentum
operator could be presumably analyzed akin to what we
do in this work.
The outline of this paper is the following. Sec. II
briefly presents classical results on angular momentum
of the electromagnetic field from the perspective relevant
to our studies. Sec. III is devoted to quantum investigations of the canonical decomposition of the total angular momentum operator. It starts, however, with the
introduction to the Gupta-Bleuler quantization scheme,
before focusing on three components of such an operator. Their commutation relations, their role in generation of rotations of quantum fields, and their action on
states from the physical sector of the theory are extensively discussed in Secs. III A, III B, and III C, respectively. Analogical analysis is then presented in Sec. IV
for the Belinfante-Rosenfeld decomposition. Next, physical matrix elements of gauge-fixing-related operators are
discussed in Sec. V. Particular stress is placed there
upon presentation of the correct form of the resolution
of identity in the indefinite-metric space because it takes
a not-so-intuitive form if one insists on explicit projection onto states from the physical sector of the theory.
This discussion is then continued in Appendix A. The
summary of our work is given in Sec. VI.

3
II.

CLASSICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The classical Lagrangian density for the free electromagnetic field is given by
1 cl µν
Fcl ,
Lcl = − Fµν
4
cl
Fµν

∂µ Acl
ν

(1)

∂ν Acl
µ

where
=
−
and the symbol cl is used
to distinguish classical expressions from their quantum
counterparts studied in the following sections. To specify
the remaining conventions, we mention that we adopt
the Heaviside-Lorentz system of units and set ~ = c =
1. Moreover, we use the metric tensor η = diag(+ −
−−) and assume that Greek and Latin indices of tensors
take values 0, 1, 2, 3 and 1, 2, 3, respectively. The Einstein
summation convention is frequently applied to them. 3vectors are written in bold, e.g. x = (xµ ) = (x0 , x). The
Levi-Civita symbol is written as εijk , where ε123 = +1.
To obtain the canonical expression for angular momentum, one evaluates [11]
Z
1
m
0m n
0mn
Jcli = εimn d3z (ϑ0n
), (2a)
cl z − ϑcl z + δMcl
2
∂Lcl
∂ ν Aσcl − η µν Lcl ,
(2b)
ϑµν
cl =
∂(∂µ Aσcl )
δMclµνλ =

∂Lcl
(I νλ )σρ Acl
ρ,
∂(∂µ Aσcl )

(I αβ )γδ = η αγ η βδ − η αδ η βγ ,

(2c)

which is obtained from (4) after employment of EulerLagrange equations. It is used for computation of angular
momentum via
Z
1
m
0m n
J˜cli = εimn d3z (ϑ̃0n
(5)
cl z − ϑ̃cl z ).
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In the end, one arrives at the Belinfante-Rosenfeld expression [20–22]
Z
cl
J˜ = d3z z × (E cl × B cl ).
(6)
Thorough discussion of quantum equivalents of (3) and
(6) will be presented in Secs. III and IV, respectively.

III.

Upon transition to the quantum theory, the classical
vector potential Aµcl gets replaced by the operator Aµ ,
which may suggest that the total canonical angular momentum operator will be given by (3) stripped off the
symbol cl. It is actually not what is happening, which
we have already commented upon in Sec. I.
It has been also mentioned there that the theory based
solely on Lagrangian density (1) cannot be covariantly
quantized. This issue is resolved by adding the gaugefixing term to (1)

(2d)

1
1
Lcl → L = − Fµν F µν − (∂ · A)2 ,
4
2

ϑµν
cl

where
stands for the canonical energy-momentum
tensor density while δMclµνλ is the so-called spin contribution. In the end, one finds that (2) has the following
spin and orbital components
cl
J cl = J cl
spin + J orb ,
Z
J cl
d3z E cl × Acl ,
spin =
Z
j
J cl
=
d3z Ecl
(z × ∇)Ajcl ,
orb

µν
σµν
ϑ̃µν
cl = ϑcl + ∂σ χcl ,

χσµν
=
cl

[Aµ (x), Aν (y)] = 0,
[∂0 Aµ (x), Aν (y)] = iη µν δ(x − y),
[∂0 Aµ (x), ∂0 Aν (y)] = 0,

(3b)

where neither Euler-Lagrange equations nor changes of
the integrands through addition or subtraction of 3divergence terms have been employed during derivation
of (3).
A different procedure for defining angular momentum
appears when one works with the µ ↔ ν symmetric
energy-momentum tensor density [11]
(4a)


∂Lcl
∂Lcl
Acl
µν ρλ
λ
) +
(I µσ )ρλ
ρ (I
2 ∂(∂σ Acl )
∂(∂ν Aρcl )
(4b)

∂Lcl
σν ρλ
,
(I
)
−
∂(∂µ Aρcl )

(7)

which leads to the following canonical commutation relations [11]

(3a)

(3c)

QUANTUM CONSIDERATIONS:
CANONICAL EXPRESSIONS

(8a)
(8b)
(8c)

where equal times, x0 = y 0 , are assumed [23].
The vector potential operator then reads
Aµ (z) =

Z

3
d3k X ǫµ (k, σ)ckσ −ik·z
√
e
+ h.c., (9a)
(2π)3/2 σ=0
2ωk

[ckσ , c†k′ σ′ ] = −ησσ′ δ(k − k′ ),
[ckσ , ck′ σ′ ] = 0,

(9b)
(9c)

where (k µ ) = (ωk , k), ωk = |k|, and h.c. stands for the
Hermitian conjugation [24]. Moreover, the polarization
4-vectors satisfy completeness and orthonormality relations
3
X

ησσ ǫµ (k, σ)ǫν (k, σ) = η µν ,

(10)

σ=0

ǫ(k, σ) · ǫ(k, σ ′ ) = ησσ′ .

(11)
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They are chosen such that for transverse polarizations
(σ, σ ′ = 1, 2)
ǫ(k, σ) = (0, ǫ(k, σ)),
ǫ(k, σ) · ǫ(k, σ ′ ) = δσσ′ ,
ǫ(k, σ) · k = 0,

(12)
(13)
(14)

functions f ). We adopt the former definition, calling all
states from HGB physical. We will see implementation of
this terminology right below, where one more definition
will be introduced.
The hermitian operator O will be labeled as physical
when O|ψGB i ∈ HGB for all |ψGB i ∈ HGB [27]. This
requirement amounts to saying that

while for scalar (σ = 0) and longitudinal (σ = 3) ones
ǫ(k, 0) = (1, 0),
ǫ(k, 3) = (0, k/ωk ).

(15)
(16)

We also mention that Fock states, obtained via the
repeated action of creation operators c†kσ on the vacuum
state |0i, belong to the indefinite-metric space, say H
from now on. It is so because the prefactor on the righthand side of (9b) is negative for σ = σ ′ = 0.
The Lorenz gauge constraint, amounting classically to
∂ · Acl = 0, now takes the form
′
hψGB |∂ · A|ψGB
i = 0.

(17)

This holds when
′
Lk |ψGB i = Lk |ψGB
i = 0, Lk = ck3 − ck0 ,

(18)

which is supposed to happen for all 3-momenta k [25].
Such a condition follows from
r
Z
d3k
ωk
∂ · A(z) = i
Lk e−ik·z + h.c.
(19)
2
(2π)3/2
States that are annihilated by operators Lk form the
space HGB , where the subscript GB refers to Gupta and
Bleuler. The elements of HGB can be written as linear
combinations of the states
Z
|ψGB i =|ψT i + d3k f (k)L†k |ψT i
Z
(20)
+ d3k d3k ′ f (k, k′ )L†k L†k′ |ψT i + · · · ,
where f (k), f (k, k′ ), etc. are some functions and |ψT i is
either the vacuum state or the state containing physical
(transverse) photons only (Sec. 7.4 of [11]). The second,
third, and the following terms on the right-hand side of
(20) have zero norm, which can be seen by combining
(18) with
[Lk , L†k′ ] = 0.

(21)

Those states involve unphysical (scalar and longitudinal)
photons. Their collection spans the space H0 .
The physical states of the theory can be defined by
elements of either HGB or HGB /H0 . The former definition, e.g., can be found in Sec. 18 of [5] and Sec. I.5.3
of [26]. The latter is employed in [27], discussing the
concept of equivalence between those vectors from HGB ,
which differ by a zero-norm vector (|ψGB i and |ψT i from
(20) belong to the same equivalence class for any choice of

[Lk , O]|ψGB i = 0.

(22)

Having completed discussion of the covariant quantization of the electromagnetic field, we are ready for writing
down its total canonical angular momentum operator
J = J spin + J orb + J ξ ,
Z
i
Jspin
= d3z εimn Fm0 An ,
Z
i
Jorb
= d3z εimn z m Fj0 ∂n Aj ,
Z
i
Jξ = d3z εimn z m ∂ · A∂n A0 ,

(23a)
(23b)
(23c)
(23d)

which can be obtained by combining (2) with (7). The
following comments are pertinent to these expressions.
First, the time argument of J spin , J orb , and J ξ is suppressed, which should not lead to any confusion as long
as one remembers about remark [23]. We will proceed
similarly with angular momentum operators discussed in
Sec. IV.
Second, the order of operators on the right-hand sides
of (23b)–(23d) does not matter, which can be shown with
(9).
Third, we call J ξ the gauge-fixing angular momentum
operator. The subscript ξ is used as it is customarily
associated with covariant gauges. Note that such a type
of angular momentum is absent in classical studies.
Fourth, we will refer to J spin , J orb , and J ξ as angular momentum operators (the same nomenclature will be
applied to operators analyzed in Sec. IV). This is a
slight abuse of terminology as none of them possesses all
properties conventionally expected of a genuine angular
momentum operator (e.g. none of them generates rotations of quantum fields). This will be discussed in detail
in the following three subsections, where we will study
various properties of these operators, paying special attention to the role of J ξ in making J a genuine angular
momentum operator.

A.

Commutation relations

The first thing we will discuss is whether gauge-fixing
angular momentum is needed for ensuring proper commutation relations of the total canonical angular momentum operator
[J i , J j ] = iεijk J k .

(24)
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This can be investigated with the help of (8), leading
to expressions that have to be integrated by parts. They
will be handled akin to the following integrals
Z
∂
d3x d3y εimn xm f (x)g(y) n δ(x − y)
∂x
Z
(25)
3
imn m
→ − d xε
x (∂n f )g
and
Z

∂
d3x d3y f (x)g(y) n δ(x − y)
∂x
Z
→ d3x [f ∂n g − (∂n f )g]/2,

(26)

where f and g are some operators. It is a simple exercise
to argue that no boundary terms (surface integrals) are
left out in (25) and (26).
In the end, we find the following commutators [23]
[Jχi , Jχj ′ ] = iεijk Jχk δχχ′ for χ, χ′ = spin, orb, ξ,

(27)

where δχχ′ equals one for χ = χ′ and zero otherwise.
This shows that J spin , J orb , and J ξ satisfy commutation relations expected of angular momentum operators.
Therefore, with or without J ξ , (24) is satisfied.
Finally, it is worth mentioning that (27) should not be
taken for granted. This is best illustrated by the fact that
Coulomb gauge versions of operators J spin and J orb do
not satisfy such commutation relations, which came as a
surprise nearly three decades ago [28]. We also mention
that this well-known van Enk and Nienhuis result is discussed in review [16], where it is stated that spin and orbital canonical angular momentum operators of massless
photons cannot satisfy proper angular momentum-type
commutation relations. As (27) shows, such a conclusion
does not apply to the covariantly-quantized theory that
we discuss.

On the other hand, using (8), we can decompose (29)
into
i
i[Aµ (z), Jspin
] = −εimn ηmµ An ,

i
i[Aµ (z), Jorb
] = (z × ∇)i (Aµ −
i[Aµ (z), Jξi ] = η0µ (z × ∇)i A0 .

(30)
η0µ A0 ),

i[∂µ Aν (z),J i ] = (z × ∇)i ∂µ Aν

+εimn (ηnν ∂µ Am − ηmµ ∂n Aν ),

i
] = εimn ηnν ∂µ Am
i[∂µ Aν (z),Jspin

−η0µ η0ν (∇ × A)i
−ε

imn

−ε

imn

[V, Jχi ],

(28)

where χ is specified in (27), V = ∂µ Aν , Aµ , ∂ · A, and
[23] is assumed.
We start by taking V = Aµ . On the one hand, one can
show from the Lorentz-transformation properties of Aµ
that [11]
i[Aµ (z), J i ] = (z × ∇)i Aµ − εimn ηmµ An .

(29)

(34)

η0µ ηnν ∂m A0 ,

i
] = (z × ∇)i [∂µ Aν
i[∂µ Aν (z),Jorb
+η0µ η0ν (∂0 A0 − divA)
− η0µ ∂ν A0 − η0ν ∂µ A0 ]

(35)

ηmµ (∂n Aν − η0ν ∂n A0 )

+η0µ η0ν (∇ × A)i ,

+ε

We will take a closer look now at how various angular
momentum operators contribute to generation of rotations of tensor, vector, and scalar fields relevant to our
studies. So, we will investigate commutators

(33)

which can be derived in the same way as (29). We decompose it as

+ η0ν ∂µ A0 + η0µ η0ν (divA − ∂0 A0 )]

Generation of rotations

(32)

We see from these formulae that without the gauge-fixing
contribution, the total angular momentum operator does
not generate rotations of A0 . It is so because A0 would
commute with J if J would be stripped off J ξ . This observation seems to be intuitively plausible, if we take into
account the fact that A0 cannot be canonically quantized
without the gauge-fixing modification of the Lagrangian
density.
Building on these insights, it is tempting to speculate
that J ξ is only needed when rotations of fields involving A0 are considered. Such a speculation, however, is
incorrect, which we illustrate by choosing V = ∂µ Aν .
So, we are dealing now with

i[∂µ Aν (z),Jξi ] = (z × ∇)i [η0µ ∂ν A0
B.

(31)

imn

(36)

(η0µ ηnν ∂m A0 − ηmµ η0ν ∂n A0 ).

Two remarks are in order now.
First, we see from these expressions that the gaugefixing contribution is necessary for reproducing (33).
Moreover, since (36) is non-zero not only for ν = 0 but
also for ν = 1, 2, 3, the importance of J ξ , in the context of rotations of field operators, cannot be restricted
to expressions involving A0 only.
Second, we easily get from (36) that
[Fµν , Jξi ] = 0.

(37)

This shows that manifestly gauge invariant operators,
due to their sole dependence on the electromagnetic tensor Fµν , commute with J ξ .
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Finally, regarding rotations of scalar fields, we choose
V = ∂ · A expecting on general grounds that
i[∂ · A(z), J i ] = (z × ∇)i ∂ · A,

(38)

which we will use in Sec. III C. Straightforward calculations based on (34)–(36) lead to
i
i
[∂ · A, Jspin
] = [∂ · A, Jorb
] = 0,

i[∂ ·

A(z), Jξi ]

i

= (z × ∇) ∂ · A

(39)
(40)

being in agreement with (38) solely thanks to J ξ ’s presence in J . We mention in passing that vanishing of
the commutator with J orb should not be generalized to
other scalars. For example, it follows from (31) that
i
[Aµ Aµ , Jorb
] 6= 0.
C.

Physical operator property

The objective of this section is to discuss whether operators (23b)–(23d), or some of their combinations, can
be classified as physical operators according to criterion
(22).
The first step, however, is to make sure that the total
canonical angular momentum operator satisfies such a
criterion. This can be quickly verified with the help of
[Lk , J] = −i(k × ∇k )Lk ,
i

i

(∇k ) = ∂/∂k ,

(41a)
(41b)

following from (19) and (38). Combining (18) and (41),
we see that J is a physical operator. This observation
agrees with common sense understanding of what the
total angular momentum operator should be.
The questions now are the following. Can angular momentum operators J spin , J orb , and J ξ also be regarded
as physical operators? If not, can J spin + αJ ξ , and so
also J orb + (1 − α)J ξ , be proved to be physical operators
for some real α? Moreover, can J spin + J orb , superficially representing total canonical angular momentum,
be shown to be a physical operator?
To proceed, we note that by using (9) and properties
of polarization vectors (12)–(16), we get
0
i
[Lk , J ξ ]|ψGB i = e2iωk z (k × ∇k )L†−k |ψGB i,
2

2
i X
ǫ(k, σ) × k ckσ
2ωk σ=1

0
+ e2iωk z k × ǫ(−k, σ)c†−kσ |ψGB i,

[Lk ,J spin ]|ψGB i =

[Lk , J orb ]|ψGB i = −[Lk , J spin + J ξ ]|ψGB i,

(42)

(43)

(44)

where (44) has been obtained without using the aboveestablished fact that
[Lk , J]|ψGB i = 0

(45)

and |ψGB i satisfies (18). Several comments are in order
now.
First, z 0 -dependence comes from the fact that the
electromagnetic vector potential, entering definitions of
angular momentum operators (23b)–(23d), depends on
z = (z 0 , z).
Second, none of J spin , J orb , and J ξ is a physical operator
[Lk , J χ ]|ψGB i 6= 0 for χ = spin, orb, ξ.

(46)

Moreover, it is easy to see that no α leads to vanishing of
[Lk , J spin + αJ ξ ]|ψGB i = −[Lk , J orb + (1 − α)J ξ ]|ψGB i.
Third, just because (42) is non-zero, the gauge-fixing
contribution is necessary for making J a physical operator. This means that J spin + J orb is not a physical
operator in the covariantly-quantized theory. All in all,
answers to the above-mentioned questions are unfortunately negative.
It is perhaps worth to mention that the fact that operators J spin , J orb , and J ξ are gauge-variant does not
imply (46). In fact, the sum of all of them, the total
canonical angular momentum operator J, is also gaugevariant, but it satisfies (45). We mention in passing that
gauge non-invariance of J should not be surprising given
the fact that we work with the gauge-fixed theory (see
also [18]).
Finally, we note that
[Lk , Fµν ] = 0.

(47)

Therefore, manifestly gauge invariant operators, in the
sense mentioned below (37), can be labeled as physical.

IV. QUANTUM CONSIDERATIONS:
BELINFANTE-ROSENFELD EXPRESSIONS

We find by combining (2b), (4), (5), and (7) that the
covariant-gauge quantum version of Belinfante-Rosenfeld
expression (6) is
J˜ = J field + J div + J ξ ,
Z
i
Jfield
= d3z εimn z m F0j Fjn ,
Z
i
Jdiv = d3z εimn z m An ∂j F0j .

(48a)
(48b)
(48c)

Several remarks are in order now.
First, J field is called field angular momentum to underscore its dependence on the electromagnetic field. It is
given by the right-hand side of (6) stripped off the symbol
cl. It is of special interest because it is gauge invariant
unlike J spin and J orb . Moreover, there is interesting classical physics associated with it (see the discussion of the
Feynman’s disk paradox in Secs. 17-4 and 27-6 of [29]
and [30–32]).
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Second, J div , which is absent in classical considerations (Sec. II), appears here because the covariantlyquantized electric field operator satisfies the modified
Gauss’ law
divE = −∂0 (∂ · A),

(49)

where the right-hand side of (49) is non-zero due to (19).
Non-vanishing of J div , which is actually counterintuitive
in the absence of charged particles, may be also seen as a
by-product of the fact that ∂ · A = 0 cannot be imposed
on the operator level. We mention in passing that the
symbol J div refers to the fact that there is the divergence
operator in (48c).
Third, densities of the canonical and BelinfanteRosenfeld total angular momentum operators differ by
the 3-divergence
Z


J − J˜ = d3z ∂j E j (z × A) .
(50)
As will be seen below, the properties of J˜, which we
investigate, are the same as those of J . Therefore, there
is no need for discussion of such a boundary term in the
context of our studies.
Finally, we mention that the order of operators on
the right-hand sides of (48b) and (48c) does not matter,
which can be verified with (9).
The following discussion will be organized similarly as
in Secs. III A–III C, which will allow us for keeping it
concise.

First, there are no ordering ambiguities on the righthand sides of (51), (52), and (54), which can be shown
with (9).
Second, we see from these expressions that neither
J field nor J div satisfies algebra expected of angular momentum operators as
[Jχi , Jχj ′ ] 6= iεijk Jχk δχχ′ for χ, χ′ = field, div

(56)

due to divE 6= 0 (49). This differs from what we have
found in Sec. III A, where every component of the total
angular momentum operator individually satisfied proper
commutation relations.
Third, the proper commutation relations are satisfied
by J field + J div and J field + J div + J ξ . So, the total
Belinfante-Rosenfeld angular momentum operator does
not need the J ξ contribution for having proper commutation relations. It does need, however, the contribution
of J div , which is a bit surprising in the system without
charged particles.
B.

Generation of rotations

Proceeding similarly as in Sec. III B, we compute
i
i[Aµ (z),Jfield
] = (z × ∇)i (Aµ − η0µ A0 )

−εimn z m (∂µ An − η0µ ∂0 An ),

i
i[Aµ (z),Jdiv
] = −εimn ηmµ An

+εimn z m (∂µ An − η0µ ∂0 An ),

(57)

(58)

and
A.

Commutation relations

i
i[∂µ Aν (z),Jfield
] = εimn z m ∂µ Fnν

We find that commutators of angular momentum operators from (48) are given by [23]
j
i
k
[Jfield
,Jfield
] = iεijk Jfield
Z
+ i d3z εimn εjks z m z k Fsn divE,

j
i
[Jfield
,Jdiv
] = −i

Z

+i

Z

+εimn (η0µ ηnν F0m − ηmµ η0ν F0n )
+εimn z m (η0µ ∂ν F0n + η0ν ∂µ F0n )

(51)

−ε

+ε

(59)

imn m

z η0µ η0ν (∂0 F0n + ∂j Fjn )

imn m

z η0µ ηnν ∂j F0j

+2η0µ η0ν (∇ × A)i ,
d3z εimn εjks z m z k Fsn divE,
i
[Jfield
, Jξj ] = 0,

j
i
[Jdiv
,Jdiv
]

−εimn ηmµ Fnν

= iε

ijk

(52)

(53)

i
[Jdiv
, Jξj ] = 0,

−εimn (ηmµ ∂ν An − ηnν ∂µ Am )

+εimn (ηmµ η0ν ∂0 An − η0µ ηnν ∂0 Am )

−εimn z m (η0µ ∂ν ∂0 An + η0ν ∂µ ∂0 An )

k
Jdiv

d3z εimn εjks z m z k Fsn divE,

i
i[∂µ Aν (z),Jdiv
] = εimn z m ∂µ ∂ν An

(54)

+ε

imn m

−ε

imn m

(60)

z η0µ η0ν (∂0 ∂0 An + ∂j ∂j An )

z η0µ ηnν ∂j F0j

−2η0µ η0ν (∇ × A)i .
(55)

where [Jξi , Jξj ] is not listed as it is given in (27). The
following observations are pertinent to these expressions.

These two sets of results–when combined with (32) and
(36)–can be used for showing that the total BelinfanteRosenfeld angular momentum operator generates rotations of Aµ , ∂µ Aν , and ∂ · A (see Sec. III B for the discussion of how this can be done).

8
One can also show with (57)–(60) that not only J div ’s
but also J ξ ’s contribution to J˜ is indispensable for making it a proper generator of rotations of Aµ and ∂µ Aν .
As far as rotations of ∂ · A are concerned, we mention
i
i
that [∂ · A, Jfield
] = [∂ · A, Jdiv
] = 0, which is very much
similar to the situation encountered in Sec. III B.
All in all, it is worth stressing that J field does not generate rotations of above-discussed fields.

where the dot over the equality symbol indicates that
such an expression will be disputed below. Leaving
doubts aside, we arrive at
′
hψGB |O∂ · A|ψGB
i=
˙
X
′′
′′
′
hψGB |O|ψGB
ihψGB
|∂ · A|ψGB
i (65a)
′′ i∈H
|ψGB
GB

X

+

|φi∈H
/ GB

C.

Physical operator property

′
hψGB |O|φihφ|∂ · A|ψGB
i

=0.
˙

With the help of (47), we immediately see that J field is
a physical operator, which agrees with common sense expectations following from its manifest gauge invariance.
The same cannot be said about J div , for which we get
0
i
[Lk , J div ]|ψGB i = − e2iωk z (k × ∇k )L†−k |ψGB i, (61)
2
where |ψGB i satisfies (18). Combining it with (42) and
(47), we find that total Belinfante-Rosenfeld angular momentum operator (48) is a physical operator due to

[Lk , J˜]|ψGB i = 0.

(62)

This is an expected result. What is not so obvious, however, is that it would not be the case if just one of the
gauge-fixing-related angular momentum operators, J ξ or
J div , would be missing in J˜.
V. PHYSICAL MATRIX ELEMENTS OF
GAUGE-FIXING-RELATED OPERATORS

(65b)
(65c)

The result reported in (65c) follows from the following
observations. First, (65a) vanishes because of (17). Second, due to (19)–(21), or simply [Lk , ∂ · A] = 0, we have
′
∂ · A|ψGB
i ∈ HGB , and then (65b) vanishes as a consequence of (64b).
The most elementary counterexample to the aboveobtained result is the following [24, 33]
h0|Aµ (x)∂ · A(y)|0i =
Z
d3k kµ −ik·(x−y)
i
e
6= 0.
−
2
(2π)3 ωk

(66)

The disagreement between (65) and (66) is the result of
the tacit assumption that the resolution of identity in
the indefinite-metric space has the same structure as in
a Hilbert space. This is actually not what is happening
if one insists on the use of explicit projectors onto states
from HGB , which we discuss below.
Introducing some notation, we write

1 = 10⊗0 + 11⊗0 + 10⊗1 + 12⊗0 + 11⊗1 + 10⊗2 + . . . , (67)
Terms in above-discussed operators, which originate
from the gauge-fixing modification of the Lagrangian
density, have one common feature. Namely, they involve
the operator ∂ · A. This is easily seen in J ξ and it can be
also noticed in J div after employment of (49). If we now
note that matrix elements of such an operator vanish in
physical states of the theory (17), then one may wonder
whether the very same result is obtained after replacement of ∂ · A in (17) by a “composite” operator involving
∂ · A. If that would be the case, then physical matrix elements of either gauge-fixing-originated operators or their
products with other operators could be set to zero.
The above speculation is incorrect, i.e. physical matrix
elements of operators involving ∂ · A are not necessarily
zero, and we find it instructive to explain why it is so.
To begin, however, we will play advocatus diaboli to get
to the bottom of the issue. We consider
′
hψGB |O∂ · A|ψGB
i,

(63)

where O is some operator, and insert between O and ∂ ·A
the following resolution of identity in H
X
X
′′
′′
|φihφ|,
(64a)
|ψGB
ihψGB
|+
1=˙
|φi∈H
/ GB

′′ i∈H
|ψGB
GB

′′
hψGB
|φi=0
˙

for

′′
|ψGB
i

∈ HGB , |φi ∈
/ HGB ,

(64b)

where 1n⊗m denotes the unit operator in the subspace
with the number of physical (unphysical) photons equal
to n (m).
In the zero-photon sector, one trivially has

10⊗0 = |0ih0|.

(68)

In the one-photon sector, the basis states are
|kσi = c†kσ |0i,

(69)

where the polarization index σ = 0, 1, 2, 3. Taking into
account the fact that hkσ|k′ σ ′ i = −ησσ′ δ(k − k′ ), one
has
Z
2
X
11⊗0 = d3k
|kσihkσ|,
(70)
σ=1

10⊗1 =

Z

d3k (|k3ihk3| − |k0ihk0|),

(71)

where the negative sign in front of the scalar-photon projector reminds us that we work in the indefinite-metric
space.
To arrive at the expression that is more relevant in
the context of our discussion of (64)–i.e. the one that
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has explicit projectors on all states from HGB –we have
rewritten (71) in the following way
Z
10⊗1 = d3k aα |Φ1 (k)ihΦ1 (k)|
(72)

+|Φ1 (k)ihIα (k)| + |Iα (k)ihΦ1 (k)| ,
where α ∈ C \ {−1} is assumed and

|Φ1 (k)i = L†k |0i = |k3i − |k0i,
|k3i
α|k0i
|Iα (k)i =
+
,
1+α
1+α
|α|2 − 1
aα =
.
|α + 1|2

(73)

(75)

(76)

form a basis in the k-momentum sector of the one-photon
subspace of the indefinite-metric space [25].
Combining these observations, one can easily see fundamental differences between (64) and the correct resolution of identity in H. Namely, neither (64a) matches the
sum of (70) and (72) nor orthogonality condition (64b)
is satisfied by all basis states (76). These unusual characteristics, absent in a Hilbert space, are not limited to
the one-photon sector of the theory. We illustrate this
remark in Appendix A, extending the above considerations to the two-photon sector. One can also find there
explanation of the steps leading to derivation of (72)
and further insights into decomposition of unity in the
indefinite-metric space of our system.
We can now apply these formulae to computation of
(66). Inserting (67) between Aµ and ∂ · A, we instantly
arrive with the help of (17) at
h0|Aµ (x)∂ · A(y)|0i =
Z
d3k h0|Aµ (x)|Φ1 (k)ihIα (k)|∂ · A(y)|0i,

ν µ
tµν
can (Gf) = −∂ · A∂ A +

(74)

The main difference between (71) and (72) is that the
latter singles out (73), the “only” zero-norm state in the
one-photon subspace of HGB [34]. Moreover, we mention
that for real α 6= −1, the expression for aα reduces to
(α − 1)/(α + 1), which is a special case of the Möbius
transformation. This simple observation suggests that
there might be some geometric interpretation of (72).
Next, we note that (i) the one-photon sector of HGB
is spanned by mutually orthogonal states |k1i, |k2i, and
|Φ1 (k)i; (ii) |Iα (k)i ∈
/ HGB ; (iii) hΦ1 (k)|Iα (p)i = δ(k −
p) 6= 0; (iv) states
|k1i, |k2i, |Φ1 (k)i, |Iα (k)i

so, insertion of a complete set of physical states between
field operators is mentioned without an explanation of
what it actually amounts to. Such a procedure of proving the above statement cannot be correct, which can be
shown with the results that we have already presented
in this section. We briefly comment on that below, discussing the simplest counterexample we can think of.
The free-field Feynman gauge versions of the operators
discussed in [18] are [35]

(77)

which reproduces (66) after straightforward algebraic
manipulations.
If we now turn our attention to [18], we will find
there the statement that gauge-fixing-originated contributions to operators, representing densities of canonical and Belinfante-Rosenfeld energy-momentum tensors,
have vanishing physical matrix elements in covariantlyquantized electrodynamics (cQED). To argue that it is

η µν
(∂ · A)2
2

(78)

and
µ
ν
ν
µ
tµν
bel (Gf) = ∂ (∂ · A)A + ∂ (∂ · A)A +

η µν
(∂ · A)2 . (79)
2

Using (66), we find that [24]
µν
h0|tµν
bel (Gf)|0i = 2h0|tcan (Gf)|0i
Z
d3k k µ k ν
6= 0 for µ = ν,
=
(2π)3 ωk

(80)

which disagrees with (59) from [18]. Note that the fact
that [18] deals with the interacting theory, cQED, does
not explain this disagreement.
On the one hand, (80) illustrates the point we are trying to make that employment of the resolution of identity
in the indefinite-metric space is far from trivial and it
must have been misunderstood in some way in [18]. We
also mention that insertion of (64a) between field operators in (78) and (79) sets (80) to zero, reproducing the
result reported in [18]. The same wrong null result is
obtained if one inserts, during computation of (80), only
the first term of (64a) between the field operators.
On the other hand, (80) suggests re-examination of
conclusions first discussed by the end of Sec. IV of [18]
and then reiterated in Sec. 3.1.1 of [15].
If we now turn our attention to angular momentum
operators involving ∂ · A, we will find that
′
′
hψGB |J ξ |ψGB
i = hψGB |J div |ψGB
i = 0.

(81)

This is seen by using (9)–(21) to show that
′
hψGB |∂ · A∂n A0 |ψGB
i
′
= −hψGB |An ∂0 (∂ · A)|ψGB
i
Z
3
n
dk k
= hψT |ψT′ i
= 0,
(2π)3 2

(82)

′
where |ψGB
i and |ψT′ i are related to each other via the
“primed” version of (20).
It should be now understood that (81) is obtained under the assumption that the free electromagnetic field
is considered. In the interacting theory, cQED, results
such as (81) give tree-level (zeroth-order) expressions and
perturbative (loop) calculations are needed for checking
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whether there are radiative corrections to them. For example, a one-loop correction to gauge-fixing angular momentum, in the cQED ground state describing the electron at rest, depends on [36]
h0|T : (J Iξ )i : AIµ (x)AIν (y)|0i =
Z
d3z εimn z m h0|T : ∂ · AI (z)∂n AI0 (z) : AIµ (x)AIν (y)|0i =
Z 3 4 4
d z d p d q εimn z m pµ qn η0ν ip·(z−x)+iq·(z−y)
e
(2π)8 (p2 + i0)(q 2 + i0)
+ (x, µ ↔ y, ν),
(83)
where T is the time-ordering operator, : : denotes normal ordering, and AµI is the interaction-picture vector
potential, which can be written just as (9). The answer
to the question, whether one-loop radiative corrections
make the expectation value of J ξ non-zero, relies then
on fermionic contributions, which are contracted with
(83). It is shown in [36] that hJ ξ i is non-zero in the
cQED ground state describing the electron at rest. It
is also shown there that such a gauge-fixing contribution is needed in order to obtain the result hJ total i =
ŝ/2 + O(α2 ) for the electron’s total angular momentum
in such a state, where J total stands for the total canonical
angular momentum operator of cQED, the unit 3-vector
ŝ denotes polarization of the electron’s spin, α is the finestructure constant, and O(α2 ) reflects the fact that twoand higher-loop radiative corrections were not studied in
[36].
VI.

SUMMARY

If one wants to study the total angular momentum
operator of the free electromagnetic field, then the traditional discussion of angular momentum decompositions
makes the impression that one has to choose between the
canonical
J spin + J orb ,

(84)

the Belinfante-Rosenfeld
J field,

(85)

or some other expressions free from explicit gauge-fixingoriginated contributions (see e.g. review [16]). The reality, however, is that in the covariantly-quantized theory
neither (84) nor (85) can be considered as a total angular
momentum operator.
This has been discussed in Secs. III and IV, where it
has been shown that neither (84) nor (85) generates rotations of quantum fields. It can be also found there that
these expressions have some complementary deficiencies.
For example, (84) has an unwelcome feature that it takes
physical states of the theory outside of the physical sector of the state space, whereas (85) does not lead to such
complications. At the same time, (85) does not satisfy

commutation relations expected of a total angular momentum operator while (84) does. These are basic reasons why a genuine total angular momentum operator
of the covariantly-quantized electromagnetic field, such
as (23) or (48), needs the explicit gauge-fixing contribution(s).
It should be also recognized that gauge-fixing is implicitly encoded in (84) and (85) once these operators are
defined via the vector potential, which satisfies commutation relations (8) or has Fourier expansion (9). It is so
because both (8) and (9) owe their elegant covariant form
to the gauge-fixing modification of the Lagrangian density. Looking from this perspective, the need for inclusion
of gauge-fixing corrections to (84) and (85) can be seen as
a consistency requirement. Namely, one should not benefit from gauge-fixing when it comes to field operators and
pretend that it is non-existent while investigating total
angular momentum operators.
The above discussion can be easily extended to quantum electrodynamics, where physical insights are typically gained via perturbative expansions as it is an interacting theory. Those are oftentimes carried out with the
following interaction-picture photon propagator
Z
d4k −iηµν −ik·(x−y)
I
I
h0|TAµ (x)Aν (y)|0i =
e
, (86)
(2π)4 k 2 + i0
having such an elegant covariant form due to the gaugefixing modification of the Lagrangian density. Thus, employment of (86) in actual calculations automatically implies that the Lagrangian is gauge fixed and that some observables derived from it acquire gauge-fixing-originated
contributions absent in the classical theory.
Our studies should not suggest that only those angular momentum operators that satisfy all criteria investigated in Secs. III and IV are physically interesting.
In fact, there are different forms of angular momentum.
The operators representing them cannot possibly have
the same properties as a total angular momentum operator, if they are just a part of it. Still, they can be
in principle measurable and carry out useful information
about the studied system (see e.g. [16, 28] for a similar viewpoint). For this to happen, they do not need
to have angular momentum-like commutation relations
and do not have to properly generate rotations. We assume, however, that they should satisfy physical observable criterion. As far as this work is concerned, (85) is an
example of such an operator, which is additionally also
gauge invariant (manifest gauge invariance of J field actually implies its physical operator property). We mention
in passing that its studies in cQED can be found in [37],
see also [38].
Having mentioned gauge invariance, it should be also
said that total angular momentum operators, (23) and
(48), are gauge variant. This is not a controversial feature
because gauge-fixing explicitly breaks invariance of the
theory with respect to arbitrary gauge transformations
(see also discussion in [18]). Note that this does not
mean that matrix elements of such operators, in physical
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states of the theory, are gauge variant. For example, it
was explicitly shown in [36] that the one-loop expectation
value of the total canonical angular momentum operator,
in the cQED state describing the electron at rest, equals
1/2 in all covariant gauges.
These remarks bring us to the discussion of physical
matrix elements of the so-called gauge-fixing-related operators, i.e., the ones involving ∂ · A in the context of
our studies. We have shown how one can reach incorrect
results for such matrix elements, if one does not take
into account subtleties of the resolution of identity in the
indefinite-metric space of the covariantly-quantized electromagnetic field. Namely, one has to be careful when
one wants to use explicit projectors onto the physical
sector of such a space. If this is the case, then not-sointuitive expressions for the unit operator, in the oneand two-photon subspaces, take the form discussed in
Sec. V and Appendix A. Apart from technical insights,
these considerations convey the message that it should
not be a priori assumed that physical matrix elements of
operators, having gauge-fixing-related components, vanish. It would be interesting to investigate similar issues
in quantum chromodynamics.
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Appendix A: Two-photon sector of

1

We discuss here the resolution of identity in the twophoton subspace of the indefinite-metric space H. On
the one hand, this allows for explicit illustration of the
fact that the abnormal form of the unit operator, which
we have encountered in Sec. V, is not specific to the onephoton sector of H. On the other hand, the following
studies clearly illustrate the logic behind derivation of
(72), which has not been explained in Sec. V. Some
general remarks about our studies of the resolution of
identity are provided by the end of this Appendix.
The two-physical-photon projector is given by

12⊗0 =

Z

d3k d3k ′

2
X

σ,σ′ =1

|kσk′ σ ′ ihkσk′ σ ′ |,

1
|kσk′ σ ′ i = √ c†kσ c†k′ σ′ |0i.
2

(A1a)
(A1b)

The mixed physical-unphysical-photon projector reads

11⊗1 =

Z

d3k ′

2
X

σ′ =1

c†k′ σ′ 10⊗1 ck′ σ′ .

(A2)

A more interesting situation is encountered in the twounphysical-photon sector, where
Z
10⊗2 = d3k d3k′ |k3k′ 3ihk3k′ 3| + |k0k′ 0ihk0k′ 0|

−|k0k′ 3ihk0k′ 3| − |k3k′ 0ihk3k′ 0| .
(A3)
In this sector of the indefinite-metric space, there is
one state from HGB , the zero-norm state (A4). Our goal
now is to rewrite (A3) such that it contains explicit projection onto it. This will complete our efforts towards
decomposition of the unit operator (in the two-photon
sector) into explicit projectors onto all states from the
physical subspace of the theory.
So, we start calculations with
|Φ2 (k, k′ )i =

β † †
L L ′ |0i
2 k k

 (A4)
β
= √ |k3k′ 3i + |k0k′ 0i − |k3k′ 0i − |k0k′ 3i ,
2

where the normalizing prefactor β will be determined
later on [39]. Without loss of generality, real β 6= 0 will
be considered below.
Then, we find two states with two unphysical photons
having k and k′ momenta, which are not only mutually
orthogonal but also orthogonal to (A4) and linearly independent from it

1
|II′ (k, k′ )i = √ |k3k′ 3i − |k0k′ 0i ,
(A5)
2

1
|II′′ (k, k′ )i = √ |k3k′ 0i − |k0k′ 3i .
(A6)
2
Their normalization is chosen such that the projectors
Z
P ′ = d3k d3k ′ |II′ (k, k′ )ihII′ (k, k′ )|,
(A7)
Z
P ′′ = d3k d3k ′ |II′′ (k, k′ )ihII′′ (k, k′ )|
(A8)
satisfy P ′ |II′ (p, p′ )i = |II′ (p, p′ )i and P ′′ |II′′ (p, p′ )i =
−|II′′ (p, p′ )i. These two states do not belong to HGB .
Next, we find a family of states labeled by the parameter α ∈ C \ {−1}, which are distinct (linearly independent) from |Φ2 (k, k′ )i and orthogonal to both |II′ (k, k′ )i
and |II′′ (k, k′ )i:
|IIα (k, k′ )i =γ |k3k′ 3i + |k0k′ 0i


+α|k3k′ 0i + α|k0k′ 3i ,

(A9)

where the normalizing factor γ ∈ C \ {0} will be fixed in
(A11). Such states also do not belong to HGB .
We use them to build the projector onto
′
|Φ
)i,
which
cannot
be
written
as
R 23(k, k
3 ′
d k d k |Φ2 (k, k′ )ihΦ2 (k, k′ )| due to the zero norm of
such a state. Namely, we introduce
Z
Pα = d3k d3k ′ (|Φ2 (k, k′ )ihIIα (k, k′ )|
(A10)
+|IIα (k, k′ )ihΦ2 (k, k′ )|)

12
and normalize (A9) by choosing
1
γ= √
2β(1 + α)

(A11)

so that Pα |Φ2 (p, p′ )i = |Φ2 (p, p′ )i. For this to happen,
one actually does not need the second term on the righthand side of (A10), which is added to ensure hermiticity
of such a projector.
By comparing (A3) and Pα + P ′ − P ′′ , we find
that
difference between the two is given by
R 3 the
d k d3k ′ aα β −2 |Φ2 (k, k′ )ihΦ2 (k, k′ )|, where aα has
been already introduced in (75).
In the end, making use of the freedom to choose β, we
set
β=1

(A12)

getting

10⊗2 =

Z

d3k d3k ′ aα |Φ2 (k, k′ )ihΦ2 (k, k′ )|

+ |Φ2 (k, k′ )ihIIα (k, k′ )| + |IIα (k, k′ )ihΦ2 (k, k′ )|

+ |II′ (k, k′ )ihII′ (k, k′ )| − |II′′ (k, k′ )ihII′′ (k, k′ )| .
(A13)
Two remarks are in order now.
First, thanks to (A12), the coefficient in front of
|Φ2 ihΦ2 | in (A13) is the same as the one in front of
|Φ1 ihΦ1 | in (72). Such a choice facilitates comparison
between the two expressions.
Second, the fact that (A13) is built of four linearly
independent vectors–|Φ2i, |IIα i, |II′ i, and |II′′ i–reflects
the number of ways one can distribute two unphysical
photons into two momentum modes.
Looking now back at the discussion from Sec. V, one
can easily check that the same scheme has been utilized
there for decomposition of unity in the one-photon sector.
Expressions from Sec. V, however, are a bit simpler because there are no single-unphysical-photon equivalents
of |II′ i and |II′′ i that are orthogonal to |Φ1 i.
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