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Anomalous magnetic moment (AMM) of quarks in presence of an external magnetic field has been
explored using a nonlocal Nambu—Jona-Lasinio (NJL) model. Various strengths of AMM differing
in orders of magnitude are used in the literature. We explore them in our nonlocal framework to
decide on their strength. We checked the validity of using constant AMM of quarks and investigate
two different temperature and magnetic field dependent forms. The forms are taken as the AMM
being proportional to the i) meanfield and the ii) square of the meanfield. On comparison with the
lattice data for both the condensate averages and differences, it turns out that the second choice is
the most suitable one, in such an effective model scenario. In the process, we also keep track of the
phase diagram in the T − eB plane arising from our model calculation. The outcome is reasonable
as far as the lattice QCD result is concerned.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum chromodynamics (QCD) matter under an external magnetic field has attracted wide interest for the
scenarios of the early universe, neutron stars and of course the heavy ion collisions. It shows a lot of novel phenomena,
e.g. the chiral magnetic effect(CME) [1–4], the magnetic catalysis (MC) in the vacuum [5–7], the inverse magnetic
catalysis (IMC) around the critical temperature of the chiral phase transition [8–10] etc. Besides, lattice results also
show that the magnetized QCD matter behaves as diamagnetic (negative susceptibility) at low temperatures and
paramagnetic (positive susceptibility) at high temperature [11, 12]. For reviews see Refs. [13–17].

Hadronic properties also change in the presence of a magnetic field, as the latest lattice calculations show that the
neutral pion mass decreases with the magnetic field and then saturates [18]. In contrast, the charged pion mass shows
a non-monotonic magnetic field-dependent behaviour: first increases and then decreases as a function of the magnetic
field [19].

There have been some efforts to understand the mechanism(s) behind all those manifestations of QCD matter in
presence of a magnetic field. For example, in the local version of the Nambu—Jona-Lasinio (NJL) model, the neutral
pion fluctuation[20], the chirality imbalance [21, 22] and the running coupling with the magnetic field [23, 24] have
all been investigated in great details to understand the IMC behaviour. On the other hand, the non-local version of
the model can lead to the IMC effect naturally, without introducing an explicit magnetic field dependent four Fermi
interaction [25].

This leaves us with the choice of working with less number of parameters. The non-local version captures the
essence of the running of the QCD coupling constant, in contrast to its local counterpart. In the lattice calculations,
it is argued that gluons and the sea quarks through which the gluons feel the presence of the magnetic field plays the
most important role in giving rise to the IMC effect [26]. We also know that these extra interactions (as compared to
the quantum electrodynamics) among the gluons themselves give rise to the asymptotic nature of QCD. In a nonlocal
NJL model, one gets the same qualitative behaviour through the nonlocal form factor which gives rise to IMC effect
around the transition temperature.

It is known from the basic perturbation theory that the free massless quarks cannot have measurable anomalous
magnetic moments (AMM). With the dynamical breaking of the chiral symmetry rendering the quarks massive,
measurable strengths of AMM of quarks are generated [27, 28]. Thus, the AMMs of quarks are generated dynamically.

Chiral symmetry breaking in QCD, being a nonperturbative phenomenon, cannot be dealt with first principle
analytical methodology. To understand such nonperturbative aspects of QCD, particularly related to the global
symmetries, effective models such as NJL play a quite handy role [29, 30]. In the same spirit, AMM of quark has also
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been investigated using such effective model [27]. Recently, consideration of the AMMs of quarks in effective model
scenarios has reignited, particularly with the discovery of the IMC effect by the lattice QCD [8, 9]. There have been
a series of works exploring the effects [31–46].

In Ref. [31], the authors considered three different sets of AMM of quarks and determined the constituent quark
masses. They observed the occurrence of IMC for large values of AMM. Considering the dynamically generated
AMM to be proportional to the meanfields, Ref. [34] found that the constituent quark mass decreases with increasing
values of AMM. They have further explored the magnetic susceptibility and meson spectrum in presence of AMM. In
Ref. [38], the authors have tried to understand the AMM of quark by considering the thermomagnetic modification
through the effective photon-quark-antiquark vertex function in an NJL model. In a recent study [47], a detailed
analysis of the phase transition in presence of a magnetic field, within a local NJL model, has been carried out
considering different functional forms of AMM.

In this article, we study the effect of anomalous magnetic moment (AMM) of quarks within the setup of non-local
NJL. So far, to the best of our knowledge, all the effective model studies involving quarks’ AMM have been done in
the local version of the model. Most of these works introduce AMM to obtain IMC, whereas, as mentioned above,
IMC arises naturally in the non-local NJL model. Thus it provides a good opportunity to explore the AMM of quarks
in a non-local setup.

Though AMM of quarks has been extensively studied there is no consensus on their strengths. Even there could be
two orders of magnitude differences between two sets of values depending on the choices of the parameters [31]. Then
there is also the issue of using the constant values of AMM of quarks. We know from the perturbative calculation that
a massless fermion cannot possess a measurable AMM [27, 28]. The dynamical breaking of chiral symmetry generates
AMM for quarks. We also know that at high enough temperature (≈ 150 MeV) the chiral symmetry gets restored
and therefore the generated measurable AMM of quarks should also vanish. This understanding clearly indicates that
using a constant value for the AMM of quark may bear unjustified implications.

Thus, we think that there are mainly two issues pertaining to the use of AMM of quarks in effective models. One
is the strength of the AMM and the other is its dependence on external parameters like temperature. In fact, there
are some studies which have argued and used a temperature and magnetic field dependent AMM [34, 45, 47].

In our study, we explore both the constant and the temperature dependent AMM. The temperature dependence
comes through the ansatz that the strength of the AMM depends on the strength of the meanfield. We take two
different ansatzes — it is proportional to the i) meanfield and ii) square of the meanfield with different strengths of
the proportionality constant. The second choice is particularly inspired by the Ref. [48]. In deciding the strength
of the AMM or choosing the appropriate functional form of its temperature dependence our goal is simple. We rely
on the first principle lattice QCD calculation for the condensate average and condensate difference in presence of the
magnetic field [9]. The same quantities are then calculated within the ambit of the model and compared with the
available LQCD data. The phase diagram in the T − eB plane plays an important role as well.

The behaviour of the condensate average as a function of temperature for different values of magnetic field decides
how well the IMC effect is captured. This helps us to decide on the strength as well as the form of the AMM. This
remains our first criterion. We explore the second criterion with the strength and the form which fulfills the first
criterion. The data on the condensate difference for different values of the magnetic field from LQCD calculation is
our second criterion. We compare the model predictions for the condensate difference with these lattice QCD data.

Thus we look for the strength and the form of the AMM which produce comparable values for both the averages
and differences of condensate at different values of the magnetic field, as given by the lattice QCD. Using the values
of the condensates the phase diagram in T − eB plane we finally decide on the form and the strength of the AMM of
quarks. Our conclusion is that the strength and the form with a better agreement with LQCD data are better suited
to be used within such model premises.

The manuscript is organised as follows. In Sec. II, we give the detail of the model that we use. Particularly, we
introduce the AMM in the non-local NJL model. Then, in Sec. III, we present our result and finally we conclude in
Sec. IV.

II. FORMALISM

Here, we briefly discuss our formalism. We have used nonlocal NJL model for our calculation and the details can
be found in Ref. [49]. The 2-flavour nonlocal NJL Lagrangian in presence of a uniform magnetic field is given as

L = ψ̄(x) (iγµDµ −m0)ψ(x) + L1 + L2, (1)

where, the covariant derivative is given by Dµ = ∂µ + ieQ̂Aextµ with Q̂ being the diagonal charge matrix with u and d
quark charges as the diagonal elements. Though the isospin symmetry is explicitly broken by the magnetic field due
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to unequal electric charges of u and d quarks, we will consider m0 = mcI2×2. Aextµ is the electromagnetic gauge field,
which in our case is the external magnetic field. The interaction terms L1 and L2 are given as [25, 50–56],

L1 = G1

{
ja(x)ja(x) + j̃a(x)j̃a(x)

}
and

L2 = G2

{
ja(x)ja(x)− j̃a(x)j̃a(x)

}
, (2)

respectively. The nonlocal currents ja(x) and j̃a(x) are given by [49, 55]

ja(x)/j̃a(x) =

∫
d4z H(z)ψ̄

(
x+

z

2

)
Γa/Γ̃aψ(x− z

2
). (3)

Here, Γa = (I, iγ5~τ), Γ̃a = (iγ5, ~τ) with τ ’s being the Pauli matrices, a = {0, 1, 2, 3} and H(z) is the non-local form
factor in the position space. It is to be mentioned here that the symmetry of the term L1 is SU(2)V × SU(2)A ×
U(1)V × U(1)A, it is the L2 term which breaks the U(1)A symmetry explicitly.

To integrate out the fermionic degrees of freedom, one needs to linearise the Lagrangian, which is also known
as bosonisation. During linearisation one can introduce four auxiliary fields associated with four different types of
interactions. The details of such bosonisation procedure can be found in the appendix of Ref. [57]. Within meanfield
approximation, these auxiliary fields will get nonzero expectation values allowed by symmetries.

If there is no isospin breaking external agents like isospin chemical potential (µI) or magnetic field, then with
mu = md we have the nonzero meanfield associated with the current j1(x), which breaks the SU(2)A symmetry.
And one can easily notice that it depends only on the combination G1 + G2. But, if we have any isospin breaking
effects, then SU(2)V is also explicitly broken and one can have nonzero expectation value associated with the current
j~a(x). This new meanfield depends on the combination of G1 −G2. On the other hand, there will be no pseudoscalar
condensates because of the parity conservation. To keep things general, the coupling constants G1 and G2 can be
parameterized in the following manner

G1 = (1− c)G0/2

G2 = cG0/2 , (4)

with c = 1/2 corresponding to the standard NJL model.
We denote the isoscalar and isovector fields as σ and π, respectively, with ‘s’ and ‘ps’ in the subscripts representing

the Lorentz scalar and pseudoscalar, respectively. Since we will be working in presence of eB, the isospin is explicitly
broken and there will be nonzero values for the condensate, 〈ψ̄(x)~τψ(x)〉.

For the ease of the readers, we briefly discuss here the formalism of the case in which σs is the only condensate that
survives. The mean field Lagrangian, in that case, reads as,

LMF =ψ̄(x)

{
δ4(x− y)(−i/∂ +m) +H(x− y)σs

(
x+ y

2

)}
× ψ(y) +

1

2G0
σ2
s

(
x+ y

2

)
, (5)

with the auxiliary field, σs being given by,

σs(x) = − G0

2

∫
d4z H(z)ψ̄

(
x+

z

2

)
ψ(x− z

2
). (6)

From the mean field Lagrangian in Eq. 5, the free energy per unit volume can be calculated as,

Ω =
SMF

V (4)
= −2NfNc

∫
d4q

(2π)4
ln
[
q2 +M2(q)

]
+

σ2
s

2G0
, (7)

with the constituent quark mass reads as,

M(q) = m+ h(q, q)σs . (8)

Here, h(p, p′) is the non-local form factor in the momentum space. It is the Fourier transform of H(x− y). We choose
the form factor to be Gaussian [49],

h(p, p′) = e−(p+p′)2/(4Λ2). (9)
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Using the form factor the self-consistent gap equations can be written as

σs = 8Nc G0

∫
d4q

(2π)4
h(q, q)

M(q)

q2 +M2(q)
. (10)

Having obtained σs, one can calculate the condensate by differentiating the potential in Eq. 7 with respect to the
current quark mass,

〈ψ̄f (x)ψf (x)〉 =
∂Ω

∂m
= − 4Nc

∫
d4q

(2π)4

M(q)

q2 +M2(q)
. (11)

The above integral is finite in the chiral limit, as M(p) in Eq. 8 approaches zero at large momentum in that limit. But
away from the chiral limit the integral is infinite and needs to be regularised. It is done by subtracting an identical
term from the above Eq. 11 with the effective mass, M being replaced by current mass, m. The technical details can
be found in Ref. [25].

A. With nonzero AMM of quarks

The Lagrangian of a 2-flavor NJL model in presence of a uniform magnetic field with non-zero anomalous magnetic
moment (AMM) of the constituent quarks is given by

L = ψ̄(x)

(
iγµDµ −m0 +

1

2
âσµνFµν

)
ψ(x) + L1 + L2, (12)

where the electromagnetic field tensor is given by Fµν = ∂µA
ext
ν − ∂νAextµ and σµν = i

2 [γµ, γν ]. â is the diagonal
matrix in flavour space with elements proportional to the respective AMM of quarks. L1 and L2 are given by Eq. 2.
In the presence of a magnetic field, which breaks the isospin symmetry explicitly, we have another auxiliary field, πs
along with the usual σs [58].

With those two auxiliary fields, we can write down the effective Euclidean action using the mean-field Lagrangian
as,

Sbos = − ln detD +
1

2G0

∫
d4x σ2

s(x) +
1

2(1− 2c)G0

∫
d4x ~πs(x) · ~πs(x). (13)

The fermionic determinant in the above equation is given by [in Landau gauge, with Aextµ = (0, 0, Bx1, 0)],

D
(
x+

z

2
, x− z

2

)
= γ0 W

(
x+, x

)
γ0

[
δ(4)(z)

(
− i /D +m+ σ12âB

)
H(z)

[
σs(x) + ~τ · ~πs(x)

]]
W
(
x, x−

)
, (14)

with x± = x ± z/2 and W (x, y) is given as W (x, y) = P exp
[
− iQ̂

∫ y
x
drµ Aµ(r)

]
. The auxiliary fields are assigned

with the space-time independent meanfield values just like the non-magnetic field scenario. To make the exploration
simpler, without loss of generality, we can choose τ3 to be the direction of ~πs (π3

s). With other auxiliary fields being
zero the fermionic determinant

As for the non-magnetic field scenario here also we will assign space-time independent meanfield values to the
auxiliary fields. Without loss of generality, we can choose ~πs to be in the τ3 (π3

s) direction. As already mentioned, all
other pseudo-scalar auxiliary fields are chosen to have zero mean field values. Then the fermionic determinant and
the action are written as,

DMFA(x, x′) = δ(4)(x− x′)
(
−i /D − Q̂B x1γ2 +m+ σ12âB

)
+
(
σs + τ3π

3
s

)
H(x− x′) exp

[
i

2
Q̂B (x2 − x′2) (x1 + x′1)

]
(15)

and

Sbos = − ln detDMFA +
1

2G0

∫
d4x σ2

s +
1

2(1− 2c)G0

∫
d4x

(
π3
s

)2
, (16)

respectively. The inverse of the propagator in the momentum space can be obtained using the Ritus eigenfunctions [59]
using the following transformation

Dp,p′ =

∫
d4x d4x′Ēp(x)D(x, x′)Ep′(x′). (17)

And we obtain it as,
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Dp,p′ = (2π)4δkk′δ(p2 − p′2)δ(p3 − p′3)δ(p4 − p′4)

{
[I + δk0 (∆sf − I)]

(
−sf

√
2k|qB|γ2 + p3γ3 + p4γ4 − iâBγ1γ2

)
+
∑
λ=±1

∆λMλ,f
p̄,k

}
. (18)

After performing the determinant operation, the free energy becomes

Ω =
SMFA

bos

V (4)
=

σ2
s

2G0
+

(π3
s)2

2(1− 2c)G0
−Nc

∑
f=u,d

|qfB|
2π

∫
d2q‖

(2π)2

{
ln

[
q2
‖ +

(
M

sf ,f
q‖,0

+ sfaf

)2
]

+

∞∑
k=1

ln

[{
2k|qfB|+ q2

‖ +
(
M+1,f
q‖,k

+ af

)(
M−1,f
q‖,k

− af
)}2

+ q2
‖

(
M+1,f
q‖,k

−M−1,f
q‖,k

+ 2af

)2
]}

. (19)

With a Gaussian nonlocal form factor, the constituent mass is given by [25],

Mλ,f
q‖,k

= m+
(
σs + sfπ

3
s

) (1− |qfB|/Λ2
)k+

λsf−1

2

(1 + |qfB|/Λ2)
k+

λsf+1

2

exp
(
− q‖2/Λ2

)
, (20)

where the notations have the following meanings: q‖ = (q3, q4), sf = sign(qf), k is the index for the Landau level and
λ = ±1 is for the spin.

Now it is easy to obtain the two gap equations by differentiating the above equation with respect to σs and π3
s

and are given in appendix A. To deal with phenomena in the presence of a hot medium we need to introduce the
temperature. That is done using the well-known Matsubara formalism. It connects the Euclidean time components
to the temperature. The details of the finite temperature treatment and its implications for the present model are
discussed in Ref. [49].

The quark condensate for the individual flavour can be obtained by differentiating the action with respect to the
current quark mass of the corresponding flavour,

〈ψ̄fψf 〉 = −Nc
∑
f=u,d

2|qfB|
2π

∫
d2q‖

(2π)2

{ (
M

sf ,f
q‖,0

+ sfaf

)
q2
‖ +

(
M

sf ,f
q‖,0

+ sfaf

)2 +

∞∑
k=1

{
2k|qfB|+ q2

‖ +
(
M+1,f
q‖,k

+ af

)(
M−1,f
q‖,k

− af
)}(

M+1,f
q‖,k

+M−1,f
q‖,k

)
{

2k|qfB|+ q2
‖ +

(
M+1,f
q‖,k

+ af

)(
M−1,f
q‖,k

− af
)}2

+ q2
‖

(
M+1,f
q‖,k

−M−1,f
q‖,k

+ 2af

)2

}
. (21)

It is obvious that with non-zero quark masses the integral written above is divergent in the large p region. It needs
to be regularised and is done following the prescription of Ref. [25],

〈ψ̄fψf 〉reg
B,T = 〈ψ̄fψf 〉B,T − 〈ψ̄fψf 〉free

B,T + 〈ψ̄fψf 〉free,reg
B,T , (22)

where “free” means that there is no self-interaction. The 〈ψ̄fψf 〉free,reg
B,T is given by

〈ψ̄fψf 〉free,reg
B,T =

Ncm
3

4π2

[
ln Γ(xf )

xf
− ln(2π)

2xf
+ 1−

(
1− 1

2xf
lnxf

)]
+
Nc |qfB|

π

∞∑
k=0

αk

∫
dq

2π

m

Efk

(
1 + exp[Efk /T ]

) ,(23)

where xf = m2/(2 |qfB|). If there is no magnetic field then the “free, reg” term will be zero.
We compare our results with the corresponding LQCD ones [9] to decide on both the strength and the form of the

AMM of quarks. To do so we use the renormalised condensate defined there as,

ΣfB,T =
2m

N 4

[
〈ψ̄fψf 〉reg

B,T − 〈ψ̄fψf 〉
reg
0,0

]
+ 1, (24)

N is given by N = (mπFπ,0)1/2 that follows from the Gell-Mann-Oakes-Renner (GOR) relation. Fπ,0 is the pion
decay constant in the chiral limit and mπ, the neutral pion mass. It is noteworthy that this form is particularly
devised to cancel the additive and multiplicative divergences that arise in the lattice calculation.
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III. RESULTS

In this section, we will first test our model predictions by comparing them with the LQCD data on condensate
averages for different strengths of the magnetic field. We estimate the condensate average in our model by considering
both constant and varying strengths of AMM of quarks. For the varying strengths, we use two different forms: i)
κ ∝ σs and ii) κ ∝ σ2

s ; σs is the isoscalar scalar meanfield. To explore a wide range of strengths in AMM, we have
taken a proportionality constant differing in order of magnitude. We take two different values of v, 0.1 and 0.01,
where v is the proportionality constant (κ = vσs or κ = vσ2

s).
After obtaining the condensate average for those different conditions and comparing them with the available LQCD

data for the same, we pick up those which capture the very important IMC effect and reproduce the LQCD data as
closely as possible. Along with the condensate average, the phase diagram in the T −eB plane also plays an important
role.

With the selected strength and form of AMM through the abovementioned procedure, we move on to the next
observable, the condensate difference. It is calculated for different conditions within the ambit of the model. Then it
is compared with the available LQCD data for different values of eB.

A. Condensate average

In this subsection, we estimate the condensate average using the model for different values of the AMM of quarks
along with different forms and then compare them with the LQCD data.

1. Constant κ

First, we discuss the results for the constant values of κ. We choose two sets of κ that are given in the Ref. [31].
The two sets differ by an order of magnitude. They are {κu = 0.29016, κd = 0.35986}GeV−1 which we call set-I and
{κu = 0.00995, κd = 0.07975}GeV−1 which we call set-II.

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4
T/TCO0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

(Σu+Σd )/2

eB=0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

FIG. 1: Averages of condensates as compared to those in LQCD data are plotted as a function of scaled temperature for five
different values of the magnetic field for a constant set of κ’s (set-I). The data points are taken from the Ref. [9] and the solid
lines are the results from the model. Different colours symbolise different strengths of the magnetic field in a unit of GeV2.

Set-I: With the constant values of κ from set-I the averages of the condensates are plotted as a function of
temperature for different values of the magnetic field in Fig. 1. The corresponding LQCD data have also been shown
there.

From the figure, it is clear that with these strengths of AMMs of quarks both the values and the trends of the
condensate averages are not at all reliable and they are way off as compared to the lattice data as a whole. Thus,
set-I is not a good choice for AMM of quarks which can be used in such effective model calculation.

Set-II: In Fig. 2, we show the plots for condensate averages for the κ values from set-II. From the figure, we
observe that the IMC effect is more or less captured for all possible strengths of the magnetic field. But the values of
the condensate averages do not match with the corresponding LQCD data, particularly for the higher values of eB.
Also, the condensate with magnetic field values higher than 0.6 GeV2 behaves in a peculiar manner, particularly close
to the transition temperature.
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0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4
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0.6

0.8

1.0

FIG. 2: The same plot as in Fig. 1 but with κ’s from set-II. Lattice data are from Ref. [9]. Different colours represent different
strengths of the magnetic field in a unit of GeV2.

Thus, we can conclude here that neither set-I nor II can reliably reproduce the LQCD data for the condensate
average. So, we are no more going to consider them for the rest of our analysis. The results obtained so far, indicate
that the use of constant κ, maybe, is not suitable for use. In hindsight, one might find this conclusion as expected.
Because we know that the AMMs of quarks are dynamically generated through the spontaneous breaking of chiral
symmetry. With temperature and magnetic field, the chiral symmetry evolves and gets restored at high enough
temperature. Thus, the AMMs of quarks should also evolve with temperature and magnetic field. And this is not the
case with a constant κ.

In the next two sections, we explore the idea of varying the strengths of AMMs of quarks as a function of temperature.
We achieve that by considering the strength of the AMM depending on the isoscalar scalar meanfield, σs. In the next
section, we investigate the functional dependence κ ∝ σs and κ ∝ σ2

s , in the latter section.

2. κ ∝ σs

In this section, we explore the idea of varying AMM of quark by assuming it as proportional to the isoscalar scalar
meanfield (κ ∝ σs). Then immediately, one needs to think about the value of the proportionality constant, which we
denote as v (κ = vσs). We now take values of v differing in order of magnitude, so that we can explore a wide range
of the strength of the AMM.

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4
T/TCO0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

(Σu+Σd )/2

eB=0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

FIG. 3: Averages of condensates as compared to those in LQCD data ([9]) are plotted for κf being proportional to σs,f , with
the proportionality constant v = 0.1. The meanings of the legend are the same as in the previous figures.

v = 0.1 : We begin the exploration of the σs dependence of the AMM by considering v = 0.1. We should make
it clear here that we choose functional dependence for individual flavour, i.e., κf = 0.1σs,f ; f stands for the flavour,
u and d in our case.

The plot for condensate averages for different values of the magnetic field is shown in Fig. 3 along with the
corresponding LQCD data. On comparing with the LQCD data, we observe that not only the strength of the
condensate for a given value of a magnetic field that fails to match with the corresponding lattice data (especially
for higher values of magnetic fields) but also it vehemently fails to reproduce the effect of IMC. Thus, from this
observation, it can be concluded that with this form such strength of AMM is not suitable to be used in this kind of
effective model.
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FIG. 4: Left panel: condensate averages as compared to those in LQCD data ([9]) are plotted for κf being proportional to
σs,f , with the proportionality constant v = 0.01. The meanings of the legends are the same as in Fig. 1. Right panel: crossover
temperature calculated at different values of eB within both model and LQCD [9] treatment.

v = 0.01 : Fig. 4 displays the plot of condensate averages for v = 0.01. In comparison with the available LQCD
data, we find the model predictions to be quite reasonable. The strengths are within the ballpark of data for all values
of the magnetic field. Also, notably, there is a hint of the presence of the IMC effect, which is another important
criterion for a strength and a form of AMM to be qualified as a viable choice.

Thus, κf being proportional to the corresponding meanfield, σs,f with the proportionality constant, v = 0.01 is
definitely a possibility. It needs to be tested further by checking whether it can reproduce other quantities successfully.

3. κ ∝ σ2
s

In this subsection, we explore the possibility of AMM being proportional to the square of the meanfield κ ∝ σ2
s .

Like the exploration in the previous subsection, here also we take two different values of the proportionality constant,
v = 0.1 and 0.01. First, we check the result with v = 0.1.

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4
T/TCO0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

(Σu+Σd )/2

eB=0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

FIG. 5: Averages of condensates as compared to those in LQCD data ([9]) are plotted for κf being proportional to σ2
s,f , with

the proportionality constant v = 0.1. The legends stand for the same meaning as in Fig. 1.

v = 0.1 : In Fig. 5, we display the condensate average for v = 0.1. We learn from the figure that with this set
of choices for the AMM a hint of IMC effect is present there. But as we increase the magnetic field the strength of
the condensate average falls apart from the corresponding lattice data. Our purpose is not only to get the IMC effect
but also to match the strength of the condensates given by the LQCD data or at least to be in the ballpark. Thus,
we exclude this strength of the AMM with this form as a viable choice for our model.

Next, we go to one order of magnitude lower strength of AMM with the same form.
v = 0.01 : In Fig. 6, the condensate averages are shown for v = 0.01 with κf being proportional to σ2

s,f . What we
observe is that first of all, the very necessary feature of IMC effect is captured with this form and strength. Secondly,
the model predictions for the strength of the condensate averages are fairly comparable to that of lattice calculation.
Thus, this form, κf ∝ σ2

s,f , with v = 0.01 is possibly a good choice.
In the next section, we will discuss the condensate differences calculated and compared with the lattice data for

different values of eB.
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FIG. 6: Left panel: averages of condensates (solid lines are results from the model) as compared to those in LQCD result (data
points [9]) are plotted for κf being proportional to σ2

s,f , with the proportionality constant v = 0.01. Different colours stand for
different strengths of eB. Right panel: comparison of crossover temperatures between model and LQCD estimation.

B. Condensate difference

In the previous section, we studied the condensate averages and by comparing them with the LQCD data we decided
on the set of values and forms of the AMM which could successfully reproduce the data. Out of all the sets that we
explored, we found two sets to be promising.

These are the ones which capture the IMC effect as well as are more or less comparable with the data for the whole
available ranges of temperature and magnetic fields. One is the v = 0.01 with the form κf ∝ σs,f and the other is
v = 0.01 with the form κf ∝ σ2

s,f .
We further test those two sets by calculating the condensate differences and comparing them with the lattice data.

1. κ ∝ σs with v = 0.01

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4
T/TCO0.0

0.2
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0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

Σu-Σd

eB=0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

FIG. 7: Differences between up and down condensates as compared to those in LQCD data ([9]) are plotted for κf being
proportional to σs,f , with the proportionality constant v = 0.01. The points represent the lattice data and the solid lines are
model predictions. The magnetic field is in the unit of GeV2.

In Fig. 7, the condensate differences are plotted for v = 0.01 with κf = vσs,f . As we observe from the figure that
the condensate differences calculated within the model are comparable with the data for lower values of the magnetic
field. As we go beyond the value of eB = 0.6 GeV2 the model predictions no more remain comparable to lattice data.

Thus, this form (κf ∝ σf ) with the strength v = 0.01, though could reliably reproduce the condensate average,
cannot successfully reproduce the differences for all values of the magnetic field. Next, we investigate the other form
of the AMM with v = 0.01.
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FIG. 8: Differences of condensates as compared to those in LQCD result are plotted for κf being proportional to σ2
s,f , with

the proportionality constant v = 0.01. Meanings of the legends are the same as in Fig. 7.

2. κ ∝ σ2
s with v = 0.01

We show the plots for the condensate differences in Fig. 8 for all possible values of the magnetic field. On comparing
with the lattice data we see that the model predictions are fairly reasonable for all values of eB throughout the
temperature range. Thus, we found out that κf ∝ σ2

s,f with v = 0.01 could successfully reproduce not only the
condensate averages but also the condensate differences as predicted by the LQCD study. It can as well reproduce
the lattice predicted phase diagram in the T − eB plane.

IV. CONCLUSION

Perturbative calculation predicts that massless quarks cannot have a measurable anomalous magnetic moment
(AMM). On the other hand, spontaneous breaking of the chiral symmetry renders the quarks to be massive. The
massive quarks can possess a measurable strength of AMM. Thus, the AMM of quarks is dynamically generated. This
moment can couple to a magnetic field.

There are different possible scenarios starting from heavy-ion collisions (HIC) to magnetars, where a presence of
a very strong magnetic field is predicted. Once it is produced it will interact with the strongly interacting QCD
medium present in those kinds of scenarios. Thus, the understanding of AMM of quarks in presence of a magnetic
field becomes crucial.

Unlike the AMM of fermions sans strong interaction (for example, leptons), the quark’s AMM involves nonpertur-
bative regimes. This “nonperturbativeness” renders the study extremely difficult using known analytical techniques.
Here comes the role of effective QCD models, which are often exploited to understand different nonperturbative
aspects of QCD. One such model is the Nambu—Jona-Lasinio (NJL) model, which is very successful in describing
different properties of QCD.

It has also been used on numerous occasions to explore the AMM of quarks in presence of a strong magnetic
field [31–46]. In most of the articles, the presence of AMM has been exploited to understand the effect of magnetic
catalysis (MC) and inverse magnetic catalysis (IMC). Along with the phase diagram of QCD in the T − eB plane has
also been explored. Quantities like the dilepton rate have also been explored in presence of AMM of quarks.

In all these works, one thing has not been properly addressed, which is the strength of the AMM of quarks at zero
temperature. Also, how it varies as a function of the temperature and the magnetic field is also not clearly known.
There are some efforts in this direction [34, 38, 45, 47], but nothing very conclusive.

In this article, we tried to answer this question by incorporating the AMM in a framework of nonlocal NJL model.
The primary of advantage of using the nonlocal version over the local one is that it automatically captures the IMC
effect — one does not need to introduce any extra parameter [25, 49]. Thus, the incorporation of AMM in this
framework is not to obtain the IMC effect but rather to test the allowed range of AMM of quarks along with its form
through the comparison with available lattice QCD data.

We started with both constant and varying values of AMM of quarks. The constant values are picked from the
Ref. [31]. To use the temperature dependent values we chose two different ansatzes: the AMM is proportional
to the i) meanfield and ii) square of the meanfield. Though such ansatzes have been previously used in a local
framework [34, 45, 47]. When we utilise the ansatzes in our nonlocal setup we found out that the outcome is much
more conclusive. As for the proportionality constant (v), we took two different values differing from each other in one
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order of magnitude.
We divided our analysis into two parts. First, we calculate the condensate average using our model and compare it

with the same in lattice QCD calculation. This comparison helps us to eliminate many of our initial choices and we
are left with fewer options as we move to the second part of our analysis. In the process, we also kept track of the
T − eB phase diagram as obtained in our model. We observed that constant values of AMM are not suitable at all
to be used in such effective models. Both ansatzes with proportionality constant v = 0.01 are reliable as far as the
condensate averages are concerned.

In the second part of the analysis, the data for the condensate difference from the lattice QCD have been compared.
This is done with the available choices left after the first part of the analysis. We noticed that the ansatz with the
AMM being proportional to the square of the meanfield is the most reliable, which is also in agreement with the result
obtained in Ref.[47].

We remind our readers that the most important goal of this study was to investigate a reliable functional form
(ansatz) for AMM of quarks. We believe that we have been able to do that using a nonlocal framework. Though the
preferable value of v remains as 0.01, one should understand that this value is not very strict in nature and can be
varied within a certain range to obtain an acceptable outcome. This is particularly because the framework itself does
not give much scope for such a quantitative conclusion. Finally, we think that with this encouraging outcome, we can
further possibly calculate some more quantities such as magnetic susceptibility, which will be reported elsewhere.
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Appendix A: Gap equations

The two gap equations can be obtained by differentiating Eq. 19 with respect to σs and π3
s as,
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respectively. The quantity Aλ,fq‖,k is given by

Aλ,fq‖,k =

(
1− |qfB|/Λ2

)k+
λsf−1

2

(1 + |qfB|/Λ2)
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exp
(
− q‖2/Λ2
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. (A3)
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