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Starting from the equations which express the divergence of the Maxwell field tensor and its dual in terms
of the electric and magnetic current densities, a field theory of the Dirac magnetic monopole is constructed.
It is shown that such a theory is incompatible with the requirement of Lorentz invariance if the usual
number of degrees of freedom of the electromagnetic field is to be preserved. It is further demonstrated by
an explicit construction of the generators of spatial rotations that, independent of the question of Lorentz
invariance, the usual argument for the quantization of magnetic charge is not consistent with rotational
invariance. A soluble field-theoretic model is given which clearly displays the difficulties of Lorentz in-
variance inherent in any theory of the Dirac monopole. The mass spectrum of the Maxwell field in this
model is shown by direct calculation to be explicitly noncovariant if and only if both the electric and mag-

netic couplings are nonvanishing.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE great proliferation of ever larger symmetry
groups witnessed in the past several years has
now made fairly commonplace the view that one of the
major problems of high-energy physics is the discovery
of a group large enough (and flexible enough) to accom-
modate the known particles and resonances. Thus the
simplicity which the physicist has come to expect (and
even demand) of nature has most recently been sought
almost exclusively in terms of symmetries rather than
detailed dynamics.

One outgrowth of such a philosophy has been a
revival! of the old symmetry argument for the existence
of Dirac’s magnetic monopole.? According to this
view the usual form of Maxwell’s equations for the
field tensor F# and its dual F»=21ew=\F,,,

8, Fw=e¢yjr, (1a)
3,Fw=0, (1b)

display a lack of symmetry which must be remedied
through the replacement of (1b) by

8,Fw=goj¥, (2)

where j*(x) is a conserved ‘“‘magnetic” current which
now provides a ‘“monopole” source for the magnetic
field.

It is usually stated that a consistent quantization of
such a monopole theory is possible only if a very definite
relation exists between the electric and magnetic
coupling constants. Since, however, there has thus far
been no complete field-theoretical formulation of Dirac’s
monopole, previous derivations of this relation have
been semiclassical arguments which are consequently
not in agreement with respect to the question of re-
normalization. Thus, it is not at all ‘clear at present
whether the usual constraint

g/4r=1n*(¢/4m), n=1,2, .- ©)
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is to be required of the renormalized or bare coupling
constants. Unless one is willing to take the questionable
step of requiring that the appropriate renormalization
constants be rational, it is clear that this ambiguity
already suggests a possible complication in the formula-
tion of a theory of the monopole and must cast con-
siderable doubt on the utility of (3) in the analysis of
experimental results.?

In view of these rather uncertain foundations it is
somewhat surprising that the monopole has long enjoyed
an immunity to attack by theorists. This situation has
recently been remedied by Zwanziger* who showed that
the monopole requires the existence of singularities
which are not usually admissible in an S-matrix theory.
Unfortunately, however, this argument fails in the
important case in which the theory is assumed in-
variant under the parity operation. Furthermore, Wein-
berg® has subsequently suggested from arguments based
on perturbation theory that the monopole may well face
even greater difficulties associated with the more funda-
mental test of Lorentz invariance. It is the object of this
paper to further examine this question and to show
that is is indeed impossible to formulate a Lorentz-
invariant field theory of the monopole.

In the following section we carry out a radiation gauge
decomposition of Maxwell’s equations in the presence of
both electric and magnetic coupling. While it is con-
venient for this analysis to introduce a set of potentials
into the theory, it is to be emphasized that no loss of
generality ensues from this device as the entire pro-
cedure could alternatively be carried out by using
explicitly nonlocal functions of the electric- and mag-
netic-field strengths. Section III presents a construction

of an energy momentum tensor which generates the
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G. Vanderhaege, and H. G. de Carvalho, Notas Fis., Centro
Brasil. Pesquisas Fis. 8, No. 15 (1961); E. M. Purcell, G. B.
Collins, T. Fujii, J. Hornbostel, and F. Turkot, Phys. Rev. 129,
%gg&gl%s); E. Goto, H. H. Kolm, and K. W. Ford, 7bid. 132, 387
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NONCOVARIANCE OF DIRAC MONOPOLE

group of translations and spatial rotations on the
fundamental field variables but fails to yield the genera-
tors of pure Lorentz transformations. It is subsequently
shown that it is not possible to modify this energy
momentum tensor so as to admit the construction of a
consistent set of generators of the Lorentz group.
Finally, in Sec. IV we illustrate these general results by
presenting a soluble field-theoretical model which has
both electric and magnetic couplings. Although the
model is fully consistent for vanishing e, or go, in the
case eogo#<0 the excitation spectrum of the Maxwell
field is shown by direct calculation to be explicitly
noncovariant.

II. FORMULATION OF THE THEORY

The basic equations (1a) and (2) which define the
fundamental ingredients of a monopole theory may be
split quite naturally into two distinct sets of equations.
Of these the first,

6,,F""= eoj", (48.)

9k =go 70 (4b)

serves to express the longitudinal parts of the electric
and magnetic fields in terms of the appropriate charge
density while the remaining set,

QoF% =9, F*t—e,j*, (Sa)
Qo= g,k — gy jigk (Sb)

consists of the equations of motion for the true degrees
of freedom of the Maxwell field. In writing (4b) and
(5b) we have introduced the convenient notation jg*(x)
for the magnetic current in accord with our intention to
construct a parity-conserving theory describing the
coupling of a pseudovector magnetic current density.
While the final results do not depend upon the assump-
tion of parity conservation, this seems to be the more
interesting case and serves to illustrate all the essential
points.

We shall construct the current j#(x) for a spin one-
half field in the usual way:

JH @) =3¥Bv"eY,

where ¢ is the imaginary antisymmetrical charge matrix
which acts in the two-dimensional internal space of the
Hermitian field ¢(x).® With regard to the construction
of jg#(x) it is crucial to note that the assumption that
7s#(x) be formed without the use of derivatives is an
essential restriction without which the usual Pauli
moment coupling term could be used to provide a
perfectly consistent realization of (1a) and (2). While
it is well to note explicitly this additional assumption,
the basic philosophy of the monopole must in any event
require us to retain as much as possible the formal
similarity in the construction of j*(x) and js*(x).

¢ We use a Majorana representation of the Dirac algebra and
the metric (1,1, 1, —1)
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In order to preserve the invariance of the theory with
respect to both parity and charge conjugation,” it is
necessary to introduce a second Fermi field ¢/(x) and
define the current by

st (2) =3 Brsv V',

where ¢’ is the symmetrical matrix

/ (0 1)
“\1 o/’
The operation of electric charge conjugation may now be
introduced by requiring
EYy(x)E7'=q¥(x),
EY (x)E-'=y/(x),

Ej(x)E-'=—j*(x),
Ejs#(x)E7'= je(x).

so that

Similarly, magnetic charge conjugation is defined by
My () M=y (x),
MY ()M =ig) (x),
with the consequent result
M j#(x) M= j#(x),
My () M7= — js(x).
Thus the transformation induced by the product

operator C=EM on both current operators, together
with the prescription

CFw(x)C'=—Fw(x),

ensures the invariance of (1a) and (2) under the com-
bined operations of electric and magnetic charge
conjugation.

The equations (4) together with the decomposition
of the electric and magnetic fields into their three-
dimensional transverse and longitudinal parts,

FO% (%) = F 1% ()4 F 1% (x) = F 1°% () — 9:A (%),
P ()= F 1% (2)+F 1% (2) = F 1 (%) — 9:” (),
yield the identification

€07 (%)
A(x)=—-V‘zeoj°=/d3x’—0]
4r|x—x|
0 (s
Al(x)= —V—2g0j50= /dax'm
47 |x—x'|

7 By charge conjugation we mean the product of electric charge
conjugation (E) and magnetic charge conjugation (M). See also
N. F. Ramsay, Phys. Rev. 109, 225 (1958). It should be empha-
sized that although a theory describing a particle having both
electric and magnetic charge can be constructed if the requirement
of invariance under charge conjugation is dropped, the basic
inconsistency problem remains unaltered.
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The consideration of the equations of motion (5) is
somewhat more complex and is most conveniently per-
formed by the introduction of a vector potential. In the
absence of the magnetic current jg*(x) this is usually
done by using the divergenceless character of the mag-
netic field to write Fo%(x) as the curl of a transverse
vector,
17'0"=e"""0;A,,,,

while for eo=0 the equation
6;,F°" = 0

can similarly be used to introduce the pseudovector
potential By (x),
Fok=¢kim3,B,, . (6)

Thus, one can readily verify that for e¢o=0 a consistent
monopole theory can be described by the Lagrangian

3= —AFWF 1P o5 (9,8, 0,B,) w5
’—ngG"Bu'i'Wel ('IV) ) (7)

in direct analogy to the go=0 case for which one has the
more familiar Lagrangian®

£E=%F“VFW'_%F“”(6#A'_avAu)’*'er“An‘f“c,(\b)- ®

This leads in a natural way to the question of the
number of degrees of freedom to be allowed the electro-
magnetic field if one is to describe a nontrivial monopole
theory. In particular we note that the equations of
motion implied by Eq. (7),

Fyw= 6“"“ﬁa¢Bp,
3, F a=gojs*,

together with the equations resulting from the
Lagrangian (8),
Fgrr=09r4"— 04+,

0,F g = goju s

allow the construction of a tensor F¥=F g+ F "
which satisfies the equations (1a) and (2). Since each
of these two theories is (kinematically) completely con-
sistent, an essentially trivial monopole theory is real-
izable. However, this not unknown result has been
accomplished only at the expense of a doubling of the
usual number of degrees of freedom of the electromag-
netic field, thus implying the existence of distinct
“electric” and “magnetic’” photons. Since these photons
furthermore do not interact with each other (thereby
negating any argument for the quantization of charge),
we shall immediately reject this formulation in favor
of an approach not requiring a photon doublet.

8 It is well to note here that a straightforward application of the
action principle [J. Schwinger, Phys. Rev. 91, 713 (1953)] yields
the commutation relation

(2 —a")[Er(x),Hi(x') ]= —iek™Ipmd (x—x')
for each of the two theories described by Eqgs. (7) and (8).
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To this end we introduce the transverse potential
A (x) by writing in analogy to ordinary electrodynamics

Fro%=ekm3 4,
Use of Eq. (5b) enables one to write
Fr%= — 804 1+ goe¥'™3,V 2 j5m
which, together with (5a), yields
— 024 = eof T+ goe*"™ 003,V 25 5™.

One can now construct in a straightforward way the
Lagrangian appropriate to this system

L= 3By o) — smyBY+3ip By o
+3FwF,,—3Fw(3,4,— 8,4,)
044yt goFOkemd V2 g
— %goFlméklmakv_zjso , (9)

where we have taken the bare mass of the ¥’ field zero
in order to have 9,j5#=0. Since the magnetic current
interaction appears to have been slighted by our choice
of the potential A4, (x) rather than the B, (x) of Eq. (6),
it is well to emphasize here that one could equally well
use this latter potential to obtain our result. The
essential point to note is that the theory described by
the Lagrangian (9) is inconsistent only in the case
€0go#0.

It can now be readily demonstrated that the equa-
tions implied by (9),

Fok—= —aoAk—3kA°+go€"l"‘an_2]'5"',
Fim= 914 m— 0mA 1+ goe¥' ™3, V2550,

1
[7“(-.«%— eoqAn>+MJ¢= 0,
1

1
[,y,._.a“_*_,yb,ykqleklmalV——?FOm_{_.Yogo,ysqlvazjao]W/ — 0 ,
1

by using the potential Bi(x)= —e*m9,V—2F'» and
Bo(x)=goV~%j® can be given the more symmetrical
form®

8, Fwr =gk, (10a)
8w =goj#, (10b)
1
[7"(—ﬁ,,—- eoqA ,.)+m:|¢ =0, (10c)
i
1
'Y“(fau_gﬂql753u)¢,=0- (10d)
i

Finally, we obtain from (9) the only nonvanishing
equal-time commutation relations among the canonical

? These equations are essentially identical to those obtained by
Cabibbo and Ferrari, Nuovo Cimento 23, 1147 (1962).
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variables ¥/(x), ¢’ (x), F1%(x), and A (x):

(@)Y ()} — ") =8(x—x"),
W (@) ¥ (@)}(a"—2") = (x—2),
[Fr'(x),4} (") ]8 (2" — &%) = iBp" (v — ") ,

a list which may be supplemented by the derived
relations

[Fr'(x),B'(x") ]8 (22— ") = — b T (x—a')
[F 7% (x),F 1% (x') 10 (2" —2%) = —ie1mOmd (x—2') ,
[A*(x), BH(x')]6 (10— 1%) = — ierimdnV-28 (x— ')

to give a more symmetrical result. It is well to note that
our reluctance to increase the number of degrees of
freedom of the Maxwell field has made the potentials
Ai(x) and Bi(x) canonical variables, a point which is
intimately related to the basic inconsistency of the
theory.

Although we have now succeeded in writing the
equations of motion of the monopole in the seemingly
covariant form (10), it will nonetheless be shown that
this theory fails to yield a consistent set of generators
of the Lorentz group. We shall now focus attention on the
proof of this important result.

III. PROOF OF NONCOVARIANCE

We shall approach the question of the covariance of
the theory constructed in the previous section by
seeking an explicit operator realization of the energy-
momentum tensor 7 such that the generators

P“=/d3x TO(x), (11a)

Jrr= /dax[x“T""(x)—x"T""(x)], (11b)

satisfy the structure relations
LPxPr]=0,
—1i[PrJ w]=gnPu—gauls,
—i[J oo w]= g e— gnd ue— gux o

of the inhomogeneous Lorentz group. It is clear from
(11) that, for the verification of these commutation
relations, it is sufficient to carry out the construction
of T (x).

For T%(x) we shall show that the appropriate
operator is

1 1
Tk = ROl kl+%’f"<jak— eqA k)‘/"i‘%‘ﬁ’(_.a" —govs¢'B k)’*,’,
1 1

+30:(Whornd)+30:( Sornl/) — F L OlekimF 1 0m

where

(12)

Okli= %1:[7‘17 l:] .
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It is convenient in working with P, and Ji; to use in
place of (12) the form

1 1
Fro(3:A1— 814 1) +3¢-0ub+3¢¥/'-0¥/
1 i

+30, W) +30: W' sod’), (13)

which differs from it by an inconsequential divergence
term. Since (13) is identical to the momentum density
operator in the absence of coupling, it is clear that (12)
leads immediately to the structure relations appropriate
to the three-dimensional inhomogeneous rotation group.
More generally, one can show by straightforward
calculation that P, and Jy; generate the group of
spatial translations and rotations upon all the basic field
operators of the theory.

Before turning to the question of pure Lorentz
transformations we shall briefly remark upon the last
term of Eq. (12). It is clear that this expression exactly
cancels any contribution to the momentum density
arising from purely static electric and magnetic fields.
Thus it is significant that there can be no intrinsic
angular momentum associated with a stationary elec-
tron-monopole pair, in direct contradiction of one of the
more elegant formulations!® of the argument for the
quantization of charge. According to this latter view
the classical angular-momentum density r x (E x H) of
the electromagnetic field should give rise to a net
angular momentum for an electron-monopole pair with
respect to the relative direction they define in space.
Thus in the classical limit

eo]”(x)=ed(x)3(y)8(z—a)
8oJ’(x)=gd(x)3(y)8(2)

one might expect an angular momentum about the z
axis.

Ji= / [r x (E x H) Jud’

déx 1 J1
=— 2eg/ —-
(4m)? [2249*+ (z—a)?]V2 0z r
eg ! *
= ———/ x dx/ [r*+a%—2rax]V2dr
drJ 4 0

A REORE
of T 50

eg

4r’

10 This formulation is due to M. Fierz, Helv. Phys. Acta 17, 27

(1944)
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the quantization of which leads immediately to the well-
known result
eg="2nm.

Although one could, in principle, hope to retain this
argument by seeking an alternative form for P; and Jy;,
it is an immediate consequence of Schur’s lemma that
these operators are unique and that the last term of (12)
is essential to the preservation of rotational invariance.!!
We have thus uncovered serious objections to the quan-
tization of charge independent of the more complex
question of Lorentz invariance.

Having now established the rotational invariance of
the theory (at the expense of giving up magnetic charge
quantization) we must now go on to consider the pure
Lorentz transformations to display the fundamental in-
consistency of the theory. To this end we propose for
the operator 7%(x) the form

1
T°°<x)=%¢w(-,ak—eoqA k)w+%mw
1

1 -
+%¢'w(—ak—goq'an)wH[(FOk)% (Forye]. (14)

1

As the first and most obvious property of 7%(x) we must
require that P? generate the development in time of all
operators in the theory. Thus

1
/ @[T (), x(x)]=-i 90X (x)

for any operator X(x), a result which is readily estab-
lished by straightforward calculation. Another im-
portant condition is the requirement that J as defined
by (11b) transform F* as a second-rank tensor, i.e.,

—_ i[JOk,Fuv] —_ (xoak_ xkaO)Fuv_l,_ngFkv
_.gkyFOV+gkl'F0;‘_ gPOFky.

Again one can directly verify this commutation relation
as well as the corresponding vector transformation
properties of both j#(x) and jg#(x) thus establishing the
covariance of Egs. (10a) and (10b) for the 7T%(x)
of Eq. (14).

It is, however, well known that in the radiation gauge
formulation of electrodynamics 4,(x) (¥ (x)) fails to
transform as a vector (spinor) in spite of the covariance
of (10c). Thus the question of the behavior of Eqs. (10c)
(when go=0) and (10d) under a Lorentz transformation
is considerably more complex, and it is precisely here
that a monopole field theory must founder. In the go=0

! The inclusion of this term reduces Py and J3; to their free-field
f grms, thus immediately displaying the rotational invariance of the
theory.
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limit one has from (14) the result

—i[]“",A‘(x)]= (x"ak—x”a")A 1— 6,449, (15a)
—i[Jo% (x) ]= (20— 2+ )W —3B7v™Y
jieog{ Ge¥}, (15b)

where
Q= 0, V2 (x*¥FOm) — x%9,, V-2F0m
=[0mV-2x*]FOm,

In spite of the absence of manifest Lorentz invariance
in this theory one has the familiar result that the
equation of motion

l:'y“(%a“—- eogd ,.)-l-m]:#: 0

is covariant with respect to the Lorentz transformation
described by (15). A similar situation occurs in the
case e¢o=0. Here the vector potential B,(x) and the
spinor ¢’ (x) satisfy the commutation relations

—i[J%,B!(x)]= (2°9x—x*0°) Bi— 81B°+8,:®:,  (16a)
—i[J% ' (x) ]= (2°8x— W'
—38v +3igog vs{®iy'}, (16b)

where ~ _
®= — 0V 2 (x*FOm) 4 x*Q,, V2 0m
= [amv—z’xk]F’Om ’

a result which establishes the covariance of the equation
1
'Y"('Tau - gog’%&)d/ (x)=0.
i

In the case of nonvanishing electric and magnetic
couplings, it is clear that, for the energy density of
Eq. (14), the transformation properties of ¥ and ¢ are
given by (15b) and (16b), respectively. However, be-
cause of the presence of the term gos*By in (14) and the
noncommutativity of 4,(x) with Bi(x), the commuta-
tion relation (15a) becomes

—i[J% 4,(x)]= (499, —4*3%) A ' — 6,40

+alak+goezm”[amv_2)xk]j5n (17)
while (16a) now has the form
—i[J%,By(x)]= (220 —x*3%) B;— 8, B°
+az(Bk+eoe’"'”[6,,,V—2,x":|j". (18)

The presence of the additional terms in both (17) and
(18) has destroyed the covariance of Egs. (10c) and
(10d), as a Lorentz transformation on these equations
now has the effect of introducing a direct interaction
proportional to eogo between the fields ¢ and ¢’. Thus,
provided that the uniqueness of 7®(x) can be estab-
lished, we have the gratifying result that the theory
fails the test of Lorentz invariance if and only if eogo70.

The question of the uniqueness of 7%(x) can be
handled by relatively straightforward considerations.
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First, it is to be noted that, since the equations of
motion of the Maxwell field (1a) and (2) are fixed, and
the T9%(x) of Eq. (14) transforms F#(x) as a second-
rank tensor, that part of 7% which contains terms in-
volving F 7% and F 7% (as well as 4 and By) is unique.
That is, any attempt to include additional terms in
T%(x) involving the dynamical variables of the Max-
well field must alter either the fundamental equations of
motion or the transformation properties of F#*(x). Thus,
we have only to deal with the somewhat more subtle
problem of whether covariance can be restored by intro-
ducing a direct interaction between the currents j# and
Js* It is clear that such a coupling must be proportional
to eogo and involve no dimensional parameters. It is not
difficult to verify, however, that there is no rotationally
invariant parity-conserving coupling, either local or
nonlocal, which can be introduced between these two
currents.

It is perhaps instructive to briefly view here the
question of covariance in terms of the commutation re-
lations of T#(x) with itself as discussed by Schwinger.!?
In particular he has shown that a sufficient condition for
Lorentz invariance is

—i[T%(),T"(x")]

= — (T%(x)+ T (x')) 3,0 (x—x'). (19)
In the present case this rather complex condition may
be simplified considerably by noting that it is certainly
valid for e, or go equal to zero. It is an immediate
consequence of this observation that (19) is not satisfied
for the T%(x) and T%(x) of Eqs. (12) and (14) in the
two important respects:

(i) The commutator fails to generate the last term
of (12).

(ii) The commutator of j*¥4, with j*B, is not
accommodated by the structure of (19).

It requires only a slight extension of this result to again
establish the uniqueness of 7%(x) as well as its necessary
incompatibility with the structure relations of the
Lorentz group, thus further verifying the basic in-
consistency inherent to a monopole theory.

IV. A SOLUBLE MODEL

As a simple realization of a theory which illustrates
all the essential features discussed in the preceding
sections, we shall construct here a soluble model de-
scribing the coupling of conserved electric and magnetic
currents to the electromagnetic field. To this end it is
convenient to introduce the scalar and pseudoscalar
fields ¢ (x) and ¢(x), respectively, which, in the absence
of coupling, are described by the Lagrangian

£=¢*d,0+3¢"but 0" duot3 o e, (20)

12 J. Schwinger, Phys. Rev. 127, 324 (1962).
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As a result of the equations of motion,

d,9+=0,
0up*=0,

(21)
implied by (20), the fields ¢#(x) and ¢*(x) describe
conserved vector and pseudovector currents, a result
which is unaltered by the inclusion of any coupling
which does not explicitly involve the fields ¢(x) and
¢(x).13 Thus we are led to propose the model described

by the equations
(22a)

(22b)

ayF‘”: eo¢l"
a,ﬁ#’: g0¢ﬂ.

In the special case go=0 such a theory is described by
the complete Lagrangian

L= '}F“”Fuv_ %F‘“’(a,,A y— 0,4 u)
+¢"au¢+%¢“¢u+ eoA Ppy

which is identical to a model previously considered in
the discussion of the connection between gauge in-
variance and mass.¥ The symmetry between electric
and magnetic coupling is displayed by the observation
that for ¢o=0 one has as the appropriate Lagrangian

£=—1F»F,+1F ,4(3,.B,— d,B,)e*f»
+ ‘P“a#‘/"*"%ﬂ""ﬂon_goB“‘Pn-

In the former case one finds that the two transverse
modes of the Maxwell field corresponding to a given
momentum combine with the scalar mode of the field
& (x) to describe the three degrees of freedom of a vector
meson with mass e It is therefore of no surprise that
in the case of purely magnetic coupling the transverse
electromagnetic modes together with the field o(x)
describe a pseudovector field of mass ge¢?. This, however,
suggests that in the case of nonvanishing electric and
magnetic coupling there might well result serious com-
plications as ¢(x) and ¢(x) compete in their efforts to
determine the character of the Maxwell field.
Proceeding in direct analogy to the approach de-
veloped in Sec. II we can now write the Lagrangian

L= %F‘"Fuv_ %F"'(G,A »— 8,4 p)+¢"an¢+%¢“¢p+ ¢”an¢’
+% oroutewptd p+goF°’°e"”"a,V—2 o™

_%goFlmlemakV—2¢0 (23)

appropriate to Egs. (21) and (22). In addition, one
finds from (23) the equations
Ph=—d"p—eod*,
k= — 8k p— goekim3,V—2Fm
‘p0= _ 60¢+%g0€klmakv—zp‘lm ,
18 This point has been discussed in some detail by G. S. Guralnik

and the author (to be published).
4 D. G. Boulware and W. Gilbert, Phys. Rev. 126, 1563 (1962).
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which upon introduction of B* as defined by
FTOIG= __eklmale ,
F LOI’ = o= akB" y

assume the form

¢“= —6"¢—eoA",

pt=—0*p—goB*. (24)

It now requires only simple manipulations on Egs.
(21), (22), and (24) to derive the reduced field equations

(—+e)gp(x)=0,
(= +gd)o(x)=0,
(— 8+ e+ go?) Fr' (x) = eg?g? V—2F 1%,

While the fields ¢(x) and ¢(x) each appear to be un-
aware of the presence of the other, the Maxwell field,
unable to choose whether to be a vector or axial-vector
meson, experiences a fatally noncovariant distortion of
its excitation spectrum if and only if eogo%0. Thus the
breakdown of Lorentz invariance which revealed itself
in the general monopole theory through the non-
covariance of the equations of motion has been given in
this soluble model an explicit and dramatic realization.

In order to illustrate more clearly the correspondence
with the general monopole theory, we shall briefly
discuss the covariance problem from the viewpoint of
the preceding section. In this case one has

T (x) = ¢°(— dxp—eod k) + ¢°(— Ik p— goBi) + FOUF*
— eogo(alv—2¢o)eklm(amv—2 <p°)
and

()= 3@+ (P Oudteod
+3(Beo+goBe)+AL (PO (Fo0y7].

In analogy to our previous result the last term of (25) is
necessary to preserve rotational invariance while at the
same time it eliminates the necessity for the quantiza-
tion of charge. One further finds that the Hamiltonian
PP generates the time development of all operators in the
theory and that J% correctly transforms F#(x) as a
second-rank tensor.

There is however, one noteworthy distinction between
this model and the more general theory which arises
from the fact that the currents ¢#(x) and e*(x) are
linear rather than bilinear in the operators of the
charge fields. Thus, in view of the result of Eqs. (17)

(25)
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and (18) together with
——z[]“",¢(x)]= (xoak_xkao)¢—eoak »
—i[J%,o(x) 1= (2°9x—2*d0) o — go®s,

it follows from (24) that ¢#(x) and ¢*(x) cannot trans-
form as vectors. This has the immediate consequence
that none of the equations of this theory are covariant
with respect to the Lorentz group if eogos0.

With this minor difference all our previous results
carry over to this model. The general proofs of the
inconsistency directly apply and at the same time we
have the further advantage here of being able to
explicitly calculate the noncovariant mass spectrum of
the Maxwell field.

V. CONCLUSION

Although the pursuit of the magnetic monopole has
never attained the distinction of being considered one
of the most pressing problems in particle physics, the
demonstration of its incompatibility with the axioms
of quantum field theory does dispose of what has been
at least a mildly annoying problem of electrodynamics.
While it goes without saying that the final verdict on
this question must be given by the experimentalist, the
discovery of such a particle (without a ‘““second photon”)
would require a drastic reformulation of some of the
most fundamental aspects of quantum field theory.

Despite the fact that invariance under parity and
charge conjugation has been incorporated into the
proof given here, it is to be emphasized that this point
is quite inessential, the conclusion resting solely on the
assumption of the existence of a Lagrangian and a well-
defined set of generators of Lorentz transformations. It
is well to note further that this paper has emphasized
throughout the symmetry between electric and mag-
netic couplings, and the basic consistency problem only
arises in fitting both into the same theory. While there
is thus no fundamental basis for choosing between the
two types of coupling (as there is no reason why
matter should be locally favored over antimatter),
nature, having once decided on a vector coupling, is no
longer free to admit a pseudovector interaction.
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