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Quantum energies of BPS vortices in D=2+1 and D=3+1
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We consider vortices in scalar electrodynamics and compute the leading quantum correction to their
energies for the BPS case of identical classical masses of the Higgs and gauge fields. In particular, we focus
on the winding number n dependence of these corrections, from which we can extract the binding energies
of configurations with larger n. For both dimensionalities, D = 2 + 1 and D = 3 + 1, we find that quantum
corrections are negative and scale approximately linearly with n, so that combined vortices are favored over

isolated ones.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.106.076013

I. INTRODUCTION

The Abrikosov-Nielsen-Olesen (ANO) vortex [1-3]
provides the simplest example of a topological soliton
with integer winding number, relevant to applications in
condensed matter [4], particle physics [5] and cosmology
[6,7]. It arises as a classical solution to the field equations
in a theory of scalar electrodynamics with spontaneous
symmetry breaking, where the scalar can be the field of
Cooper pairs in a superconductor or a Higgs-like field in a
particle physics model or a domain wall binding a cosmic
string. After spontaneous symmetry breaking, both the
scalar and gauge fields have nonzero mass, and for string
configurations that are localized in a two-dimensional
transverse plane, the magnetic flux through the plane
corresponds to a conserved topological winding number.
In the Bogomolny-Prasad-Sommerfeld (BPS) [8,9] case of
equal classical masses, which we will focus on here, the
classical energy is directly proportional to this flux.

Given this classical field theory picture, it is natural to
ask how these results are modified by quantum corrections,
and whether the direct proportionality of energy to winding
is maintained. To one loop, these corrections consist of the
vacuum polarization energy (VPE), the renormalized sum
over the zero-point energies %hw for small oscillations
around the classical background. Formally, the VPE is
defined as
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where w; and a),EO) denote the spectra of the quantum

fluctuations with and without the vortex background,
respectively. The subscript indicates that this divergent
sum requires renormalization, which is the primary chal-
lenge for the calculation.

Let us briefly explain the renormalization procedure. In
the background of a static localized configuration we
express the renormalized VPE as the sum

1 [
AE = Eps +5 / dk/K2 + M2 (Bp (k)
0

where we have chosen natural units with # = ¢ = 1. Here
E,  is the contribution from the discrete bound states in the
potential induced by the background. The contribution from
the continuum scattering states is given by the momentum
integral, in which the effect of the background is to change
the density of states. We call this change Ap(k). It has a
Born expansion in the strength of the potential, and
subtracting sufficiently many leading orders of this expan-
sion renders the momentum integral finite. This convergent
integral can then be combined with E, , and analytically
continued to the imaginary momentum axis. The subtracted
Born terms are added back in as Feynman diagrams, Epp,
which arise from an equivalent expansion of the effective
action. When combined with standard counterterms, Ecr,
the sum Egp + Ec is also finite.

We will use scattering theory to compute the change in
the density of states and its Born expansion in a partial
wave expansion [10,11]. Here an additional complication
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arises as a result of the gauge field winding: scattering
theory requires that the background fields vanish at spatial
infinity, but string configurations instead approach a non-
trivial pure gauge, reflecting the topological winding. To
remove this behavior, we use a gauge transformation that
makes the fields trivial at infinity, at the cost of introducing
a singularity in the gauge field at the origin. The associated
magnetic field is unchanged, and remains zero at infinity
and finite at the origin. This singularity does not contribute
to the final result since it is a gauge artifact, but careful
regularization is required to implement it consistently while
maintaining gauge symmetry [12].

The first complete treatment of this problem was given in
Ref. [13]. There, a more ad hoc scheme was used to subtract
and add back in terms corresponding to both the renorm-
alization counterterms and the gauge singularity. While in
principle the calculations should be equivalent, our
approach provides a more systematic separation of the
divergences, in the process demonstrating that, surprisingly,
a much larger number of partial waves are needed to obtain
the large k behavior of Ap(k) that is consistent with that
obtained from analyzing Feynman diagrams. This effect
explains some of the discrepancies between our results and
previous calculations, some of which appeared to converge
without renormalization [14,15] when too few partial waves
are taken into account; including a larger number of partial
waves restores the expected divergence. Other discrepancies
arise from the peculiarities of the renormalization condi-
tions, which we choose to be on-shell.

In this paper we consider vortices in both D =2 4+ 1 and
D =3+ 1 spacetime dimensions. In the former case, the
lower dimension means fewer diagrams are divergent, as is
typical in quantum field theory. We nonetheless include
finite counterterms to implement the same on-shell renorm-
alization conditions as in 3 + 1 dimensions, in both cases
ensuring that the residues of the propagator poles for both
particles, corresponding to the normalization of single-
particle states, are left unchanged, as is the pole location
for the Higgs particle, corresponding to its mass. The mass
of the gauge particle is corrected by quantum effects, so in
the end the theory is specified by the two masses, or
equivalently by the Higgs mass and the gauge coupling
constant. However, while this mass splitting occurs at one-
loop order, its effects on the VPE enter at two loops and can
be ignored in our calculation. In the case of 3 + 1 dimen-
sions, the scattering density of states remains the same as in
D =241, but we must use analytic continuation to
consistently include the integral over the momentum in
the trivial direction [16].

Since the classical BPS vortex has energy proportional to
its winding number, the classical energy of a winding n
vortex is equal to the energy of n isolated vortices. In the
condensed matter system, it represents the boundary
between type I and type II superconductors. The quantum
correction will therefore either stabilize or destabilize the

higher winding configurations; by carrying out the calcu-
lation through n =4 we find that higher winding is
stabilized.

Throughout the paper we treat the D =2+ 1 and
D =341 cases in parallel without introducing separate
notations for the most part, and use the context to identify
the particular case. In Sec. II we introduce the classical
vortex configuration in singular gauge. The quantization of
the theory at one loop and the corresponding on-shell
renormalization procedure are described in Secs. Il and IV,
respectively. In Sec. V we explain the computation of the
VPE using scattering data on the imaginary momentum
axis and show how we move the divergent contributions
from the momentum integral into Feynman diagrams,
which are then combined with the counterterms from
Sec. IV. Numerical results are presented and discussed
in Sec. VI, and we give a short summary and conclusion in
Sec. VIL In a short appendix we estimate the higher-order
effects of different masses for the VPE.

II. CLASSICAL SOLUTIONS

We start from the Lagrangian
1 A
L= FuP® +|D,0f =5 (0 =22, (3)

where as usual F,, =d,A,—0,A, and D,® = (d,—ieA,)D
for an Abelian gauge theory.

In singular gauge, the profiles associated with winding
number n are the functions g(p) and h(p) within the ansitze

. 9(p) @)

Og =vh(p) and Az = nvp=——-,
p

where p = evr is dimensionless while r is the physical
radial coordinate. Here g(p) ranges from O to 1 and A(p)
ranges from 1 to 0 as p goes from 0 to co.

This field configuration leads to the energy functional

2
2 [T n’g
E, =2nv /0 pdp {2p2

2 A

h2
+h’2+n2;gz+@(h2—l)2 ,
(5)

where primes denote derivatives with respect to p. In
D =2+ 1, where v? has dimensions of mass, E, is the
vortex energy, while in D = 3 + 1, where v has dimensions
of mass, it is the energy per unit length of the vortex.
Recalling the tree-level mass relations M% = Av* and
M3 = 2v%e?, the coefficient of the last terms becomes

i M

4e* 2M3%’
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TABLE 1. Fit parameters for vortex profiles. The quality
of the fit is estimated by the accuracy of the energy:
OF = Eg/(2znv?) — 1, where Ep, is obtained by substituting
(9) into Eq. (5).

n ao a (¢%) ﬂl /}2 OF

1 0.8980 0.6621 0.1890 0.5361 0.7689 4.2 x 107
2 09072 0.8288 2.6479 1.0949 0.8042 1.9 x 107
3 0.8290 0.7882 5.1953 1.1328 0.7425 1.5x1073
4 07755 0.7350 5.2009 1.1034 0.6853 5.6x 1073

so that when measured in units of 2702, the classical energy
only depends on the ratio of the two masses.

In the BPS case, which we assume henceforth, the
coupling constants are related by A=2e? ie, My=
M , = M. Then the energy functional can be written as sums
of non-negative quantities plus a surface contribution

0 1 2
E, = 2711)2/ pdp{2 Bg’ — (h? - 1)]
0

2
+ [h’ —Zgh] } + 2znv?g(h? - 1)

o0

(6)

0
Hence the minimal energy is fully determined by the
winding number, yielding E, = 2znv?> = 2zn MTZ, with

the corresponding profiles obeying the first-order differential
equations

;P o ;N
=2 -1) and w="gn 7
g=L00=1) and W =" )

with the boundary conditions

1

08 -

06— g(p), exact —

| —— h(p), exact |
— g(p), fitted

041 h(p), fitted 7

02 -

<)
(8]
s
o

FIG. 1.

h(0)=1-g(0)=0 and limh(p)=1—limg(p)=1, (8)

p—00 p—00

which correspond to field configurations that approach
constant vacuum values at spatial infinity. The topological
structure appears through a singularity in the gauge field at
the origin, while the magnetic field remains finite every-
where. We have solved the differential equations in (7)
numerically, but for later use in the scattering calculation an
approximate expression in terms of elementary functions is
very helpful. It turns out that for 1 < n <4 the correlation
coefficients for the fit

h(p) = a, tanh”(a1p) + [1 — a,] tanh” (app) and

1 — tanh® (f,p)

tanh(p,) ®)

g(p) = pip

with the fit parameters a; and f3; listed in Table I deviate from
unity by 10 or less from the numerical solutions to Eq. (7).
The quality of the parametrization is also reflected by the
smallness of the relative error SE = Ep/(2znv?) — 1, which
is also presented in Table I. This accuracy test indicates that
the agreement is excellent for n» = 1 and n = 2, but merely
good for n=3 and n=4. To show that the fit is
nevertheless also suitable in these cases, we display the
corresponding profiles in Fig. 1. A graphical comparison for
n = 1 and n = 2 does not provide visible differences and we
refrain from its presentation.

III. QUANTIZATION

In this section we quantize the theory, including the
relevant ghost fields required for gauge fixing, and derive
the equations of motion for the harmonic fluctuations.

1

08 ' / -

06— \ exact
—— h(p), exact
— g(p), fitted

04 1= ——  h(p), fitted

02

=)
W
FS
o

Comparison of exact and fitted profile functions [from Eq. (9) and Table I] for winding numbers n = 3 and n = 4.
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We will construct the renormalization counterterms in the
next section.

A. Lagrangian for fluctuations

We introduce time-dependent fluctuations about the
vortex via

O =0g+n and A* = AL+ a* (10)

and extract the harmonic terms after several integrations by
parts as

1 1
L2 = —E(GMa,,)(a”a”) +§ (@,a")2 + |<I>S|2aﬂa”

1
+ Dyl = (|5 = 1)l =5 (P + D5n)?
+i(@gn* — Din)d,a" 4 2ia* (* D, ®s —nD; D) at,
(11)

where D, is the covariant derivative with the vortex

configuration Ag substituted, Dy =9, and D = V+

ing @, and we have chosen units with ev = 1 such that

both particles have classical mass v/2. The gauge is fixed
from the vortex background by adding an R; type
Lagrangian with £ =1 to cancel the nd,a" term,

1 : * *
Lo = —E[aﬂa” +i(Dgn* — Din)]?. (12)

Collecting the harmonic terms yields

1
£+ Ly = -3 (0,a,)(0"a") + |@s|*a,a" + |D,n|?
— (3|®g|* = 1)|n|* + 2ia* (5" D, D5 — nD; D).

(13)

We still have to subtract the ghost contribution to the
VPE associated with the gauge fixing in Eq. (12), which we
write as Ly = — % G?. The infinitesimal gauge transforma-
tions reads

Then

oG
" =0 = 0,0" + (2|®y|* + Doyp* 4+ D). (15)

This induces the ghost Lagrangian (in agreement with
Refs. [17,18])

Ly, = —0,80"c + 2|®y|cc + nonharmonic terms.  (16)

Its VPE is (the negative of) that of a Klein Gordon field of
mass /2 in the background potential 2(h? — 1), which can
be easily computed. Since it is a complex ghost field, it
must be subtracted with a factor of two from the above.
Note that from Eq. (13), the nontransverse components of
a, couple to the same background potential.

In D = 2 4 1 the spectrum consists of four real decoupled
fields with mass v/2: a;, a,, Re(n) and Im(y). Three other
fields, also with mass /2, are fully decoupled: a, and the
two ghosts. The ghosts count negatively, and one of them
cancels against the temporal component of the gauge field
since they obey the same equation of motion. In total there
are then 5 —2 =3 physical degrees of freedom. When
computing the VPE, we thus have to subtract a boson type
contribution from the background 2(h?> —1). In D =3 + 1
the gauge field has an additional decoupled longitudinal
component, so the nontransverse and ghost contributions
cancel completely and we only need to consider a; and a,
together with the complex Higgs field.

u

B. Wave equations for quantum fluctuations

To formulate the scattering problem, we employ a partial
wave decomposition using the complex combinations

a, +ia, = \/Eie‘i“”Zaf(p)eif‘/’ and

4
n=e" np)e’”. (17)
4

We have an analogous expansion for a, — ia, and #* and, in
general, a coupled system of four radial functions. In the
BPS case, fortunately, this system decouples into two sub-

A¥ — AF + 0y, Oy +n—> Dy +n+iy(dy+
d 0 ’7 0+ (@ ) blocks, with the one containing a, —ia, and 5" being
so that 17 — 5+ iy (Py + 7). (14) " jdentical to the above. It will thus suffice to solve
!
1o o & =2ntq(p) + ng*(p
L2 panep) = ~Pncp) + | PYFITP) 4 3002(p) = 1) e ) + VEd(p)ar ()
pop’ op p
10 0 £+1)?
L paraenp) = =aralp) + | 2000) = )] a0+ Vadioneto) (18)

076013-4



QUANTUM ENERGIES OF BPS VORTICES IN D =2+ 1 AND ...

PHYS. REV. D 106, 076013 (2022)

with ¢> = @?> —2 and double its VPE. Here the off-

diagonal coupling is d(p) = %ﬁf’) +2h(p)g(p).
Finally, the ghost field fully decouples and has a partial

wave expansion analogous to the Higgs field in Eq. (17),

19 9 0 o) = ~¢e0) + [+ 202(0) - 1)] ¢, ()
pappap”)* q-ce\p e P e\P)-
(19)

IV. RENORMALIZATION

In this section we describe the renormalization of the
one-loop corrections arising from the fluctuations about the
vortex. We begin by analyzing the effective action.

A. Effective actions in D=2+1 and D=3+1

To identify the ultraviolet divergences in the form of
Feynman diagrams [19,20], we consider the Lagrangian

with four real fields ¢ = (7y.7,.a,.a,). The Cartesian
components of the gauge fields have been defined in

Eq. (17) above, while 5= (i, +in,)/v/2. We then
Taylor expand the effective action for these real scalar
fields as

Aett = %TrLog[a2 +M? —i0" +2V]
~ o A
=AY LT GV] - iTHGVGV] + ngr[GVGVGV]
—2ATr[GVGVGVGV] + ..., (21)

where G = (0* + M?* —i0%)~! times the 4 x 4 unit matrix.
The functional trace is over the space-time coordinates as
well as the elements of ¢ and the ellipsis in Eq. (21)

1 1 Itraviolet finite terms. The potential matrix is
=L d et — L arret — sV 20 represents u ) P
2(”¢)( #) 2¢ P -dve (20) given by V =V, + V| + V,, with
|
%(Q% - v?) 0 V2% - AgDs V2§ - AgDs
2 0 %(q% ) —(V2/e)x - VO3 —(v2/e)y - Vs
V() = e (22)
\/ii"ASq)S —(\/E/e).i\qu)s (CI)%—UZ) 0
\/Z‘A’ ‘AgDy —(\/5/3)5’ -V 0 (‘D% - Uz)
and
0O 1 0 O 1 0 0 O
1% L0000y md v, 00Oy (23)
=e . an =— A
! 0 00 o0f° 21000 0 %7
0O 0 0 O 0O 0 0 O

Here we have separated out V; and V, because they relate to
the singular terms in the scattering problem, while V is the
4 x 4 representation of the nonsingular terms in Eq. (18).
The renormalization program via Feynman diagrams in
dimensional regularization is carried out with the full
potential matrix V, while the subtractions that we have
indicated in Eq. (2) should only involve V|, supplemented
by the wave-function renormalization of the gauge boson,
which is simplified by the fake boson trick described below.

B. On-shell renormalization counterterms
The counterterm Lagrangian has four terms,
‘CCT = CgF,wFlw + C/’l|D/4®|2 + Co((I)z - 1}2>
+ Cy(D? — 1?)2. (24)

|

The C, counterterm arises from varying the vacuum
expectation value v in the original Lagrangian, Eq. (3).
The coefficient is chosen such that it exactly cancels
iTr[GV,] in Eq. (21), which is the no-tadpole condition.
The coefficients C, and C), are determined such that the
residues of the propagators at the respective masses have no
quantum correction, while Cy is fixed such that the pole
location of the Higgs propagator (which determines its
mass) does not change at one-loop order. The pole location
of the gauge field propagator is then an output of the
calculation, which can be expressed in terms of the other
Lagrangian parameters.

In what follows, D will be the physical dimension while
D, is its continuation in dimensional regularization. That is,
for D=3+ 1 we have D, =4 —2¢ and e\ 0. We use
lowercase letters to denote finite counterterm coefficients;
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where counterterms diverge, we use the corresponding
uppercase letter to denote the coefficients including a
divergent part.

To determine the mass and wave-function renormaliza-
tion we need to expand the effective action to quadratic
order in the Higgs and gauge fields. Let us first discuss Ay,
the contributions to the effective action that are quadratic in
the gauge field and superficially quadratically divergent,
before imposing gauge invariance of the regulator. These
contributions arise from the terms linear in V, and quadratic
in V],

A

AA = CG / dDXFMDF/w + 1TI'[GV2] — ITI‘[GVIGVI], (25)

which yields

> 5 /43_D€ De
AA—CG/d xFMyF”D+€ (47.[)D€/2F<1_7)
Pk
A, (k)A* (—k
< [ oA
1
« / de 1272 — (M2 x(1 — )22 (26)
0

where A”(k) denotes the Fourier transform of the

gauge field. We have repeatedly used p,A*(k) = 0, which
|

results from the vortex property 9,A*(x) =0 and also
implies

/ dPxF, P =2 / (;1:)",) KA, (A (—k). (27)

We may also assume p,,;l”(k) = ( generally when deter-
mining the wave-function renormalization C, because it
still allows us to uniquely identify the field strength tensor
in the quadratic expansion of the effective action.' The
residue of the D =2 pole is zero, so the quadratic
divergence disappears and we can continue to the dimen-
sion of interest. There are additional superficial divergen-
ces in D =3+ 1 when expanding the effective action,
Eq. (21). However, the logarithmic divergences from
Vo®V, and Vy ® V| ® V| cancel, as do those from
V2®V2, V2®V1®V1 and V1®V1®V1®V1.
Hence the quadratic order in V is sufficient to implement
renormalization.

To collect all terms that are quadratic in the fields we
introduce ?y(k) and a@(k) as the Fourier transforms of

ex-Aq®¢ ey-A D
vy =®% -1 and a:\/§e< . 578 yA S S>’ (28)
—Xx-Vby; —5-VOy

respectively. For example, vy (k) = [d*x[®3 — v*]el".

In D =2 + 1 we then have

AB) = / dx[c,F,,F*" + c,(D,®)* (D'®) + ¢, (®D* — v?)?]

8EM/ Pk [lle (=) + 215(a(

ﬂgm@m )klz/ dx{l—\/l—xl—x)kz/MZ] (29)

B H (27)

}/ 1—x 1—xk2/M2
vi

where the ellipsis refer to terms of cubic and higher order. In D = 3 + 1 these contributions have divergences, so we write

C - (ci1), c, -5 ¢ cy+ 124 ¢ (30)
C, = Ccp = - ) Cy = €

g 9 1927 1072 h h 42 € Y v 3272

with C, = % —y+In(4n A’}I—ZZ) from dimensional regularization with scale A. The second-order effective action is then

A / d*x[c,F,,F* + c,(D,®@)* (D' ®) + ¢, (D" — v?)?]

82 2r)*

1 [ d* [13e* s :
/([41}H(k)vH(—k)+tr(a(k)a (—k))]/ dxIn[l — x(1 — x)k*/M?]

0

R S P R T

'If there was parity violation, the dual field strength tensor would also contribute and the assumption would not be justified.
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Here all counterterm coefficients are finite and thus written in lowercase. Comparing the D =2 + 1 and D = 3 + 1 cases, a
change in the relative coefficients between the 7 (k)0 (—k) and a(k)a'(—k) is observed. This change results from the
ghost contribution in D =2 + 1.

Next, we write the part of the action which is quadratic in the fields (including the tree-level counterterms) as

AD) — / % [Ggfm(k)il(_k) +GQD)A,,(k)AM(—k)}, (32)

where (k) is the Fourier transform of /(x) = ®(x) — v. In general (but not for the vortex) there are also terms like
ﬁ(k)k”A”(—k), but they need not be considered for our renormalization conditions, because they would determine the

renormalized coupling. For the Higgs part we find, using M = v2ew,

32 _ (1 > 2 <M2 2 ) e’ 2 2 /1 dx
Gy (k)= |z+cp |k~ = |—=—4vc, +— 1M~ — 4k
i () (2 ' 2 St ) 0 /1 =x(1-x)k*/M?

1 M2 2 1
G (k) = (5 + ch> K2 — (7 - 41}2%) 12ﬂ2 (13M? — 4k2) /0 dxIn[1 — x(1 — x)k2/M?]. (33)

The gauge part is obtained from setting ® = v,

G2y — L a2 c ZMlx{— ETRRYE P
602) = =51 e+ (1) = G [ S a1 1208
Gr)(kz) %(1 —4cq)k2 +(1+ Ch)M72+2<21\;1> A dxIn[1 —x(1 —x)k*/M?]
- (Z—M)z /1 dx[1 = x(1 = x)k2/M2] In 1 — x(1 — x)i2/M?]. (34)
4 0

The on-shell renormalization conditions for the Higgs  From this we determine the unknowns ¢, and M, where

field are the latter is written in terms of the ratio y = % We obtain
) for D=2+1
0G,;’ (k? 1
GP(M?) =0 and # ==, (35
ak kK2=M?
e’ 1 h 3
from which we obtain for D =2 + 1 Cg('”) 327M |4 — + atan 2 (39)
&2
451 -2
= 487zM[ SIn(3) - 28] and for D =3 +1
4
d = 28 — 871n(3)], 36
and ¢, =528 = 87In(3) (36) .
¢ -
and for D =3 + 1 we find ¢oln) = 28872 13 [’u(ﬂ 12)u
—2u*+16 u
e? 107 et n $3 T T D sin <—>] (40)
=——|17T-—= d =—— [19—=-35]. —_ 2 '
“ 1674 ﬂ] e 3274 ] ] VA ?
(37)
o . Within the one-loop order ¢; = O(#) and y?> — 1 = O(h)
The gauge field renormalization conditions are s0 that ¢,(u) — ¢ (1) = o(n?).
) Finally, we combine these results to compute the mass
GgD) (M2)=0 and dG, 2(k ) leae = — 1 . (38) ratio u in terms of the Lagrangian parameter e. We obtain
ok A for D=2+1
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2zM , , >
— :_1 o) [ R
=) = ) -
-1- %atanh <g) (41)
and D =3+1
8z% 9 Sz 4> 16 -2 (ﬂ)
— W -1)==—-——-—+———asin| = |. (42

At one-loop order to the VPE it is fully consistent to use
u =1 in the finite parts of the counterterm coefficients.
Nevertheless, in the Appendix we will briefly discuss
effects resulting from c,(u) — ¢, (1) # 0.

C. Fake boson subtraction

As seen from Eq. (2), the computation of the VPE
requires us to move divergent terms from the nonperturba-
tive contribution (which is obtained from scattering data) to
Feynman diagrams. For the remaining logarithmic diver-
gence in Eq. (26) with D = 3 + 1, this is not possible for the
vortex configuration since neither its Fourier transform nor
its Born approximation to the scattering data exist. We
instead introduce the fake boson technique, in which we
begin by considering bosonic fluctuations about the static
potential V(x) = V(r). We take this boson field to be
complex because its scattering data will later be combined
with those from the complex vortex fluctuations in Eq. (18).
The second-order effective action for this boson field is

Amv) :2(417[)2 [i—y+ln(%)] /d“xV}
—ﬁ / %mkm(—m
xﬂdxln {1-41-@5}, (43)

with the Fourier transform V(k) = [dP x V(x)el%*. We
define the normalization of V(r) such that the 1/e in
singularities in Eq. (43) match those of C. That is, for the
given potential V; we scale all second-order contributions
by the factor cp, which is determined from

—6CB d4 d4x - n2g/2 2
B Vi= | —F, F* =470? d .
&2 TLf/TL”” ’w/oppp

(44)

where TL is the volume of the subspace in which the vortex
is translationally invariant. Then we end up with the finite
expression

/ T1 Fub o+ cp A"

2];4;[[22 sfn%wpdp(ngy

+ep fvéz / dgi(q) {Wasinh(\/ig)—q}, (45)

where 0,(q) = [5° pdp V(r)Jo(gqp) and J, is a cylindrical
Bessel function.

Above we have outlined the fake boson approach for
D =3+ 1, where it is needed to remove an ultraviolet
divergence. Though it is not required in D =2+ 1, we
apply it there as well because the numerical evaluation of
the momentum space integrals in Sec. V is more stable with
the corresponding subtraction. The correspondingly renor-
malized part of the action is

Cg/d3xF”,/F””+cBAéfb)
9\?
=~ [4+3In(3 dp(nZ
g6 4-+3m0)] [ pan(n?)

—cp m[)w dq7(q) arctan (\%) . (46)

V. VACUUM POLARIZATION ENERGY

With all the ingredients of the calculation determined, we
next show how to assemble them to determine the fully
renormalized VPE.

A. Relevance of scattering data

In this section we briefly review the spectral methods for
computing the VPE of static, extended field configurations
from Ref. [11].

The background field configuration induces a potential
for small amplitude fluctuations, which are treated by
standard techniques of scattering theory in quantum
mechanics. These calculations provide the bound state
energies, w;, which directly enter the VPE, as well as
the phase shifts (k), or more generally the scattering
matrix, as functions of the wave-number k for single-
particle energies above the threshold given by the mass m
of the fluctuating field. Those phase shifts parametrize the
change in the density of continuum modes via the Friedel-
Krein formula [21],

_ 1ds(k)
pf _ﬂ,' dk ’

(47)

where ¢ indexes the partial wave expansion in Eq. (17). As
shown in Eq. (2), that change determines the continuum
contribution to the VPE
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1 wdkn a2 do(k)
j 0 ¢

Our scattering problem is in two space dimensions and all
angular momentum sums run over the integers from
negative to positive infinity.

Next we describe how the counterterms cancel the
divergences originating from the large & behavior of the
phase shift in the momentum integral. In the previous
section we have shown that the Feynman diagrams are
generated by expanding the effective action in powers of
the potential appearing in the scattering wave-equations.
The equivalent Born expansion for the phase shifts is most
efficiently performed within the variable phase approach
[22], which factors out the outgoing wave from the full
wave function. We will provide details of that approach for
the vortex problem in the next section and restrict ourselves
here to the description of the main concepts. The factor
function is called the Jost solution F,(r, k), and the
differential equation for the Jost solution is (numerically)
solved with the boundary condition lim,_F(r,k) = 1. In
a multichannel problem F,(r) is matrix valued. Regularity
of the scattering wave function then determines the
scattering matrix and subsequently the phase shift for a
particular partial wave

1
5(k) = 5-In det im[F; (. ) F 7' (. b))

Most importantly, the Jost solution has a perturbation
expansion in powers of the scattering potential: F ,(r, k) =
1+ FO(r k) + FO (r k) + -
tions lim,_ F " (r, k) = 0. The individual contributions
can be straightforwardly obtained by iterating the wave

equation. This expansion in turn induces the Born series for
the phase shift,

with boundary condi-

50 (k) = Ltim e £V (r, k) = FV (1, K],

21 r=0

1 .
6. (k) = limte| F2 (rok) = F 2 (r.K)

1r—0

1 1 x
—SF R+ S F (R ete.. (49)

Since the phase shift is dimensionless, the expansion in
powers of the potential is also an expansion in the inverse
momentum. Hence taking sufficiently many terms, N, from
the Born series and subtracting them from the phase shift
will render the momentum integral in Eq. (48) finite. We
then add these subtractions back via the equivalent
Feynman expansion up to order N that we developed in
the previous section,

1 o dk ——d
AE—zga}j—i—A Zﬂ;\/k o
x [60(k) = 6, () = 87 (k) = ... — 81 (k)|
+ EY) + Ecr. (50)
The sum Eg]\g) + Ecr combines to form an ultraviolet finite
expression as, for example, for the action in Eqgs. (29) and
(31). We note that this process is exact within one loop and
does not rely on the accuracy of the Born approximation.
To further process the momentum integral we recall
that the Jost function® F (k) = lim,_o F(r, k) is analytic
for Im(k) > 0 and that for real k its complex conjugate
is F*(k)=F(—k) [23]. Thus we write &,(k) =
(1/2i)[Indet F,(—k) — Indet (k)] and extend the inte-
gral over the full real axis. With the Born subtractions
made above, there will be no contribution to the integral
from a semicircle at infinitely large |k| for Im(k) > 0, and

we may thus close the contour accordingly. However,
we have to circumvent the branch cut that emerges in

Vk* + m? for Im(k) > m. That will leave a contribution
along the imaginary k axis starting at im that picks up the
discontinuity of the square root. Finally, we collect the
residues that emerge from the zeros of the Jost function,
which create first-order poles in the logarithmic derivative.
These zeros are known to be single and located at the wave

numbers corresponding to the bound state energies: k; =

iy/m* — w3 [23]. By virtue of Cauchy’s theorem, these

residues exactly cancel the discrete bound state contribu-
tion in the VPE [24]. Introducing ¢ = k/i and v,(1) =
In det F,(it) and integrating by parts, we obtain the
compact expression

o d
aE = [ T S ) )~

— =] + B + Ecr. (51)

where the v<fn>(t) arise from the Born series expansion
of F,(ir).

The situation in D = 3 4+ 1 is slightly more complicated.
The vortex is translationally invariant along the symmetry
axis (which we choose to be in the z direction). The wave
function has a plane wave factor for the dependence of that
coordinate and we have to integrate over the corresponding
momentum. Since the phase shifts do not depend on that
momentum, there is no Born subtraction that removes the
ultraviolet divergence emerging from that integration. The
solution is the so-called interface formalism developed in

*The general definition of the Jost function is the Wronskian of
the Jost and regular solutions.
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Ref. [16], in which that integral is dimensionally regularized in d — 1 space dimensions, showing that the divergence is
proportional to

ﬁ{[) —kzde[éfk) sV (k) =82 (k) — ... — 8N }+Zw3—m}

The expression in curly brackets actually vanishes in all partial wave channels individually via one of the sum rules that
generalize Levinson’s theorem [25], which follow from analyticity of the Jost function for Im(k) > 0. Thus the limit d — 1
can be taken, yielding

o 1 2
AE = 8]1' |:/ djfzf:aﬂ(k) In /_\<2k>% [Vf(l‘) — y(f>(t) — U(f )(l‘) _|_ sz 1n—:| + EéD) + Ecp (52)

as the VPE per unit length of the vortex. The arbitrary energy scale A has been introduced for dimensional reasons. It
cancels in Eq. (52) by a generalization of Levinson’s theorem. Again, by closing the contour in the upper half k plane, we
can remove the explicit bound state contribution. This time we pick up the discontinuity from the logarithm,

o (t
AE — / LS o) =00 =20~ = 0] + B+ Eer. (53)
m 4

B. Jost function for scattering about the vortex

Because the singularity of the vortex field configuration at its center makes it impossible to straightforwardly apply the
standard form of the spectral methods described above. In this section we explain the required modifications. As described
above, the ultraviolet singularities that occur at third and higher order in the expansion of the effective action cancel (when
regularized in a gauge invariant scheme), so we may set N = 2 hereafter.

We return to the dimensionless variables p = evr and ¢ = k/ew that enter the wave equations (18). We define the Jost

solution by introducing ¥, ~ (a””ﬂ ) in scattering channel ¢ as a 2 x 2 matrix with the free solution factored out,
£+1
(1
H, ' (gp 0
¥, =F, M, whereH,= ( s ar) 0 ) (54)
0 Hy. (qp)

with boundary condition lim,_,., 7, = 1. Since the two columns of H, represent free outgoing cylindrical waves for either
ne or ag, 1, the physical scattering solution is

Yo =T, Hy=F¢ He S,

where S, is the scattering matrix, which can extracted using lim,_ ¥, = 0. Then F, = F,(p. q) is the Jost solution,
which leads to the Jost function F,(g) = lim,_ F,(p. q). Inboth cases, D = 2 + 1 and D = 3 + 1, a major ingredient for
the scattering piece of the VPE is the Jost function for imaginary momenta v,(f) = Indet [F,(if)]. In matrix form, the
scattering differential equations read

02

0 0
Y _%ff_2<%ff> Zf+ [ﬁf,ff]+vf Fe. (55)

The angular momenta enter via the derivative matrix for the analytically continued Bessel functions

1 thAl(fﬂ) 0
K % 0
z, - p () and L, = < >, (56)
0 1] _ Ko () 0 (£+1)?

14 Ky (tp)
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and the potential matrix is

V,f:

The standard procedure to determine the Born approxima-
tions, which are needed to regularize the ultraviolet
divergences, fails when ¢(0) # 0 [26]. This can be seen
by noting that the integral [° pdp(@)z, which would
appear in the leading Born approximation for the gauge
field potential, is ill defined in the singular gauge. To
perform the Born subtractions without the singular terms,
we introduce

- 3(h%(p) — 1

po (P00 58

V2d(p) )
V2d(p)

2(h*(p) = 1)
and iterate the auxiliary differential equation

P’ - 0 - 0 -
—Fr=——F,-2(—F
o T (0/) f)
1 - - -
Zf—i—/?[ﬁf,}'f]—f—v}} (59)
according to the expansion F, =1 + F ;1) + j-“;z) 4o
The relevant leading orders are

and all F ;m) vanish in the limit p — oo. From the differ-
ential equations (55) and (60) we extract

v(t) = pE})n_ lndet]-},ﬂ(fl)(t) = pl_i);n_ trj:(fl) and

_ 1 -
77 (1) = lim [ﬂj) —E(f;”)z] (61)

P=Pmin

where p.;, 1S a tiny but nonzero number. The above
expansion is the analog of Eq. (49) for the Jost function
of the vortex with imaginary momentum, but our Born
subtraction no longer includes the singular terms; we
describe how to handle them below.

3(h*(p) = 1) + 5 (n*g*(p) — 2nZg(p))
V2d(p)

V2d(p)
2(*(p) = 1)

The Jost functions for the ghost and fake boson are
analogous to the above, but much simpler. The Jost solution
is no longer a matrix, so the commutator term disappears.
Then one just replaces V and V by 20%[h?(p) — 1] for the
ghost and by V(p) for the fake boson. Furthermore, the
angular momentum sum is symmetric in £ — —£, so it can
be simplified to run over non-negative values with a
degeneracy factor of two for 7 > 1.

By subtracting just D?(/pl)(t) and D;z)(t) from v,(r) we do
not include the subtractions for the singular terms that, in a
gauge-invariant formulation, induce a logarithmic ultra-
violet divergence for D = 3 + 1. To investigate the relevant
diagrams we compare the dimensional and sharp cutoff
regularization schemes, leading to the identification (with
an arbitrary mass scale A),

1 . / d*l 1
_ = -1
e(4rx)? (2z)* (> = A% +i07)?

div.
— L —ZZdl (62)
827 ) VAP,
We thus expect for p,;, — 0
- (1) @)
po)ly=lim 3 (-2 (-2 (1),
=L
_n2/°°dpgz(p)"’_°';”2 dp <dg(/))>2 (63)
puin P 122 )0 p \ dp

Again, the superscripts denote the Born expansion order
with respect to V. As explained in Ref. [26], the integral
subtraction on the left-hand side relates to a quadratic
divergence in the VPE. By this subtraction we restore
gauge invariance, which is not manifest for the Jost
function. Note that we can write that integral as

n2/°° P 2 :Z/w@@(qr) > (p) =2nZg(p)].
p ¢ P

min p min p

where the J,(z) are cylindrical Bessel functions. This
integral then replaces the leading Born approximation from
the singular terms in the wave equation. Its contribution to
v,(t) arises from an integration by parts of an expression
that contains its derivative with respect to ¢, cf. Eq. (48).
Hence subtracting a constant times this quantity has no
effect on the result, but renders the integral well defined on
the imaginary axis.
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In D = 3 + 1, the right-hand side of Eq. (63) still contains
a logarithmic divergence, which we computed in dimen-
sional regularization. It actually arises from a combination of
two Feynman diagrams that individually are quadratically
divergent, c¢f. Eq. (25). The analogous Born expansions
would have to be performed individually. However, for the
singular vortex configuration, these integrals do not exist.
Hence we apply the fake boson formalism developed in
Ref. [27] as described above. As shown in Eq. (45), the
second-order term for a scalar field also yields a logarithmic
divergence. In principle, the strength of that divergence does
not depend on the mass of the boson. We take it to equal the
classical Higgs/gauge mass so that we can simply subtract
the associated Born term from v,(¢) with a suitably adjusted
strength and add it back as a Feynman diagram. To be
precise, we consider scattering of a boson in the potential
V;(p) = 3(tanh*(kp) — 1), for which D;z)(t) is the second-
order contribution to the Jost function on the imaginary
momentum axis. The partial wave expansion for this
scalar field is similar to that of ghost field in Eq. (19) with
2(h(p) — 1) replaced by V,(p). We take k as an arbitrary
parameter to later test our numerical simulation, since the
final result for VPE should not depend on a particular choice
for V. This subtraction is calibrated by Eq. (44), which for
this particular scalar potential reads

ezfo""rdrFﬂDF"” n? fo pdp( 5,))
6 [eordrvi 3 [ pdp[3(tanh?(xkp) — 1)]2

(64)

Cp=—

C. VPE for D=2+1and D=3+1

As mentioned above, our analysis proceeds with dimen-
sionless variables such that ev = 1. We return to dimen-
sionful expressions by multiplying with appropriate powers
of % where M is the Higgs mass, which does not acquire

quantum correction in our on-shell scheme.

For D = 3 + 1, the ghost and nontransverse gauge field
contributions cancel. In that case, however, we still have to
integrate over the momentum conjugate to the symmetry
axis using the interface formalism of Eq. (53). For later
discussion we separate the scattering contribution (includ-
ing the factor of two for the complex fields) after the fake
boson subtraction,

2 oo
M = [ SOl = (). (65)

Here vp(t) is the angular momentum sum of the second
Born contribution to the logarithm of the Jost function from
the fake boson potential.

To evaluate the renormalized Feynman diagram contri-
butions, we introduce Fourier transforms of the vortex
profiles

Iala) = [~ dp hp)a(o) 1 (ap).

1n(@) = [ pdp 1 = h(p)) Jo(ap).

bu(a) = | " pdo 12(0) 1] 1o(ap)

iy(a) =3 [ pdp anp) = 1) Jofap). (66)

where, again, the J,(z) are cylindrical Bessel functions.
In D =3 + 1 we have logarithmic divergences at second
order, and we therefore separate the finite counterterm

]‘42 (e T hz
Ecr=— [ pdps [17-10—%| |W?>+n’— g
i e

%{35—19%][ 12+ [22 5\/]("5/)2}
(67)

and the finite Feynman diagram contributions
M2 ©0 ) ) 3 Cp ~2
Egp =27 )y dq|I3(q) + Iy (q) + H(Q)+ +(q)

x {\/qz?asinh (\/%) - q] . (68)

Recall that 7,(g) was defined after Eq. (45).

In D = 2 + 1, the second-order contributions do not lead
to an ultraviolet divergence. Nevertheless it is convenient to
subtract them from the scattering data and add them back as
Feynman diagrams, because it allows us to use the same
[v(1)]y as above. We separate the scattering contribution in
Eq. (51) and augment it by the ghost piece

AEqy, {[()]y — cprp(0)}

([t

where v, (1) is the angular momentum sum of the logarithm
of the Jost function with two Born subtractions for the single
channel potential Vg, = 2(®3 — %) = 20*(h*(p) — 1). In
comparison with Eq. (51), a factor of two again appears in
the first integral because we are dealing with a complex
boson field. Note that this first integral in Eq. (69) would
also be finite without the fake boson subtraction. However,
its inclusion improves the large momentum convergence of
that integral and is thus advantageous in the numerical
simulation.

The final ingredient is the renormalized Feynman diagram
contribution in D =2 + 1,
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8

Epp = —\/EM/OOO dq [lﬁ(q) T+ B(q) + = (q) +

Ecr =

As in Eq. (68), factors of 1/1/2 emerged in the arguments
of the trigonometric and hyperbolic functions in the

counterterm contribution because M = /2ev.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR THE VPE

As a first step we substitute the profile functions with the
parametrization of Eq. (9) into V and V in Egs. (57) and
(59), respectively. For a given angular momentum channel,
we then integrate the differential equations (55) and (60)
with the appropriate boundary conditions from a large
Pmax =~ 20 to a small p,;, near the center of the vortex. Once
Pmin 18 small enough, we compute

u(®)=3 ) -5 -2 (1)), —n? / " 2.

=—L 'min p
(71)

We find that there are still small variations when decreasing
Pmin €ven further. These variations emerge from channels
that do not have an angular momentum barrier at the center
of the vortex. In those instances, the regular and irregular
solutions respectively approach a constant and logarithm,
which are difficult to disentangle numerically. According to
Eq. (18) these are the # = —1 and £ = n channels. In those
channels we use several small values for p,,;, and fit

_ _ 1 -
Indet F, — F — FP - 3 (Fy?
ap ar
0 In (P min) 1[12 ([) min )

and replace the square bracket in Eq. (71) by a for these £
values. We note that this fit is also needed for regular gauge
profiles even though they have well-defined Born series,
because there one still has to disentangle constant and
logarithm behaviors [28]. We remark that the cancellations
of the p;, singularities in Eq. (71) stems from the large L
terms in that sum.

It is essential to verify that [1/(7)],, exhibits the asymptotic
behavior predicted in Eq. (63) by the analysis of the two-
point function for the gauge field. It turns out that even
summing up to a large value like L = 600 is insufficient to
compute the sum on the left-hand side. As explained in
Ref. [26], on top of computing the sum for such large values
of L, an extrapolation for L — oo is needed. This is done by
using different large values of L in Eq. (71) and extracting

Mfe L sy — 281 [ 2 2
15 | Pde [45In(3) — 28] | +n*— g7 | +
0 p

—@%(q)} arctan (%)
% [871n(3) — 28][A2 — 1]> + % [31n(3) + 4] <”7g/> 2}. (70)

|

[1(t)]y, from a fit of the form v, (1) ~ ()], + 2 + %. The
importance of this extrapolation is shown in the inserts of
Fig. 2. Though the numerical effect appears to be small,
we note that the integrand for D = 3 + 1 in Eq. (65) has an
additional factor of ¢, which amplifies any inaccuracy at
large . Also, without that extrapolation the integrand may
incorrectly appear to converge without subtractions already
at moderate 7 [26], which has led to incorrect conclusions in
the past [15].

As suggested by this discussion, the numerical simu-
lation is quite costly in computation time.” We therefore
compute [v(1)]y, for about 200 different ¢ values and
implement a Laguerre interpolation to obtain a smooth
function. This interpolation also allows for the substitution

to 7 = V> — 2, which avoids the integrable singularity in
Eq. (69). The final VPE is simply the sum

AE = Epp + ECT + AEscal.- (72)

In Table II we present our results for the VPE of the
vortex for D = 2 4 1. We also list the Feynman diagram
and counterterm contributions from Eq. (70) as well as the
scattering piece from Eq. (69) with the extrapolations
described above. While the cancellations between the
Feynman diagram and counterterm pieces are expected,
the fact that their combination goes in the same direction as
the scattering piece is somewhat surprising. Overall, we
find that the total VPE is always negative.

Table III contains our results for the VPE per unit length
of the vortex in D = 3 + 1. The ingredients for Eq. (72) are
taken from Eqgs. (65), (67), and (68). Somewhat unexpect-
edly, the counterterm and Feynman diagram contributions
go in the same direction, presumably because Ect involves
timelike momenta while Egp is an integral over spacelike
momenta. On the other hand there is a substantial cancel-
lation between the scattering and Feynman diagram con-
tributions once they are combined with the counterterms
that implement the on-shell renormalization. In both D =
241 and D =341, AE,. is sizable, which is a clear
indication that the VPE cannot be reliably computed from
only low order Feynman diagrams.

*For large angular momenta sufficient accuracy can only be
accomplished with long-double precision. This adds considerably
to the computation time.
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FIG. 2. Large angular momentum extrapolation from Eq. (71). The line labeled lim. fct. refers to the large ¢ behavior in Eq. (63).

In D=3+1 the VPE is essentially linear in
the winding number n. We fit the data from Table III
as AE = —0.0166 — 0.0869(n — 1). The quality of the fit
is measured as y> = 4.4 x 107%. To obtain a similarly

TABLE II. Various contributions to the VPE of BPS vortices
for D =2 + 1. Ect and Efpp are the sums of all listed counterterm
contributions, including the fake boson. All data are in units of

M = \2ev.

n=1 n=2 n=3 n=4
Ecr 0.2671 0.4819 0.6786 0.8662
Erp -0.5156 —1.1365 —1.7588 —2.3877
—0.2484 —0.6546 —1.0801 —1.5215
AE —0.0882 —0.3408 —0.6631 —1.0205
AE —-0.3367 —0.9955 —1.7432 —2.5420

small y> =72x 107 in D =2+1 we need to add a
quadratic contribution AE = —0.3348 — 0.6314(n —1)—
0.0350(n — 1)2, but the coefficient of that contribution is
quite small.

TABLE III. Various contributions to the VPE of BPS vortices
for D = 3 4 1. Scattering data as before, Ect and Egp are the
sums of all listed counterterm contributions, including the fake
boson. All data are in units of M? = 2(ev)?.

n=1 n=2 n=3 n=4
Ecr -0.0134 -0.0212 -0.0272 —0.0325
Erp 0.0212 0.0157 0.0158 0.0167

0.0078 —0.0054 -0.0114 -0.0157
AE —0.0255 —0.0969 -0.1782 -0.2622
AE -0.0177 -0.1023 —0.1896 —-0.2784
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TABLE IV. Dependence of components of the VPE on the fake
boson parameter x for n = 4. Top panel: D =2 + 1: bottom
panel: D =3+ 1.

k=07 k=10
AE . —1.02049 —-1.01919
Egp + Ect —1.52148 —1.52278
AE —2.54197 —2.54197

k=207 k=10
AE ., —-0.26264 —-0.26219
Egp + Ect -0.01574 -0.01620
AE —0.27839 —-0.27839

We observe qualitatively similar winding number
dependences in D =2+ 1 and D = 3 4+ 1. An analogous
similarity between these two cases was also found for the
fermion VPE of QED flux tubes once equivalent renorm-
alization conditions were implemented [29].

We have already performed a consistency test of our
results when comparing the large momentum behavior of
Dy in Fig. 2. We have also verified the independence with
respect to the fake boson potential V;(p) by using different
values for the mass parameter k. We show an example in
Table IV with two « values for n =4 for both D =2+ 1
and D =3+ 1. The entries for x = 0.7 are those from
Tables II and III. The variation with x of the individual
components is small but significant, and when combined to
AFE these variations indeed cancel.

Our results for the scattering data contributions AE,.
generally agree with those of Ref. [14], in particular on the
sign and the tendency with increasing winding number 7.
Those authors employed a truncated heat kernel expansion
with ¢-function regularization. This amounts to an MS
renormalization scheme and we have thus compared their
results to AE,.,,. We do not agree with the sign in the
prediction presented4 inRef. [13]forn =1and D =3 4 1.
As in that study we reproduce the significant cancellation
between scattering and Feynman diagram contributions.
Ref. [13] constructs a local density of states using the
Green’s function at coincident points, which in turn relies
on scattering data along the imaginary momentum axis; this
approach is essentially equivalent to ours, because the
integral over space of the Green’s function yields the Jost
function that we compute. Apart from the different sign we
also find that our results are smaller in magnitude. This may
be due to the angular momentum extrapolation, since as we
have seen the extrapolation from L ~ 35 they use is likely
insufficient [26]. In addition, the Green’s function approach
requires an additional integral over the radial coordinate,

*The erratum to Ref. [13] has a sign change compared to the
original publication.

which may be a source of numerical inaccuracies. As a final
source of the disagreement, we note that Ref. [13] imposes
the MS renormalization scheme at the scale of the
unrenormalized gauge boson mass. In an earlier proof of
concept investigation of the D =3 + 1 case we used a
simplified on-shell scheme [10]. Comparison reveals that
different schemes can easily change the sign of the small
n =1 VPE. However, they do not alter the (almost) linear
dependence on the winding number.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have computed the one-loop quantum corrections to
the energy (per unit length) of ANO vortices in scalar
electrodynamics with spontaneous symmetry breaking, in
the BPS case where the classical masses of the scalar and
gauge fields are equal. These corrections arise from the
polarization of the spectrum of quantum fluctuations in the
classical vortex background. This vacuum polarization
energy is small because the small coupling approximation
applies to electrodynamics with e? = 47/137 ~ 0.09, but it
becomes decisive in the case of observables for which the
classical result vanishes, such as the binding energies of
vortices with higher winding numbers in the BPS case.

After clarifying a number of technical and numerical
subtleties, we found that the dominant contribution to
vacuum polarization energies of vortices stems from the
nonperturbative contribution, which cannot be computed
from the lowest order Feynman diagrams; these diagrams
represent an expansion in the background fields rather
than the coupling constant. Our numerical simulations for
vortices with winding number up to four suggest that the
quantum energy weakly binds higher winding number BPS
vortices. We have also seen that the vacuum polarization
energy for the unit winding number vortex is very small, so
that at first glance it appears to be compatible with zero up
to numerical errors. The potentially most important source
for such errors is the small radius behavior in channels that
contain zero angular momentum components. However,
our numerical analysis suggests that any improvement of
the data is small and likely to push that vacuum polarization
energy further away from zero.

To our knowledge these are the first studies of a static
soliton vacuum polarization energy that compare different
topological sectors in a renormalizable model. The vortex
model has two nontrivial space dimensions. Solitons in one
space dimension do either not have topologically distinct’
static solitons, such as the kink and sine-Gordon soliton
[30], or are destabilized by the quantum corrections, such
as the ¢° model soliton [31]. The Skyrme model [32] in

>There are different topological sectors in these models but the
corresponding solitons solutions are constructed from those with
the lowest nonzero winding number. For example, the n = 2 sine-
Gordon solution is the superposition of two (infinitely) widely
separated n = 1 solutions.
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three space dimensions indeed has static solitons with
different winding numbers, but unfortunately that model is
not renormalizable.

For D =2+ 1and D = 3 + 1 the VPE (approximately)
decreases linearly with the winding number n with some
offset at n = 0. For the binding energies AE — nAE|,_, we
get —0.297(n—1) —0.035(n — 1)> and —0.070(n — 1),
respectively. Since in the BPS case the classical binding
energy is strictly zero, this implies that it is energetically
favorable for vortices to coalesce rather than to appear
in isolation. This observation is characteristic of a
type I superconductor. We also observe that AE|,_, —
2AE|,_, <0 and AE|,_; — AE|,_, — AE|,_; <0, mak-
ing the existence of substructures unlikely.

Away from the BPS case, the classical binding energy
can quickly overwhelm the quantum correction since the
model is weakly coupled. Nevertheless, the computation of
vacuum polarization energies for unequal masses would be
desirable to complete this picture. Technically this calcu-
lation is more involved because it corresponds to a full
4 x 4 scattering problem, rather than a doubled 2 x 2
problem. Another interesting question is whether the
techniques to avoid divergences in the Fourier transform
of the vortices that was developed in Ref. [26] and
employed here will also be successful when coupling
fermions and thus avoid the necessity of a return flux
[29]. If this is the case, supersymmetric extensions [33] can
be investigated as well. We also conjecture that analogous
calculations are possible in the case of a 't Hooft-Polyakov
monopole [34,35].
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APPENDIX: HIGHER-ORDER EFFECTS FROM
THE WAVE-FUNCTION RENORMALIZATION
OF THE GUAGE FIELD

In this appendix we briefly discuss the higher order
effects of u# 1. These arise via the wave-function

counterterm for the gauge field in Eq. (24). The changes
in the energies are

M? {24 6 ut—2u>+ 16
= — |S (=) +5V3r - ————
s (1—p 3
#2288 |u w4 — 2

(A1)

o) (o)

for D =2+ 1 and D = 3 + 1, respectively. These changes
are the differences of the gauge field counterterm contri-
butions evaluated at g and u = 1. Interestingly, we do not
need to explicitly solve Egs. (41) and (42) to determine u
for given values of e and M, as long as we measure the
energies in units of M and M?. However, before we
compute E,, we must identify the range of solutions to
these equations. We therefore write them as

13 W

0=1-u +§[—ln( ) — g +m—zatanh<’§>}

B I S - TN /!
0=1 /4—1—{[2 N ﬂmamn( ﬂ (A2)

w1th the dimensionless parameters { = ;7- and { = ezz for

=2+4+land D=3+1, respectlvely The s1ngu1ar1ty at
1 = 2 emerges from virtual Higgs particles going on-shell
and allowing the gauge particle to decay into two Higgses.
Even if this singularity produces a zero crossing Eq. (A2),
we consider it unphysical because it does not smoothly
emerge from the tree-level result. Such a solution would
approach u =2 as { — 0.

We display the right-hand sides of Eq. (A2) in Fig. 3. For
D =2+ 1, only a narrow window below y = 1 is acces-
sible even for unrealistically large values of {. On the other
hand, for D =341 it seems acceptable to have
u € [0.8,1]. In Tables V and VI we present the numerical
results for £, in the appropriate ranges of . Compared to
the data in Tables II and III, these contributions are tiny and
do not effect our conclusions on the VPE.
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1

0.5

-0.5

FIG. 3.

TABLE V. Gauge mass variation of the VPE, E,, for D =
2 41 in units of M according to Eq. (Al).

1

Right-hand sides for the implicit Eqs. (A2). Left panel: D =2 + 1; right panel: D =3 + 1.

1 T T T T
05 -
0
. r=0"
05F §=0.25
=05
(=075
At =10
! | 1 L
]‘50 0.5 15

H n=1 n=2 n=3 n==4
0.92 0.0017 0.0028 0.0048 0.0069
0.94 0.0008 0.0021 0.0036 0.0053
0.96 0.0006 0.0015 0.0025 0.0036
0.98 0.0003 0.0007 0.0013 0.0018

TABLE VI. Gauge mass variation of the VPE, E,, for D =
3+ 1 in units of M? according to Eq. (A1).

2 n=1 n=2 n=23 n=4
0.80 0.0004 0.0011 0.0018 0.0027
0.85 0.0003 0.0009 0.0014 0.0021
0.90 0.0002 0.0006 0.0010 0.0015
0.95 0.0001 0.0003 0.0005 0.0008
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