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We present a gauge and Lorentz invariant effective field theory model for the interaction of a
charged scalar matter field with a magnetic monopole source, described by an external magnetic
current. The quantum fluctuations of the monopole field are described effectively by a strongly
coupled “dual” U4(1) gauge field, which is independent of the electromagnetic U,,(1) gauge field.
The effective interactions of the charged matter with the monopole source are described by a gauge
invariant mixed Chern-Simons-like (Pontryagin-density) term between the two U(1) gauge fields.
The latter interaction coupling is left free, and a lattice study of the system is performed with the
aim of determining the phase structure of this effective theory. Our study shows that, in the
spontaneously broken-symmetry phase, the monopole source triggers, via the mixed Chern-Simons
term, which is nontrivial in its presence, the generation of a dynamical singular configuration
(magnetic-monopolelike) for the respective gauge fields. The scalar field also behaves in the broken
phase in a way similar to that of the scalar sector of the 't Hooft-Polyakov monopole. Moreover, we
show that the modest size of the lattices involved does not have significant effects on the main

conclusions of our analysis.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

The structureless magnetic monopole of Dirac [1]
was characterized by the presence of the “Dirac
string,” which furnishes the theory with Lorentz-
violating nonlocal hidden degrees of freedom. The
Dirac charge quantization condition leads to the invis-
ibility of the Dirac string. The Lorentz violation neces-
sitated by the presence of the string is manifested in
various field theoretic concepts contexts, such as the
local formulation of the magnetic charges by Zwanziger
[2], which avoids the initial nonlocal degrees of
freedom of the Dirac string by the presence of a fixed
four vector in the associated effective Lagrangian,
which involves two gauge potentials, associated with
electric and magnetic current sources, or Weinberg’s
paradox [3], which states that the leading perturba-
tive term in the scattering amplitude between a mag-
netic pole and an electric charge has a non-Lorentz
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invariant form.' After Dirac and Schwinger [7] has
generalized the magnetic monopole to objects, called
dyons, which contain both electric (¢,) and magnetic
(g,,) charges, restoring Lorentz invariance, but at the un-
avoidable introduction of a nonlocal Hamiltonian. The
restoration of Lorentz symmetry is guaranteed upon the
imposition of Schwinger generalization of Dirac’s quan-
tization condition in the scattering of two dyon configu-

rations (1,2) with electric (qﬂ”) and magnetic charges

(qf,?), where i =1, 2 labels the dyons (with the con-
vention, positive charges for particles, and negative for
antiparticles—in this paper we follow the notation of [2]):

1 2 2 1
Vg2 - ¢P ¢ jan = 2,, €2, (1)

where Z is the set of integers.

'For earlier attempts to discuss quantum electrodynamics in
the presence of magnetic monopoles see [4]. That work also
makes use of two gauge potentials as in [2], but the pathologies
associated with the Dirac string are avoided using path-dependent
variables associated with the field strengths rather than the gauge
potentials. In our approach, using the formalism developed
initially by [2], we also avoid the Dirac string, as we discussed
in [5] (using essentially the argumentation of [6]), and shall
review below.
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In this paper we shall restrict ourselves to the case of a
magnetic monopole, which is obtained from (1) in the
particular case of, say, a particle (1) corresponding to an
ordinary electrically charged matter particle, carrying only

(1)

electric charge, ¢. ' = ¢,., while particle (2) is a magnetic

monopole, carrying only magnetic charge qf{f) =q-
Then, the condition (1) reduces to the standard Dirac
quantization,

(Geqm)/4n = Z,, €Z. (2)

The reader should notice that the fundamental charge unit is
twice that of Dirac [1], given that in the Dirac case the right-
hand side of (2) would be Z/2. Indeed, for the case where
q. = e, the electron charge, the magnetic charge assumes
the value

4

1
Gn =5 €Zem = =€Zop =2Z,,9p, Zn€Z, (3)
e a

where gp = ziae = 68.5¢ is the fundamental unit of mag-

netic (Dirac) charge, with @ = 1/137 the fine structure
constant (at zero energy scale).

It should be remarked that, upon the imposition of (1) or
(2), any Lorentz noninvariant effect in the effective two-
gauge-potential Lagrangian of Zwanziger [2] disappears.
This feature is also associated with an integrability con-
dition of the representation of the Poincaré Lie algebra, that
stems from Poincaré invariance into a representation of the
finite Poincaré group [2].

Long after Dirac’s proposition of structureless mono-
poles, 't Hooft and Polyakov [8] proposed composite
monopoles, which were (finite-energy) topological-soliton
solutions of the pertinent Euler-Lagrange equations of
motion of gauge and Lorentz invariant field theories, with
spontaneous (Higgs-like) symmetry breaking. It is impor-
tant to remark that such composite monopoles satisfied the
condition (2) but with the fundamental charge unit being
twice as that of Dirac. Unlike the Dirac case, they are
smooth field configurations which do not have Dirac
strings. The solution is localized around the origin (mono-
pole center), where the gauge group is unbroken. On the
other hand, asymptotically far from the center of the
monopole the gauge group G breaks spontaneously to a
subgroup H. At such large distances the 't Hooft-Polyakov
monopole behaves as a Dirac one. In his construction
of the SU(2) monopole, 't Hooft considered the Georgi-
Glashow model [9] involving a Higgs triplet that sponta-
neously breaks the SU(2) group. The simply connected
SU(2) gauge group exhibits a nontrivial homotopy,
7, (SU(2)) = Z, with Z the set of integers, defining the
number of times the spatial three-sphere which the mono-
pole and its constituent fields live on, wraps around the
internal(gauge)-space sphere spanned by the Higgs triplet
of the Georgi-Glashow model. This leads to the magnetic

charge quantization condition (2) for the magnetic mono-
pole. Monopole and dyon solutions of phenomenologically
realistic grand unified theories (GUT) with gauge group
SU(5), having large masses of order of the GUT scale
10'%-10'® GeV, were discussed in [10]. Inflation of the
Universe at such scales, should wash out these heavy
monopoles thus providing a natural explanation of their
absence from the cosmos today, consistent with the
null results of the pertinent cosmic searches so far [11].
Magnetic monopoles exist also in superstring theories [12],
as well as in D-brane-inspired GUT models [13]. In the
latter models, the unification scale, and therefore the
magnetic monopole/dyon mass, can be lowered signifi-
cantly down to 10*-10° GeV, which might be relevant
for future collider or cosmic-ray searches of such objects.
For other discussions involving topological structures in
beyond-the-standard-model theories, the reader is referred
to the recent literature [14].

Unfortunately, unlike the SU(2) or SU(5) or other GUT-
like-group monopoles, the gauge group of the standard
model (SM) SU(2) x Uy (1), does not have this simple
structure due to the hypercharge Uy(1) factor. As a
result, after Higgs breaking, the quotient group SU(2) x
Uy(1)/Ugp(1) is not characterized by a nontrivial second
homotopy; thus monopoles were not expected to exist in
the Standard Model. However, in [15], it was argued that
one can look for nontrivial homotopy features not in the
gauge but in the Higgs field sector of the model. Indeed, in
this case the Glashow-Weinberg-Salam model with a Higgs
sector is viewed as a gauge CP' (complex projective)
model with the (normalized) Higgs doublet field playing
the role of the corresponding CP! field. The latter is
characterized by a nontrivial homotopy 7,(CP') = Z, thus
allowing in principle for a topological quantization a la
’t Hooft-Polyakov, and thus the existence of magnetic
monopoles/dyons. However, the resulting monopole or
dyon solutions of [15] have infinite energy. Finite energy
monopoles of the type proposed in [15] can characterize
extensions of the Standard Model, with either appropriate
nonminimally coupled Higgs and hypercharge sectors [16],
or higher-derivative extensions of the hypercharge sector,
for instance a (string-inspired) Born-Infeld configuration [17].
Such monopole/dyon solutions could have masses acces-
sible to the scales of current or future colliders. Other
finite-energy structured monopole/dyon solutions with
potentially low mass can be found in string-inspired models
with axionlike structures [18], or models of neutrino
masses [19], beyond the standard model of particle physics,
with nonsterile right-handed ones, whose electroweak-scale
Majorana masses are obtained by the coupling to a complex
Higgs-like triplet of scalar fields. A recent review of such
magnetic monopole solutions, and their experimental
searches in colliders and in the cosmos, is given in [20].
Moreover, there have been interesting recent studies [21] in
discussing novel magnetic monopolelike structures (with
sufficiently low masses) upon embedding the Standard
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Model into GUT models, which consist of an appropriate
merging between Dirac-like structures with Nambu mono-
poles [22], the latter being stringlike structures of the
electroweak theory, which utilize a Higgs doublet field
in the SU(2) sector that behaves like a scalar triplet under
SU(2) with zero hypercharge.2

In view of the above theoretical evidence for the
existence of relatively light monopoles/dyons, there
emerges a pressing need for the development of appropriate
effective field theory models and methods that could allow
for the study of the production of such objects at colliders
or their scattering off standard model matter, like quarks
and leptons. Lacking at present a fundamental theory for
the description of such interactions, one can employ ad hoc
phenomenological effective U(1) gauge field theory mod-
els, usually based on appropriate duality symmetries [23].
Indeed, such U(1) models are essentially dual descriptions
of electrically charged particles of various spins interacting
with photons, in which the electric charge that appears in
the interaction with photons is replaced by an effective
magnetic charge. As discussed in [24], one may think of the
magnetic monopole charge in such cases as a collective
coupling to photons of (electrically) charged constituent
degrees of freedom, such as charged W bosons and Higgs
fields, which the monopole is composed of. Modeling these
constituent fields as quantum harmonic oscillators, the
authors of [24] argued that the monopole might be viewed
as a coherent superposition of ~$ such quantum states,
with the result that the collective coupling to photons is ﬁ e,
quantization condition (1). Such a representation also leads
to a significant suppression of the production cross section
of such composite magnetic monopoles in colliders. This
conclusion does not apply to the case of structureless Dirac
monopole sources. At this point it is worth mentioning that
such suppression is avoided in the Schwinger production of
magnetic monopole/antimonopole pairs (with or without
structure) [25], which is a nonperturbative mechanism,
thereby providing reliable mass bounds for monopole
masses in interpretation of experimental searches for such
objects at colliders [26].

In [5] a first attempt was made to construct (strongly
coupled) effective gauge field theories for the above-
mentioned type of composite monopoles, by extending
nontrivially the ideas of Zwanziger [2] that were developed
for structureless monopoles, using a novel Schwinger-Dyson

We note, for completion, that, in the theory of [22], the
existence of the monopole solutions leads to the so-called Nambu
dumb-bell configurations of monopole/antimonopole pairs con-
nected via a Z-flux string. In the constructions of [21], one can
have composite structures consisting of Dirac monopoles con-
nected to one or several Nambu monopoles via Z-flux strings. To
ensure well defined (finite) energies, though, of such configura-
tions, one needs, as in the case of [15] mentioned above, to embed
the electroweak theory into appropriate extensions of the Stan-
dard Model, such as GUT.

renormalization treatment. The effective quantum field
theory invoked two U(1) gauge fields, one U, (1) charac-
terized by a weak coupling, which plays the rdle of
electromagnetic interactions, and the other, a (strongly)
coupled “dual” gauge U,(1) field, which expresses the
quantum fluctuation of the classical dual potential of [2].
In [5] we used the quantum U (1) gauge fields as independent
path integration variables.

When the effective theory is considered sufficiently far
away from the monopole center, the 't Hooft-Polyakov-
type monopoles mentioned above resemble the structure-
less Dirac ones, to a good approximation. Nonetheless, as
explained in [5], the selected Schwinger-Dyson approach
implied that the method was appropriate only for composite
monopoles, since when one considers the quantization of
our nonperturbative effective field theory, the resulting
wave-function renormalization for the monopole field will
not respect the appropriate unitarity bounds for an elemen-
tary field, thus making our effective description suitable
only for composite fields [27]. The monopoles of the work
of [5] were assumed, for definiteness, to be fermionic.

In this work we follow another effective approach of a
theory with two U(1), which however concentrates only on
the effects of the interaction of matter with a background of
a monopole source, with the quantum fluctuations of the
latter being represented by a (strongly coupled in general)
“dual” U,(1), which is independent of the electromagnetic
interactions, as in the model of [5], the latter interacting
only with the charged matter field, assumed to be a scalar
field. However, we introduce an interaction, of Chern-
Simons (CS) (Pontryagin-density) type, between the two
U(1)’s, whose origin is inspired by, but is actually a
generalization of, the constraint of the model of [2] among
the classical gauge potentials of its two U(1)’s, so that in
the classical limit of the theory there is only 1 degree of
freedom, that of the photon.

Concerning the nature of the monopole, we shall be quite
generic in our considerations, by not specifying whether it
is composite or pointlike. For us, the monopole might be
one of the known microscopic types, mentioned above, or
an as yet unknown solution of some beyond the SM theory
with or without Dirac string singularities. Its spin is also not
going to be specified. The resummation of the strongly
coupled dual U, (1) sector of the theory in our case below
will be done by placing the theory on a lattice.

The structure of the paper is as follows: in the next
section, Sec. II, we present the continuum model for the
effective description of the dynamics of a quantum-
fluctuating monopole interacting with scalar Higgs matter,
and set up the formalism, which is based on a Uy, (1) x
U,(1) gauge theory, with a scalar sector of Higgs type,
associated with the electromagnetic U, (1) only. In Sec. IIT
we discuss the lattice action corresponding to the con-
tinuum theory of Sec. II. In Sec. IV we discuss spontaneous
symmetry breaking in the Higgs sector and the rdle of
the monopole background. We discuss the symmetric and
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spontaneously broken phases of the theory, as well as the
dependence of the results on the strength of the character-
istic coupling parameter ¢ of the model introduced by the
appropriate constraint between the gauge potentials of the
two U(1)’s in the model. The dependence of the effects of
the monopole on the various field configurations in regions
near to and away from the monopole core is discussed in
Sec. IV D. For completeness, and to stress the effects of the
characteristic kinetic mixing between the field strength of
the electromagnetic U.,,(1) and the dual field strength of
the U,(1), which is crucial for the model, and is induced by
an appropriate constraint responsible for the appearance of
the coupling &, we also consider in Sec. V a model with a
normal kinetic mixing between the two U(1)’s instead of
the aforementioned axial kinetic mixing. We repeat the
analysis of Sec. IV for this case in Sec. V, including again a
study of the corresponding broken phase, and a discussion
on the £ dependence of the corresponding results. A
comparison of the results between Secs. IV and V follows,
where the nontrivial effects of the magnetic monopole
background on the phase diagram of the model of Secs. 11
and III are distinguished from the case of Sec. V, which
involves ordinary kinetic mixing between the two U(1)’s.
In Sec. VI we examine the effects of the finite size of our
lattices on the main conclusions of this work. Finally,
conclusions and outlook are presented in Sec. VII. In the
Appendix, we discuss the details of our lattice simulations.

|

First equation with electric current: F = —*(d A C) + (- 9)"'(n A J,),

Second equation with magnetic current: *F = *(d A A) + (n-9)"'(n A J,,),

where we used a differential form notation for brevity, in
which A (-) denotes exterior (interior) product, whose
action on four vectors is defined as (a A b)) = a!b* —
a’b", a-b=a"b,. With these conventions we have
Fu==Fy: **F, =-F,, for any antisymmetric
second-rank tensor.

We note that the currents can be eliminated from (5)
and (6) [2], so that these equations can be expressed only in

terms of the classical potentials A, and C,. One also uses
the following representation of the kernel (17-0)~!(x)
(satisfying 77 - d(n - 9)~! (x) = 6™ (x)):

(-9 () = e, / ® 5@ (x — ns)ds

C(—e) A“’ 5@ (x 4+ ns)ds,  (7)

with ¢; a real constant, appropriately defined in order to
obtain the correct form of the Lorentz force in the classical
relativistic particle limit of the dyon field [2]. The form (7)

II. THE EFFECTIVE FIELD THEORY MODELING
SCALAR-MATTER-MONOPOLE INTERACTIONS

Our study will be based partly on the work of
Zwanziger [2], which we shall review below for complete-
ness. The approach employs two related gauge fields,
whose existence avoids the use of nonlocal Dirac strings,
but at the cost of having Lorentz-violating terms in the
pertinent local Lagrangian describing the dynamics of
monopoles/dyons. If one considers electric and magnetic
currents, J% and J}, respectively, then, as shown in [2], the
corresponding Maxwell’s equations read as

o, F" = Jg, 0, F" =T, (4)
where F" is the electromagnetic field-strength tensor,
while * F# E%eﬁf,F/"’ is the dual tensor; e**?° denotes
the totally antisymmetric Levi-Civita symbol, with
€"123 = +1, etc. Throughout this paper, we work in a flat
Minkowski space-time with metric #** = (1, -1, —1,-1).
For future use, the reader should keep a note of the axial-
vector (pseudovector) nature of the magnetic current in (4).

A. The two-potential formalism

The general solution of the Maxwell’s equations (4), is
expressed in terms of two classical potentials A, and C,
and a fixed four vector #*, as follows [2]:

*F=0AC+ (-0 *(qAld,), (5

F=0nA=@n-0)"*(mAJ,). (6)

|

implies that, in the point-particle case, the support of
(17-0)7" (x; = xp) is reduced to x{(z;) — x(z/) = s, for
—00 < 1;, 77,5 < +oo, with 7 the proper time.

The classical gauge potentials A, and C, depend on n
and on the gauge choice. For convenience, in the approach
of Ref. [2], the fixed four vector ## was chosen to be
spacelike, 5, < 0. The gauge potentials are not indepen-
dent, being associated with a single field strength F, since
*F is expressed in terms of F. Indeed, from (5) and (6) one
can see that [2]

0N A+ (a/\C):(n-a)_l[i’]/\Je—F* (’7/\Jm>]7 (8)

so that the two gauge potentials are related, which as
already mentioned, leads to the fact that the classical local
theory of [2] has only two on shell photon propagating
degrees of freedom. From the expression (7), it becomes
clear that the gauge potentials assume nontrivial values
along the direction of the Dirac string #*. The constraint (8)
would imply that C is an axial vector, since this is the case
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with the magnetic current as well, and in this way one
obtains consistent transformations under the (improper)
Lorentz group, which includes spatial reflections. This will
be crucial for our purposes in the next section, where
we develop the effective quantum gauge field theory for
the interaction of a magnetic monopole with charged
scalar matter.

We mention at this point that the corresponding
Lagrangian proposed in [2] describing the classical dynam-
ics of magnetic monopoles, in the presence of Lorentz- and
gauge-invariance violating n#-dependent terms, is given by

L= %u[(a AA)- (0 A A +%u[(a AC)-(0AC)]
1

-J,-A-J,-C 4172(11- [(0AA)+* (0/\0)])2
—#m-uaw) (@A A 9)

where we used the notation
tr(F - F)=FF*

for any second rank tensor F.

The presence of the monopole, and its topologically
nontrivial nature (that is solutions of a certain field theory in
nontrivial sectors with monopole number n = 1,2, ...) is
reflected precisely on the impossibility to deform contin-
uously the vector so as n* — 0# = (0,0,0,0)7, with T
denoting matrix transposition. However, we note that, on
using the form (7), such a limit can be formally taken in (8)
and (9), since we can formally set the #-dependent right-
hand-side to zero [given that it approaches O faster than
n* — 0, given that the operator (17 -0)~"(x; — x;) has zero
support in the limit ## — 0#]. In such a limit, (8) leads to

IAnA+*0AC) 0. (10)

The Lagrangian (9) then does not contain any Lorentz-
symmetry violating term, and involves two gauge fields
related by the constraint (10).

One could physically justify the limit (10), by recalling
the study of Ref. [6]. There it was argued that the Lorentz-
violating effects of a magnetic pole associated with the
Dirac string can be resummed in a nonperturbative way
with the result that the scattering amplitude of an electri-
cally charged matter particle off a magnetic charge contains
all such Lorentz-violating effects in a phase. The latter thus
drops out of physical quantities such as cross sections.
Additionally, such a phase turns out to be a multiple of 27 if
the quantization condition (1) is valid, in which case the
corresponding amplitude is Lorentz invariant. Although
such a conclusion was reached by means of studying a toy
model employing perturbative magnetic charges in a dark

sector, using the two potential formalism (9) appropriately
in both the visible and dark sectors, and assuming a
perturbative small mixing of ordinary photons with dark
photons, nonetheless we shall assume for our purposes in
this work, following [5], that a similar conclusion charac-
terizes the realistic nonperturbative magnetic monopole
cases. This in turn leads to a decoupling of the Lorentz-
violating-(Dirac-stringlike) effects of the vector ## from the
relevant cross sections.

Hence, as in [5], from now on we shall ignore
n-dependent terms in the pertinent effective Lagrangian,
but assume the constrain (10) in the pertinent effective
quantum field theory, which we next proceed to develop.
We stress once again that the effective field theory model
to be discussed below contains only the magnetic monop-
ole as a source, without specifying its microscopic structure
and spin content, or the underlying field theory which
admits it as a solution of the relevant equations of motion.
If our model turns out to be correct, then all the above-
described models can be used as provider of such
source terms.

B. The continuum model

The constraint (10) is now a gauge-invariant one, and
can be implemented in the corresponding Euclidean path
integral, involving charged matter fields coupled directly
only to the electromagnetic potential A, by means of a &
functional constraint of the Lorentz-invariant square of the
left-hand-side of (10). The corresponding effective action is
given by (9), in the limit ## — 0¥, so the relevant partition
function reads as

Z- / DADCexp (i / dx <— L Fu (AP ()

1

- ngx(c)gﬂy(c)> + Ematter(CbTv ¢’ -A) + . )

X 5[(Faﬂ + Gaﬂ)(Faﬂ + Qdﬁ)]? (11)

where F,, =d,A, —0,.A, is the Maxwell tensor of U,,(1),
Gy = 4 €,,007° denotes the dual of G,, = 9,C, —9,C,,’
with C, the axial vector potential of the U,(1) group, and
the ... denotes the corresponding electric and magnetic
current J, ,, source terms, as in (9), which however we shall
set to zero in our formalism, as we shall discuss below. The
matter Lagrangian, invariant under U,y (1), is given, for
concreteness, by that of a complex (charged) scalar field of
charge ¢g,, coupled to the electromagnetic potential A, with
a Ugy(1) gauge-invariant potential V(¢p'¢h) describing
scalar self interactions:

3The reader should recall that, in differential form notation, we
have denoted previously the dual of G by a Hodge star *G.
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‘Cmattcr(¢+v ¢7 A) = Kaﬂ + lgeAﬂ>¢]I(aﬂ + l.quﬂ>¢
- V(¢'p). (12)

The potential can be taken to be that of Higgs (Mexican
hat),

V(') =20+ 27 peRI>0, (13)
if we want spontaneous symmetry breaking of the electro-
magnetic U, (1), but, in general, we do not restrict
ourselves to that case.

Some comments are in order at this point as to the choice
of the toy model (12) and (13), for the matter sector. In
general, our ultimate interest will be to study the scattering
of magnetic monopoles off Standard-Model (SM) matter.
However, placing the entire SM, including its fermionic
content, on the Lattice is not a trivial task and it will not be
the purpose of the current article. Instead we would like to
examine the generic effects of the presence of monopole
sources due to their back reaction on matter actions in the
two-potential quantum field theory model (11). For this
purpose, and given that all massive particle excitations in
SM, including the Higgs, acquire their masses through the
Higgs mechanism, we would like to examine here the
effects of quantum fluctuations of the monopole source on
the symmetry breaking pattern itself. For this reason we
consider a simplified version of the scalar matter sector of
SM by considering the aforementioned Abelian Higgs
model (12) and (13), interacting with the monopole source,
and study the effects of the latter on the phase structure of
the model. As we shall discuss below, the presence of the
monopole source is responsible for inducing dynamically
in the path integral a nontrivial kinetic mixing [of Chern-
Simons type, see (16), below] between the field strength of
the electromagnetic field A, of the Uy, (1) gauge group
and the dual field strength of the axial vector potential C of
the U,(1) group. Although, in the absence of monopole
configurations such a mixing term vanishes, due to appro-
priate Bianchi identities of the field strengths involved,
nonetheless it is nontrivial in the presence of the magnetic
monopole source. In this way, there is an indirect interaction
between the charged Higgs field (which couples directly to
the A, field) and the magnetic monopole and its quantum
fluctuations, represented by the C, potential. This mixing is
crucial for inducing nontrivial effects of the monopole on the
phase diagram of the model, affecting the spontaneously
broken phase. In contrast, as we shall also discuss in this
paper, if only an ordinary kinetic mixing between the two
potentials were present, as happens in some millicharged
dark matter models including dark photons, the effects of the
monopole on the broken phase would be vanishing.

Although it is admittedly an oversimplification to
consider only the Abelian Higgs model, nonetheless the
nontrivial effects of magnetic monopoles on the sponta-
neously broken phase of the theory are expected to carry

over to the more realistic cases of a weak hypercharge
Abelian gauge group. We remind the reader that in our
approach here we do not specify the details of the magnetic
monopole source, other than the form of the associated
magnetic field. Thus, to extend the model to more realistic
matter Lagrangians can be achieved by extending simply
the gauge field content of the matter sector, leaving the
magnetic-monopole source term intact. In case one wishes
to incorporate fermions, the latter have to be dealt with
properly on the lattice by means of techniques that bypass
the well-known sign problem, which is still an open issue.
These are problems the discussion of which we postpone
for the future. In what follows, therefore, we shall con-
centrate on the simplified model (11)—(13), which describes
the interactions of magnetic monopole sources with
Abelian-Higgs-matter quantum field theories, and their
effects on the respective phase diagram.

On representing the §-functional constraint in the path
integral (11) as the following limit,

6[(Fa/} + Ga/i)(Faﬁ + Gaﬂ)]

= limexp (—l; /d x( ap + ga/;)(FU’/” + gfl/f)> , (14)

¢=0

and going back to Minkowski space by analytic continu-
ation, the effective Lagrangian stemming from the con-
strained path integral (11) in agreement with the solutions
(5) and (6), reads [2] as

£ = = (4 3 ) Ful)P ()

1 1
_ (W *W) G, (C)3™(C)

2
- 752 ;u/( )g;w(c) + ‘Cmalter(‘:bT’ ¢’A) +
Ay = qeAu
Cy = chﬂ = L;nzmer(qﬁ.r’ ¢7A)
E'Cmatter(qﬁﬂqﬁ?A_)A’ de = 1)’ (15)

with the ... denoting, as already mentioned, the source J, ,,
terms that we shall set formally to zero in our formalism, as
explained below. The rescaling of the gauge potentials is
dictated by the lattice model which we shall discuss in the
next section, Sec. IIl. In our work we shall go beyond
the classical effective field theory of [2] by treating the
parameter £ as a phenomenological coupling, away from its
formal value £ — 0, stemming from the J-function repre-
sentation (14). The reader should notice that, for any finite
& < oo, the potentials A and C interact via the mixed CS
terms in the Lagrangian (15)
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2 ~
L8 = ——=—F,(A)3"(C). 16
ST P w(4)5*(C) (16)

However, for regular A and C, whose field strengths satisfy
the ordinary Bianchi identities [cf. (27) below], a partial
integration reveals that the terms (16) are total derivatives,
and thus do not contribute to the equations of motion for
standard quantum field theories whose fields and their
derivatives vanish at space-time infinity. As we shall argue,
however, in this paper, the presence of the monopole source
induces singular potentials A and C in the quantum theory,
and thus the mixed CS terms are nontrivial. As we shall see
in Sec. III, these interactions play a crucial rdle in the phase
diagram of the (strongly coupled) gauge theory (15), which
we study here using lattice techniques.

The reader should notice that the product of the coupling
constants ¢,q,, does not necessarily obey the Dirac quan-
tization condition (2). To this end, we need to determine the
correct interaction of the matter with the monopole back-
ground, which sources a radial magnetic field:

o r
Btk = 4. (17

where 7 is the unit vector along the direction of the radial
spatial coordinate r, and ¢g,, = % e, £ € Z, is the magnetic
charge obeying the Dirac quantization condition (2) [cf. (3)],
where g, = ne, n € Z, is the electric charge of the field ¢
(for the standard charged Higgs n = 1). The magnetic field
is singular at the origin of the monopole r = 0. We may
represent this singularity as corresponding to a singular
background field strength:

Fij(ABack) — Fliajglck(ABack) = €ijkBSing

mon k°*
i,j.k=1,2,3 (spatial indices) = F'I?J?‘Ck(ABaCk)
= 6ijk‘1eB§r111cl)%1 k> (18)

with €;; the Euclidean 3-space Levi-Civita symbol. In (18),
we took into account that AR = qlABaCk.

The background (18) can be written in a covariant form,
with (3 + 1)-dimensional indices, by assuming that all the
rest of the indices of the background tensor F3, involving
u =0 and/or v =0 yield zero. We then treat the field
strength of F,,(A) as involving both singular and non-
singular field configurations of the potential A,, which is
quantized in a path integral. As we shall show in Sec. III,
and mentioned above, the singular configurations of the
gauge field A are a consequence of the presence of the
magnetic monopole source, and imply nontrivial mixed
CS terms (16).

Let us see now what amendments we need to make to the
Lagrangian (15) so as to reproduce the classical equa-
tions (4). To this end, we first couple the model Lagrangian
density (15) to the background (17) by setting

Je=Jw=0,u=0,...,3, and introducing the monopole
background via the aforementioned background term AEaCk
[see (18)] of the electromagnetic potential A, as follows:

1 4
Lo = — i (1 + ?) F,(A)F*(A)

1 4
o (1 +§—2) G, (C)G"(C)
2

 Geqnl
+ Liaer (P, . A), (19)

where Frbk —( if any of u, v=0; otherwise it
assumes the value (18). At this point, let us make the
important remark that shifting the F* by the background
Frback(Aback) in the Maxwell-like kinetic terms of the
Lagrangian (19), does not affect the equations of motion
for the configuration of the magnetic monopole back-
ground (17), as one can readily see [the so-resulting constant
Lagrangian term F¥oxK(APK)E o (APK) is irrelevant
from the path integral point of view]. This explains why
in (19) we coupled only the dual tensor G w to the background
(17) viaa CS coupling. This coupling term is parity invariant,
because the potential C, is axial. We also notice that the
scalar matter ¢ in (19) couples only to the potential A, and
not to the monopole background.4

It is important to notice that the coefficient y is to be
determined by the requirement that in the limit £ — O one
recovers, in the classical limit, the magnetic monopole
model of [2], as we shall discuss below. In fact, if y = 1 the
theory, as we shall demonstrate below, is inconsistent.
To this end, we discuss now the classical Euler-Lagrange
equations for the gauge fields A,, C,,.

The equations of motion with respect to the field A,
stemming from (19) read [attention of the reader is drawn to
the fact that the background (source) term Fhick(APaek) jg
not varied with respect to the (nonsingular) field A,] as

(F/w (A) + )(F”UbaCk(AbaCk))gﬂy(C)

1 4

4 3 .
(1 +£—2)W,W<A> 200 (C) ¢ i

—i(Qh) b~ 20,070 =
(1 i ;—2)6”FW(A) —— 520G (0) + a.(i4 0,0
- l(ay¢>T¢ - ZQeAv(ﬁT(b)’ (20)

1
q;

where in the second line we took into account the rescaling
(15) of the gauge potentials. The last equation can be
conveniently written as

4 . . .

For completeness, we mention that such a situation also
characterizes the lattice Abelian gauge models of [28] in external
fields.
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aﬂFﬂu ("4) = Qe<i¢Tau¢ - l(ay¢)T¢ - ZQeAvquqs)

4 -

_?(aﬂFﬂv('A) +aﬂgﬂl/(c))' (21)
Thus, in the limit £ — 0, which corresponds to the classical
theory of [2], Eq. (21) leads to a finite standard result for the
electric current of scalar electrodynamics (SQED) if and
only if the constraint (10) is satisfied when £ — 0, which in
this context implies that
F/w(A) + éﬂl/(c)) =0= ?_l;%au(””y(A) + gﬂl/(c))

(22)

limo*
&-0

Hence, the £ — 0 limit of the 1/£ terms in (21) is identically
zero, leaving only the £-independent terms, leading to (23)

g%a”FW(A) =q.(i¢"0,¢ —i(d,)'p —24,9"¢) = J;.
(23)

where the right-hand side is the standard electric current of
the scalar electrodynamics, corresponding to the Noether
current JNo¢ther of the associated global version of the
electromagnetic gauge symmetry U.,,. For any finite & # 0,
on writing

a”F/w(A) =J; eff[c’ ?, a¢]

4 4\ -1
= 4+§zaug ()+qe<1+§—2)

X (I¢Tav¢ - l(av¢)T¢ - 2‘1eAu¢T¢)’ (24)

we observe that the effective “current” J¢[C, ¢, d¢h)]
receives also &-dependent contributions from the dual field
strength of the U,(1) potential C.

On the other hand, the equations of motion with respect
to the field C,, stemming from (19), read as

4 2qm
< 52) a“g ( ) q 52 6/414)50”
X ( Fre + x F/)aback ( Aback)) =

(1+2) 26 =05,

52 5 u(A) +)(Fﬂuback(AbaCk)),

(25)
which can be conveniently written as

4 - 4
TG”(Q”D(C) +FMD(A)) éxaﬂF ybaCk(AbaCk)

3
‘ 3

uv (C) =
(26)

The reader should have noticed that in arriving at both (20)
and (25) we did not assume a priori the Bianchi identities

for the regular tensors F,,(A) and G, (C); that is, in our
context we have

€ups FP7(A) = 20"F,,(A) # 0,
€ups@ G (C) = 20"G,,(C) # 0. (27)

This will be understood from our subsequent lattice
analysis, which indicates that the coupling of the monopole
background to the system of the gauge potentials A,C
induces monopolelike singularities in these fields, which
invalidate the corresponding Bianchi identities.’

In similar spirit to the case of the A-field equations (21),
in the limit £ — 0, the classical constraint (10), or equiv-
alently (22) in this context, should be valid, which implies
that the 1/£2-dependent first term on the right-hand side
of (26) vanishes identically when & — 0. Thus, on account
of the fact that for the singular background (17) we have

ﬂupgaquobdck<Abdck) ;é 0 (28)
one obtains a finite nontrivial result for the C-field equation
when & — 0, if and only if y/£ is & independent.
On account of (4) and (5), the right-hand side of the
equations in (25) in the limit £ — 0, would then define, up
to a crucial minus sign, the magnetic current in the effective
theory of [2]:

mag ( AbaCk) 52 €upo oM Fre back ( Aback) o Fzgck ( Aback) ,
(29)
upon the normalization
52
=2, 30
=7 (30)

We stress once again that the definition (29) and (30), is
consistent with (4) and the constraint (10) [or, equivalently,
(22)]. In this way, in the limit £ — 0, one recovers the
standard monopole theory of [2] with respect to the original
potentials A, and C,.

For generic & # 0, the effective magnetic current, which
would depend on both the fluctuations A of the background
Aback gnd Aback jteelf, would read as

Jmag eff ( A Aback)

= 4+ é; ( ﬂv/mauF (.A) —I—){eﬂylmaﬂF/’GbaCk(Aback))

4 - -
(@ Fu(A) + y O FRit(APF)). (31)

N

3Tt should also be noticed that, if the fields A, C satisfied the
Bianchi identities, the pertinent Euler-Lagrange equations would
decouple, which is incorrect, as it does not correspond to the
theory of [2].
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It is important for the reader to notice that, as a consequence

of the singular nature (17) of the magnetic field background

at r = 0 [see also (18)], the quantity J;"*

any value of |£| < +o0.

Assuming static fields, as standard in the magnetic
monopole case, Eq. (26) in the limit £ - 0 can be
expressed as

is nontrivial for

limo'Go(C) = ~p = V- By #0. (32

with p,, the magnetic charge density, which yields the
standard Maxwell equation in the presence of magnetic
monopoles, as should be expected.

Because of this, the presence of magnetic monopoles
would prevent superconducting properties of the Higgs
vacuum. Indeed, to have superconductivity one requires a
vanishing electric field,

-

E=o0. (33)

and a nonzero magnetic field B # 0, which is expelled from
the bulk of the superconductor, up to a penetration depth
(Meissner effect). In the standard SQED, this depth is
inversely proportional to |gv| [which is the same as the
photon mass in the Higgs phase of SQED, that is, in the
phase of spontaneously broken symmetry, where the scalar
matter field acquires a nontrivial vacuum expectation
— () = )

value (<¢> (@") \/E;é 0)].

The vanishing (E)! = F* implies in our effective theory
that, in the same limit £ — 0, the temporal component of
Eq. (23) yields in the Higgs phase

p = +q;v°A, (34)

where p is the electric charge density, and we have
set 0'Fy; =Jy=p. On account of (33) we thus have
AO =p = 0.

On the other hand, the spatial component of (23) (in the
limit £ — 0) yields the current:

In the absence of a magnetic charge p,,, this would be the
standard London equation leading to the Meissner effect
with the aforementioned properties. But when p,, # 0
[cf. Eq. (32)], the situation changes, since upon standard
manipulations one would arrive at the following equation
for the magnetic field intensity V- (V -B) — V2B +
¢>v®B = 0. The nonzero term v. (? - B) # 0 spoils the
Meissner effect in the case of magnetic monopole
backgrounds.

We also remark, for completion at this stage, that in the
case £ #0, the effective ‘“electric” Noether current of

SQED (24) receives contributions from the dual field C,
which also spoils any superconducting properties of the
Higgs-phase ground state:

i Noether,“electric”
oF =

Homigy=oiva 7 d=()=0/\3

4 .~
=———0G;+ A;, 0.
4 é:z g]z i 5 ?é

2,2
qev

I+2

(36)

From this expression we observe that only in the absence of
monopoles, i.e. in the case § — oo, (for which the field C,
decouples in the path integral), Eq. (36) yields the
London equation of superconductivity (and the associated
Meissner effect), which corresponds to the broken U,y (1)
phase of the scalar electrodynamics, according to standard
arguments.

In general, one should put the Lagrangian (19) on the
lattice, keeping the quantities ¢,,& and g,, arbitrary.
According to the above analysis, the classical monopole
solution of [2] should correspond to a fixed point £ — 0 at
which the constraint (10) is realized. This is the main focus
of the current paper, which is discussed from the next
section onward.

Before proceeding to the lattice nonperturbative study,
we should stress once again that for any & < oo, the
effective Lagrangian (19) contains CS terms that mix the
two gauge potentials A and C. We remind the reader that
such terms arise initially (for § — 0) from implementing the
constraint (10) of [2] in the path integral. At this point we
should mention for completeness that such terms arise
naturally (upon appropriate constraints in the gauge cou-
plings) in the gauged supergravity model with U(1) x
U'(1) gauge groups [29].° Also, the analog of such mixed
terms arises in (2 + 1)-dimensional U(1)., X U(1)gy
gauge models of high-temperature superconductors [30],
in which the U(1),,, is the group of the electromagnetism,
while the group U(1),, represents the “statistical” gauge
group, associated with the attractive force generated by the
anyon statistics of the excitations of these planar models.

Although below we shall mainly concentrate on the
lattice (nonperturbative) version of the Lagrangian (19),
nonetheless, in order to demonstrate the special role of the
coupling between the electromagnetic and dual U(1) via
the CS-type kinetic mixing (16), F,(A)G*(C), we shall
also consider in Sec. V, for comparison, an alternative
lattice action with an ordinary kinetic mixing between the
two U(1)’s in the absence of the interaction (16):

21
Lo 5 " F,G", (37)

®We thank F. Farakos for a useful discussion on this point.
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where 1 €R a real coupling parameter [in our case this is
fixed as in (49), Sec. V]. For our purposes here we do not
ascribe any potential physical significance to such a term,
as we simply consider it to differentiate its effects from
those of the dual mixing term in (19), as far as the
symmetry breaking patterns and the role of the monopole
configuration are concerned, as we shall discuss below. We
do note, though, for completeness, that kinetic mixings
between U(1) of the form (37) are considered in massive-
photon models of (millicharged) dark matter [31], upon
inclusion of matter fermions coupled to both U(1)’s, in the
phase where the nonelectromagnetic U(1) is spontaneously
broken. However, in our case, as already mentioned below
(8), due to the constraint (8) [or (10)], the vector potential
C, of the dual U,(1) is an axial (pseudo)vector, which is
not the case in [31]. In the current paper we shall not
consider such implications, postponing the pertinent dis-
cussion for the future.

III. THE LATTICE MODEL

The action representing the expression (19) on the lattice
reads as

§— < )Z Z ANy

x  1<u<v<4

(2T 5 e

x  1<pu<v<4d

2 AFMC
szzw

x 1<pu<v<4 po

X [P (3) + 2B (1)) FS )

+) D (x)D(x) = B> { > O () ULD(x+ o)
X x Ll<u<4
2
YO0 -IE =5 6y

The quantity x is a collective index for all four coor-
dinates. The lattice version of the field strengths is defined,
for example, through

Fu™ (x) =00 (x) + 04 (x + 1) = 04 (x +2) =04 (x),  (39)
F ™ (x) = 05 (x) + 0C (x + 1) — 05 (x +0) — 65 (x),  (40)

where ¢4 (x) = g,aA,(x) = aA,(x),6(x) = g,,aC,(x) =
aC,(x) are the lattice versions of the potentials
A,(x),C,(x) at the position x along the direction 4.

The quantity « is the lattice spacing, and ¢,, ¢,, are the
coupling constants. In the action (38) the symbol x + fi
denotes the first neighbor of site x in the direction f.
We also use the notation U4, = ¢ for the link gauge
field, which enters the interaction with the scalar field.

The expression F ffy’lm represents the monopole background
field, and the couplings 8, = # Pe = q% equal the inverse

square couplings appearing in the continuum Lagrangian
(19). The A field contains contributions from the monopole
background (second line), as well as interaction with the
scalar field (third line). Notice that the scalar field interacts
only with the A gauge field. Finally the constant Sz
corresponds to the quartic coupling of the scalar field.

Writing ®(x) = p(x)e™) and U4, = ¢ the action
becomes

g— < >z Z (A (¢

x 1<u<v<4

()3 X

x 1<u<v<4

2\/ﬁAﬂCZ Z Z €l FA latt FBILIatt) Fg&latt]

x 1<u<v<4 po
IACR DI IC
xcos[p(x+f)+ 64, —¢

p(x+i)
x 1<u<4

+ﬁRZ[P2 —1]2. (41)

This is the precise form to be used in the lattice simulations.
We have used the noncompact version of the lattice U(1)
models. This has been done to avoid monopoles arising
from the compact formulation, such as the ones studied
long ago [32].

IV. THE HIGGS MODEL WITHIN AND OUTSIDE
A MONOPOLE BACKGROUND

A first step we take is to consider the model without the
sing

monopole background (17), i.e. with Emon = 0. The point
is that one should know what happens in this case, before
investigating the influence of the monopole source. Of
particular interest is the influence of the parameter ¢

To proceed with the calculations we need the definitions
of two observables, which will be used in the simulations:
the angular part of the link variable

cos|p(n, + 1, ny, n, n,)
ny,ny,n,,n=0

+ o4 - —(ng,nyng,n,), (42)

N,y nz,n,l
as well as the mean square

1 N-1

Rgo): O (ny.ny,n,.n)®(n,.nyn,. n)

N yo 7o

N ny,ny,n;,n,=0

-1

= Z pH(ny ny ng n,). (43)

ny,ny,n,,n,=0

—_
=z
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1.2 T

1k T ji‘l

0.8

0.6

0.4

<VUV>

om »—— L 1 1 1
0.22 0.23 0.24 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.3

Bn

FIG. 1. Angular part (V(®) of links (upper panel) and mean
measure squared <R§0)> of the scalar field (lower panel) versus /3,
foré = 0.1, ¢ = 1.0, and £ = 10.0 in the absence of the monopole
background. The uppermost curves correspond to & = 0.1, while
the lowest curves to £ = 10.0. The relevant parameters read as
Ba =40, fc = 0.25. fr = 0.001. With the notation (VUV) we

mean (V) in relation (42).

In the previous expressions we have denoted the lattice sites
by the dimensionless integers n,, ny, n,, n,. We have also
used the notation 1 for direction x, while n, + 1 means the
site next to 7, in the direction x. In V(®) we have used links
in the x direction; it would make no difference if we used
any other spatial direction.

The quantity R(zo) is the lattice version of the expectation
value of ¢'(x)¢(x), that is a gauge invariant version of the
vacuum expectation value (squared) of the scalar field. A
large value of R<20> indicates the symmetry broken phase of
the gauge-Higgs theory. The symmetric phase is charac-
terized by a small value of this indicator, typically of the
order of 1 in lattice units.

The quantity V©) is a gauge invariant lattice version of
the expectation value of [(d; + iq..A; )] [(9; + iq.A;) ).
A value of V() around 1 indicates the symmetry broken
phase, while a small value for this quantity (around zero)
corresponds to the symmetric phase of the model.

Then we calculate the statistical averages (V(?)) and
<R§0)> versus f3, for the values of the parameters set to

pr =40, pc =0.25,6r =0.001. We use Monte Carlo
simulations to calculate these averages; typically we have
performed 3000 lattice sweeps to thermalize the system
and 2000 iterations to compute the averages (using one
out of every five configurations). The details concerning
the simulation of the mixed term are explained in the
Appendix.

Notice that 4 = 1, which simplifies the lattice action.
The results are shown in Fig. 1. We show the results for
three quite different values of &, namely £ = 0.1, £ = 1.0
and & = 10.0. The differences in &, although quite large, do
not have serious consequences, and we see the expected
transition from the symmetric to the broken phase. The
phase transition lies between f3, = 0.24 and S, = 0.26
for all values of & considered. It is evident that the value
pp = 0.22 corresponds to the symmetric phase, while
P, = 0.28 corresponds to the broken phase. We will use
these values for f3; repeatedly in the sequel.

A. Lattice monopole background

Let us define the lattice monopole background. This will
be derived from a source term corresponding to

L -3,

where 71 — (ny,ny,n,), Xy = (X, Y, 2y) (the position
of the monopole source) and B is a dimensionless number.
Throughout this work we will set B =500 and use a
N* = 20* lattice. We suppose that the monopole position is
at the center of the lattice: if the n, coordinate takes on the
values 0,1,...,N — 1, the position of the monopole lies
at xy = yy =z =51 This position, which does not
correspond to any lattice site, has been chosen on purpose,
to avoid infinities. We set the monopole field strength equal
to zero if |7 — Xs| > Dpay» Where Dy, = N — 1, that is we
suppose that there exists a sphere of antimonopoles, which
exactly cancels the monopole field at large distances. A
copy of the monopole is constructed for each value of the
remaining coordinate t. In Fig. 2 we depict the absolute

Bz

oo 00 o006
5 10 15 N,

FIG. 2. Monopole background B, field as a function of n,.
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value |B.| of the monopole background field strength along

z (or whichever other spatial direction) versus n,. We have
_N —_N

set ny =N,y = 7,7’1}, = I’lyo =% so that

32"
b+ -97]

An important consequence of the monopole background
field is that the system is no more homogeneous, since
various quantities depend on the distance from the position
of the monopole.

To describe the observables to be measured in the
sequel we define a line along z, with fixed values of
n,=ngo=5%.n,=ny,="2, while n, and n, run from 0 to
N — 1. This line will lie at the basis of our calculations. The
line passes very near the monopole background core, when
n, = % while its extremities lie away from it. It has been
constructed to illustrate the different behaviors at small and
large distances from the core. The various regions are
labeled by the n, dependence of the results.

We study two observables, which have to do with the
Higgs sector, namely the angular part of the space-like links:

IB.| = 500

1
Vin.) = NZcos[qﬁ(nxo +1,ny9.n,,n,)

n;

i~ ¢(nx0’ Nyo, Nz, I’l,)], (46)

nxOsnyOsn:snts

as well as the mean square

1
Ry(n,) = ﬁzqﬂ(”w, nyo. g, 1)@ (10, nyo, 1z, 1)
ny

1
= szz("xo» Nyo, Nz, nt)' (47)

We have slightly changed our notation, in the sense that we
write down explicitly the four coordinates, rather than using
a collective index. The quantities n,, n, take the values
0,1,...,N — 1. The coordinates n, and n, have been set to
the values n,9 = 4 and n,, = 5. Both are local quantities.
The variable V(n.) represents links between the sites
(M40, ny0. 1z my) and (ny + 1, ny, n,, n,), where one may
spot the scalar fields, while the gauge field between them is

Ut . = exp [i¢" -]. In these calculations we
140571y0,712571, 1 1405715057257, 1

have used links in direction 1. It would make no difference to
use whichever other spatial direction; one might also form a
sum over all three directions, but this would be more noisy.
The variable R, (n.) is simpler, since it does not involve any
direction.

B. Symmetric phase

In the following we will concentrate on the value
pn = 0.22, which corresponds to the symmetric phase.
The remaining parameters are set to 4, = 4.0, - = 0.25,

Pr = 0.001 and B = 500. We use B = 500 in the most part
of this paper.

We start with the results for the A and C plaquettes
(which are the lattice versions of the energy densities) and
are defined through the expressions

1
Pla(ne) = 3 S UFE™ n0.m0, ),

ny

Ple(ne) = 2 S (FE (n0,mg, )P (48)

n

The field strengths F;*" and F$;"*" are defined in Eqgs. (39)
and (40) respectively, and n,,n, have been already
defined. The results for £ = 1.0 are depicted in Fig. 3.
We find that there is some structure around the position of
the monopole background (around n, = 9) for both pla-
quettes. Simulations with 8, = 0, where the scalar field is
decoupled from the gauge fields yield very similar results,
implying that the influence of the monopole source on the
gauge fields does not depend very much on the scalar field.

We have also performed the corresponding calculations
for £ = 10.0, and we have found no similar peaks. We have
also simulated models of noncompact U(1) gauge fields
with no coupling to scalar fields and no mixing terms, and

80 T

70 + n f
60 - [\ J

50 - .

40 - [ .

<PL_A>

30t | .
20 | \ .

10 - / N b

35 T T T T T T T T T

30+ .
25F .

20 \ 1

<PL_C>

15 [ 1

10 - [ .

FIG. 3. Symmetric phase, £ = 1.00. Plaquettes A (upper panel)
and C (lower panel) in the symmetric phase versus n,. The
parameters read as f4 = 4.0, o =0.25, B, =0.22, B =500
and f = 0.001. With the notation (PL_A) and (PL_C) we refer
to the relation (48).
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FIG. 4. Plaquettes A versus n, in the symmetric phase (inter-
mediate line) and broken phase (lowest line) at &= 10.0.
Plaquettes C do not change as one moves from the sym-
metric to the broken phase and are represented by the uppermost
lines. The parameters read as f, = 4.0, f- = 0.25, B =500
and S = 0.001; the symmetric phase is represented by setting
Bn =0.22, while the broken phase is reached by setting

the results on the plaquettes at the values 4, = 4.0 and
Pc = 0.25 are the same as the ones found in the previous
model. In Fig. 4 one may see plaquettes A and C at
& = 10.0, in the symmetric (and the broken) phase. They do
not exhibit any structure along the z direction and differ
little from one another.

In Fig. 5 we depict the angular quantity (V(n.)) of links
(upper panel) and mean measure squared (R,(n,)) (lower
panel) of the scalar field for £ =1.00 and & = 10.00.
Brackets denote statistical averages, as usual. No essential
difference is detected between the two values of &. Since
there is a magnetic monopole background, one would
expect some nontrivial dependence of various observables,
such as (V(n.)) and (R,(n.)) on n.. However, the n,
dependence is barely seen, which means that, in the
symmetric phase, no significant influence of the back-
ground on the system is detected. Thus, although the
plaquettes take large values at the origin of the monop-
ole background source, the link quantities do not detect
any sign of the background. We have checked numeri-
cally that large values of & render the system almost
indistinguishable from a system with no coupling
between the two gauge fields and the background
magnetic field.

C. Broken phase

Now we examine the system in the broken phase, setting
P = 0.28. The remaining variables read as B, = 4.0,
Pc =0.25, fr = 0.001 and B = 500. In Fig. 4, apart from
the results in the symmetric phase, one may also find the
plaquettes A and C at £ = 10.0 in the broken phase. No
structure appears in the z direction for these plaquettes.

On the other hand, we found that the corresponding
results for the A and C plaquettes in the broken phase at

0.25 T T T T T T T T T
0.2+ T For T o3 . T £ T - F 7
0.15- 1
0.1} .
A
3 0.055 .
3 ST e Snagoaratfteeiun
0 | -
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0.1 [ |7
-0.15 1 :1 -J 1 . 1 7 I I
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
Ny
1.5 T T T T T T T T T
14t 8
A 13 h
—~~
Y 12f .
5 =9 ' . 2 8 ' L |
,:S 1.1® n f '\. P EE S L ] J
Vol |
0.9} 8
0.8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
n,
FIG. 5. Symmetric phase. Angular parts (V(n.)) of links in

space-like directions (upper panel) and (R,(n.)) (lower panel)
versus n,. Couplings: 4 = 4.0, fc = 0.25, f, = 0.22, B = 500
and fr = 0.001. We depict results for £ = 1.00 and ¢ = 10.00.
With the notation (VUV) we refer to the relation (46).

£=1.0 are quite similar to the ones found for the
symmetric phase. The difference between the symmetric
and the broken phases shows up in the behavior of the
quantities related to the links, rather than the plaquettes.
We examine two values of £, namely 1.00 and 10.00, and
depict the angular part (V(n,)) of links (upper panel) and
mean measure squared (R,(n.)) (lower panel) of the scalar
field, as functions of n,, in Fig. 6. One may see results
strikingly different from the ones corresponding to the
symmetric phase. As already stated, for fairly large values
of &(& = 10.00 for example), it is expected that the terms
proportional to 1/&2 in the action are negligible, so that the
model reduces to a simpler one, not involving the coupling
of the two U(1)’s and the monopole background contri-
bution. Thus no noticeable n, dependence of either (V(n_))
or (Ry(n,)) is expected for large £ We have checked
numerically that £ = 10.00 is a value, above which £ may
be considered as large in the previous sense. A result
supporting this is included in Fig. 6, where it may be seen
that, for £ = 10.00, the quantities (V(n,)) and (R,(n,)),
defined via Eqs. (46) and (47), have a very mild n,
dependence; this dependence becomes almost invisible
for even larger values of £ However, at £ = 1.0, the
£-dependent terms in the action come into play and the
n, dependence is manifest, in the sense that a well develops
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FIG. 6. Higgs phase. Angular parts (V(n.)) of links in space-
like directions (upper panel) and (R,(n.)) (lower panel) versus
n,. Couplings: 4 = 4.0, pc = 0.25, B, = 0.28 and By = 0.001.
We depict results for £ = 1.00 and & = 10.00. The deepest wells
correspond to ¢ = 1.00. With the notation (VUV) we refer to the
relation (46).

around the core of the monopole source. In particular the
measure of the scalar field approaches the value corre-
sponding to the symmetric phase. This result is consistent
with our understanding that in the monopole core the scalar
field should take on very small values. Our results indicate
that a monopole configuration has been created in the
broken phase, through the couplings between the two
U(1)’s and the background magnetic monopole (Fig. 2),
which is just an alternative form of the external magnetic
current. The building up of the monopole configuration
has to do with the mixed CS coupling in (41). The lattice
appears to have a region where the system lies in the
symmetric phase. Such a region corresponds to a three-
dimensional sphere centered at the monopole origin. The
rest of the lattice remains in the broken phase, as shown
in Fig. 6. We will examine the & dependence of this
phenomenon in the next subsection.

The monopole is present when f;, is large enough to
drive the system into the broken phase; however it is
interesting to examine the role of this parameter in more
detail. A particular scenario is that, if 3, grows too large, it
could be difficult to create a monopole out of the too
massive scalar and gauge fields, so the effects of the mixed
CS-like terms may not be visible. We have chosen to use

FIG. 7. Angular parts of links in space-like directions in the
broken phase versus n,. The parameters read as f, = 4.0,
pc =025, B=500 and fr = 0.001. The parameter ¢ is 1.00
throughout, while f, takes the values 0.28 (this corresponds to
the deepest wells), 0.30, 0.40 and 0.50 (the latter has the weakest
n, dependence). With the notation (VUV) we refer to the
relation (46).

£ = 1.00 and examine the effect of 3, on the angular parts
of the links. We expect that, for this value of &, the effects
of 3, will be easily visible. The angular parts of the links
have been chosen, since they are good indicators for the
existence of monopoles; in addition their absolute values do
not exceed 1, so it is easy to compare them for different
values of f;,, while the measure of the scalar field will vary
widely, and the comparison is not straightforward. The
results may be seen in Fig. 7. At 3, = 0.28, i.e. close to
the phase transition toward the broken phase, we testify to
the appearance of deep wells, that is regions of symmetric
phase in the middle of the lattice, which remains at the
broken phase away from the center. As /3, increases to 0.30,
the well is slightly less deep, while it becomes even more
shallow when g, = 0.40 and f;, = 0.50. In the last case it
appears that the whole lattice lies in the broken phase. In
short, an increase of ), tends to undo the effect of the
background source and its coupling to the A fields.

D. Dependence on &

We show, in Fig. 8, the angular parts (V(n,)) of links in
spacelike directions versus & for 5, = 0.28, that is in the
broken phase. We depict three different curves, the upper-
most corresponding to positions away from the monopole,
specifically at n, = 0, and the lowest one corresponding
to positions near the monopole, the site with n, = 10,
while the parameter B is set to the values B = 500. The
intermediate curve corresponds to B = 100. Notice that the
sites away from the core (upper curve) lie in the broken
phase for any value of £. For small values of £, say at
£~0.5, B =500, the sites near the monopole core lie in the
symmetric phase, as indicated by the small values of
(V(n, = 10)). However, if even smaller values of & are
considered, the values of (V(n, = 10)) approach the ones
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FIG. 8. Broken phase. Angular parts of links in space-like

directions away from the core (V(n, = 0)) (uppermost curve),
(V(n, = 10)) near the core for B =500, (lowest curve) and
(V(n, = 10)) near the core for B = 100, (intermediate curve) in
the broken phase versus &. The parameters read as 4, = 4.0,
Be =0.25, 5, = 0.28 and iz = 0.001. With the notation (VUV)
we refer to the relation (46).

for n, = 0. This value of £, where the minimum of the
lower curve is situated, depends on the value of B that has
been used: in particular it is £~ 1, when B = 500. For
larger values of B we expect that the £ which yields the
minimum (V(n, = 10)) will move to smaller values. On
the contrary, for smaller values of B it will move to the
right. This is exactly what the intermediate curve shows:
the link angular variable (V(n,)) does not take small
values any more, and the position of the minimum moves
to the right. This observation may be understood, since the
influence of the source depends on &2B, as may be seen by
inspection of the expression (38). This behavior suggests
that, below some value of &, it becomes difficult to
dynamically create a monopole, possibly because of its
too large energy. If one insists in creating a dynamical
monopole for a given small value of &, one should use a
sufficiently large B. However, letting B grow large means
that the background will be too large near the ends of the
lattice, unless one can use even bigger lattices. This is the
reason why we have chosen to use consistently the values
£=1.00 in our simulations and have not attempted to
approach lower values of &.

The behavior of the observables shows that the system
lies in different phases at different regions of the lattice.
This characteristic is less sharp for large values of £, which
drive the system to a definite phase throughout the lattice.
One might also consider similar lines at distances between
the ones depicted here (0 < n, < 10), and the result would
be a set of curves filling the space between the curves of
Fig. 8. It is important to notice that there is a smooth
transition between the regions with small and large values
of £. That means that the limit & — 0 is more or less smooth
and the characteristics of the model pertaining to £ =0
appear already at small, but nonzero, values of &.

V. AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL: STANDARD
KINETIC COUPLING BETWEEN THE TWO U1)’S

In this section we consider for comparison an alternative
model with kinetic mixing term of the type (37) (in the
continuum limit), with a fixed coefficient 1/(q,q,,) = 1/&
in our lattice units, used so far. There are no mixed
CS terms of the form (16) in this model. The action
now reads as

g — ( )Z Z [FA

x  I<p<v<4

( )Z Z (PG

x  1<u<v<4d
2 “VPAPC ﬂAﬁC Z Z FA latt FB,latt)FC,latt]
v v

x  I<u<v<4d
+ Zq)*(x)(l)(x) —By { > ot (x) U4 (x
x  Ll<u<4

AR () = 1P, (49)
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FIG. 9. Angular parts (V(?) of links in space-like directions
versus f, in the absence of the monopole background (upper
panel). Also (Rgo)) are depicted (lower panel). The parameters read
as f, = 4.0, fc = 0.25, B =0 and fr = 0.001. Two values for &
are depicted: & = 10.00 (lower curves) and &= 1.00 (upper
curves). With the notation (VUV) we mean (V()) in relation (42).
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FIG. 10. Angular parts of links in space-like directions versus
n_ (upper panel) in the broken phase (£, = 0.28). Also (R,(n_))
is depicted (lower panel). The parameters read as f, = 4.0,
Pc =0.25, B =500 and fr = 0.001. The parameter & takes the
values 10.00, (the lowest curves) and 1.00 (the uppermost
curves). With the notation (VUV) we refer to the relation (46).

We start by studying the behavior of the model without
a monopole background as the parameter f;, varies.
We set 4 =4.0, =025, pr=0.001, B=0, and
plot, in Fig. 9, the quantities (V(?)) and <R§O)> defined
in Egs. (42) and (43), versus f, for two values of ¢,
namely £ = 1.00 and ¢ = 10.00. The plots show that the
presence of the kinetic coupling does not influence the
behavior of the system much. In particular, one may be
sure that for f, =0.28 the system is in the bro-
ken phase.

We now come to the investigation of the model with the
background monopole source. We set B = 500 and study
the n, dependence of the quantities (V(n,)) and (R,(n;)),
defined via Egs. (46) and (47), for 4 = 4.0, - = 0.25,
pr = 0.28 pr = 0.001. Two values for £ have been con-
sidered, namely £ = 1.00 and & = 10.00. We have just
considered the broken phase of the model, since in the
symmetric phase nothing interesting happens, as we
have checked, similarly to the previous model. Based on
our previous experience we check whether there exists
some dependence on n, of the angular parts of links in
spacelike directions and the measure squared of the

scalar field. The difference between the two values of &,
shown in Fig. 10 is just that the results for £ = 1.00 are
larger than the corresponding results for £ = 10.00, but
no significant dependence on n, shows up, in contrast to
the previous model. This is expected, since the kinetic
coupling has an entirely different structure from the
mixed CS coupling of the field strength of the potential
A with the dual field strength of the potential C, which
characterized the magnetic monopole case.

VI. FINITE SIZE EFFECTS

Our results are preliminary in the sense that the size of
the lattices involved is rather modest, namely 20%,
To get some feeling about the finite size effects we depict
in Fig. 11 the angular parts, as well as (R, (n, — %)) for both
20* (pink circles) and 30* (red squares) lattices. We have
transported n,, so that the wells for the two lattice sizes
appear at the same region. The wells for 30* seem to have
only minor differences from the ones of 20*. Their basic
characteristics are more or less the same. Thus, it is
reasonable to expect that the behavior that we described
in this work is genuine, since it does not appear to depend
crucially on the size of the lattice.

lywwwwC T g = =

0.8 - ? I i

< RQ (’n.z) >
8
T
1

FIG. 11. Angular parts of links in space-like directions versus
n, —% (upper panel) in the broken phase (£, =0.28). Also

(Ry(n,)) is depicted (lower panel). The parameters read as
Bi=40, fe =025, B =500, = 1.0 and B = 0.001. With
the notation (VUV) we refer to the relation (46).
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VII. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have studied nonperturbatively (on the
lattice, cf. Sec. III) a proposal for the description of the
effects of a quantum fluctuating monopole on Higgs matter
in a gauge theory of U, (1) x Uy(1), where the scalar
Higgs field couples only to U,y (1) representing electro-
magnetism. The dual U,(1) has been argued to represent
the quantum fluctuations of the magnetic monopole field,
which is characterized by a nontrivial background magnetic
field of the characteristic singular type at the origin of the
monopole core.

The use of two gauge potentials was inspired by the work
of [2], in an attempt to avoid the use of Dirac strings.
Following [6], which argued about the appearance of the
Lorentz-violating effects of the Dirac string only on the
phase of the scattering amplitudes of a monopole off
matter, or the absence of such effects altogether if the
Dirac quantization condition (1) were in operation, we have
considered the lattice version of the effective action (19) in
an attempt to study the phase diagram of charged scalar
matter interacting with a magnetic monopole. The latter
was described both by an external background magnetic
field, with the characteristic monopole singular structure at
the origin, (17), and by quantum fluctuations described by
the gauge potential C* of the U,(1) gauge group.

It is important to notice that in our approach, which
generalizes nontrivially the original work of [2], the
constraint (10) (upon ignoring the Dirac-string effects)
among the two gauge potentials is implemented in a path
integral via the introduction of the gauge- and Lorentz-
invariant §-functional term (14). However, in our general-
ized analysis we consider the parameter £ as taking values
in the entire real axis, not only in the region & — 0 that
defines the monopole case of [2]. Such an effective
description [cf. (19)] implies the existence of CS terms
mixing the electromagnetic with the dual gauge field
strengths. As discussed in Sec. V, such terms are important
in yielding configurations in the matter field, with a
behavior representing the emergence of a magnetic mono-
pole configuration. The appearance of such configurations
is triggered in our approach by the monopole background
source (17). The situation is similar to the microscopic
monopoles, of e.g. 't Hooft-Polyakov type [8] in models
with adjoint Higgs fields, which are solutions of the
classical equations. In the lattice version of such models,
the ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopole configurations would
appear upon triggering with appropriate external sources.

In our case we treat the background monopole source as
a Dirac, pointlike one, without specifying any structure. In
the case of ’t Hooft-Polyakov models, e.g. in the SU(2)
case with scalar triplets, the latter lead to the well-known
homotopy IT,(SU(2)) properties leading to the magnetic
monopole sectors of the nontrivial solutions. In our Dirac-
source case, we are agnostic as to the precise microscopic
homotopy structure of the monopole configuration arising

in our lattice simulation in the broken phase (cf. Sec. IV, in
particular Sec. IV C). In Sec. IV D, we have seen that the
emergence of a nontrivial configuration for the scalar field,
with a behavior familiar from the t° Hooft-Polyakov-
monopole case, is triggered by relatively strong source
magnetic fields, e.g. for £ = 1 we need a magnetic intensity
of the source of order B = 500 in lattice units [cf. (44)].
Deep in the broken phase, or equivalently for smaller &
(cf. Sec. IV C), one needs much stronger sources to be able
to see monopole configurations. Because the magnetic field
carries energy of order B> one expects from such arguments
that the magnetic monopole configuration in our case is
sufficiently massive in appropriate units.

We conclude by mentioning that, due to the modest size
of the lattices involved in our analysis (20*), we considered
it as essential to examine the finite-size effects on the basic
conclusions of this work. By repeating the analysis for
bigger lattices of size 30*, we have seen that the essential
characteristics of our study presented above, and thus its
main conclusions, are not significantly affected. We hope
to be able to come back to such issues in the future, by
performing the analysis for the case of significantly larger
lattices than the ones examined here, but also to extend the
model by incorporating fermionic matter and its inter-
actions with the magnetic monopoles.
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APPENDIX: SIMULATION DETAILS

The gauge part of the action reads as

s, = ( >z Z (AN

X 1<u<v<4

< >Z YRS

x 1<u<v<d

2\/ﬁAﬂCZ Z Zeyypo' FAlatt )

x 1<u<v<d po

AP ) P (),

(A1)

where F*" (x), F5"™(x) and F5"" (x) represent the lattice
versions of the field strengths, and we remind the reader
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that y = £%/4. In the following we denote them simply by
Fi,(x), F5,(x) and F§,.

We concentrate on the last part of the action. We want to
simulate the mixed CS term

52 Z /w - 52 Z ﬂVPU

My H<v

FB )Fgg,

: Co_
since F = 2 .0 Euvpo ,,(,
We observe that, if we interchange e.g. 4 and v, the

part of the action €,,,,Fi,F5, is equal to €,,,,Fi,FS,,

because of the antisymmetry of both ¢, and F4,. With
similar arguments we conclude that the (relevant part of

the) action equals

2
SmixedCcs = Z [(Fy + xFY)F§ 4 (Fis + 1 F1)FS,

+ (Fly +xFY)FS + (Foy + 1 F5)FS,
+ (Fly +xFH)FG+ (F +xFR)FG]. (A2)

Let us consider updating of the A field. We shall change
in turn the links A (x), A% (x), A4 (x) and A§(x). We recall
the definition:

Fi, = A2 (x+p) — Ad(x) — A2 (x + D) + A2 (x). (A3)

We observe that, upon the replacement,
A(x) > Aj(x) + A = A5 (x) = A,

i.e. the field strength F%, will change by +A. If we replace

Al (x) = A%(x) + A = 5A%(x) = A,

the quantity F%, will change by —A.

In general the replacement  §A% (x) = +A  implies
8F4,(x) = +A, while the replacement SAf(x) = +A
implies 6F4,(x) = —A.

As stated above, for each x, we will update successively
the links A{(x), A% (x), A4 (x) and A% (x).

(1) (a) When we update A}(x), some terms in (A2)
that will be influenced will be F%,(x)F§,(x),
F(x)F$(x) and F{,(x)FS(x). The change in
the action due to these terms only will be

§%<6F?2<x>F§4 (x) + 6F () FG (x)

+ 6F 1y (x) F§(x))

2
= ?A(ngl(x) + Fi(x) + F55(x)).

In addition the terms e.g. Ff,(x —2)F§,(x —2)
contain A4 (x), but the sign of the corresponding
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change will be opposite, —AFS, (x — 2), so that this
kind of term yields A[FS,(x) — F§,(x = 2)].

The terms Fi5(x)F$(x) will yield additional
contributions, so that this kind of term yields
A[FS, (x) = F$,(x—3)]. Similarly the terms AF(x)
should be completed to A[FS;(x) — FS(x — 4)].

Finally the change in the action reads as

2

58) = ?A{[F3C4(x) - F§(x - 2)]
+[FH(x) = F&(x = 3)]
+[F§(x) = FS3(x = 4)]}.

(b) When we update A% (x), some terms in (A2)
that will change will be F{,FS,, F{, F$; and F5;F§,.
The change in the action will be

2

= AFS, =~ P+ ).

The signs are reflections of the result that, in this
case, F}, = —A, 6F}, = —A and 6F5; = +A.
As before, there is more, so that

88y = 2A{ [FSa(x) =

- [F1C3(x) - F1C3(x _‘1)]
-3)}

(c) When we update A% (x), the terms in (A2) that
will change will be FLFS,, F4,FS, and F55F€,.
The change in the action will be

2

AP+ FS,

The signs are reflections of the result that, in this

case, 6F}; = —A, 6F4, = +A and 6F5; = —A.
Including the additional contributions we end up

with

- Fiy).

554 = 5 A{~[FG(x) = Fo(x = )]

¢
+ [Ff(x) = F&(x = 4)]
— [FG(x) = Fi(x = 2)]}.
(d) When we update AZ(x), the terms in (A2) that

will change will be F{,FS, F4,FS, and F,FS,.
The change in the action will be

2

?A(_Fz% _Flcz +F1C3)-
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The signs are reflections of the result that, in this case,

SF4, = —A, 8F4, = —A and 6F4, = +A.

Including the additional contributions we end up with

85y = ;A{ [F§(x) = F§5(x = D] = [F(x) = FR(x = 3)] + [Fi3(x) = Fi3 (x = 2)]}
We now proceed with the updating of the C field. We will update successively the links A{(x), AS (x), A (x)
and A§ (x).
() ()
057 = 2 AP0 +2FL(0) = (P = 3) £ 2 (= 2)
+[(Fio(x) + xFh(x) = (Fiy(x = 3) + 2 Fih (x = 3))]
+ [(F35(x) + xF5(x) = (F35(x = 4) + 2 F3(x = 4))]}.
6) M
Y = a4 [(F4(x) + 2 F3(x)) = (F3(x = 1) + 2 F, (x = 1))]
= [(Fi(x) + xF(x)) = (Pl (x = ) + ¢ Ffy(x = 4))]
+ [(Fly(x) + xFy(x)) = (Fy(x = 3) + X Fiy(x -3
M (2
885 = 2 AL (x) + 2F8 () = (Fhy(x = 1) 4+ 2Fy(x = 1)
+ (P () + 1 F(x) = (Pl (x = 4) + rFfy(x = 4))]
— [(Fia(x) + Ffy(x) = (Ply(x = 2) + ¢y Fiy(x = 2))]}.
®)
88§ = éA{_KF%(X) A F5(x)) = (Fs(x = 1) + g FB (x = 1))
—[(Fl(x) +2F(x) = (Fly(x = 3) + 2 F (x = 3)))]
(Pl (x) + 2 FR(x) = (Fis(x = 2) + 2 F (x = 2))]}
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