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The author argues that Dirac monopoles, if they exist, could be strongly bound to those naturally occur-
ring free nuclei with magnetic dipole moments, and discusses the effect this binding would have on the

interpretation of experimental monopole searches.

I. INTRODUCTION

HIS subject was first discussed by Malkus,! who
concluded that there cannot be bound states
between Dirac monopoles and naturally occurring free
nuclei. I disagree with Malkus’s interpretation of his
results, and believe that bound states of this type with
binding energies up to the GeV range are a definite
possibility if monopoles exist at all.

Because they involve assumptions about the proper-
ties of an unobserved particle, the arguments in this
paper, based on simple nonrelativistic calculations, are
not conclusive. We cannot be sure that we are not
neglecting certain crucial features of the problem.
What these calculations do indicate is that the possi-
bility of magnetically charged nuclei must be con-
sidered in the design of magnetic monopole searches.?

The plan of this paper is as follows. In Sec. IT we
discuss the formulation of a nonrelativistic, quantum-
mechanical Hamiltonian for the problem. In Sec. III
we obtain the eigenvalues for the angular operator for
a spin-0 monopole and a spin-3 nucleus. In Sec. IV we
examine the radial equation in two separate cases in
which binding is possible. The first case occurs when
the monopole has an electric charge and the problem
is similar to that of the hydrogen atom. In the second,
the monopole is electrically neutral and there is a hard-
core repulsion at small radius. In each case, we calculate
typical values for the binding energy. Finally, in Sec.
V we briefly discuss the validity of the calculations
and the effect the results would have on the conclusions
of various types of experimental monopole searches.

II. FORMULATION OF PROBLEM AND
CHARGE QUANTIZATION

We work in units with Z=c¢=1 and, since we are
primarily interested in binding to nuclei, choose the
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basic unit of energy by taking the mass of the nucleon,
My=1. In these units the nuclear magneton is given
by 3e. The properties of the charged particle and the
monopole are summarized in Table I. Note the possi-
bility that the monopole carries electric charge, as
emphasized by Schwinger.? We do not necessarily adopt
Schwinger’s suggestion that the monopole be given
fractional electric charge and identified with the quark.

The magnetic field of a monopole of strength vg
located at r=0 is given by

B=(vg/)i,.

In order to construct a nonrelativistic, quantum-
mechanical Hamiltonian, we need to construct a
suitable vector potential.* This is awkward when
v-B50, as in (2.1), since we cannot define A by

(2.1)

Bi=V XA (2.2)
together with the gauge condition
v-A=0. (2.3)

Dirac’s solution to this problem was to find an
expression for A which satisfies (2.3), such that the B
field given by (2.2) agrees with (2.1) except on certain
singularity lines. Two possibilities for the vector
potential are

AW =4,0=0, (2.4)
AP =4,D=0, (2.5)

where A® is singular along the negative z axis (r=—g,

As®=pg(1—cosh)/sinb,

As®=—ypg cos/sinf,
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4P. A. M. Dirac, Proc. Roy. Soc. (London) A133, 60 (1931);
Phys. Rev. 74, 817 (1948). The use of the vector potential in
quantum mechanics is obligatory because of the necessity of
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2 POSSIBLE BINDING OF A MAGNETIC MONOPOLE TO: - -

TaBLE I. Assumed properties of the magnetic monopole and
the nucleus (Refs. 3 and 5). The unit of magnetic charge is chosen
to be g=1/2¢, from (2.16). The mass of the monopole is, of course,
undetermined. In making sample calculations we have taken
My =10, 100, but the author has found no theoretical arguments
to indicate that this is the right order of magnitude.

Magnetic monopole Nucleus
Magnetic charge vg,v=0,+1,4+2 ... 0
Electric charge Ye, V=0, 1, ... Ze, 2=0,1,2, ...
Mass My Mz
Spin 0 2=0,%,1,...
Magnetic dipole mom. 0 sue
Electric dipole mom. 0 0

f=m) and A® is singular along the entire z axis. The
correspondence between (2.1) and (2.2) is then given

by

(rg/)ir=V XA —B,0D, (26)
where
4mvgd(x)o(y), 2<0 (0=
Bf<1>=@z{ 62(x)207) (0=) 2.7
0, z>0 (6=0)
B,<2>='2z{ 2mrgd(x)o(y), 2<0 (f=m) 2.8)
—2mvgd(x)d(y), z>0 (0=0).

1t is, of course, also possible to take alternative orien-
tations for the singularity line or to find expressions
for the vector potential involving curved singularity
lines. In order to have rotation invariance in the theory,
all physical observables must be independent of the
singularity line.

Within the approximations of nonrelativistic quan-
tum mechanics, it is acceptable to use either vector
potential, (2.4) or (2.5), directly in the Hamiltonian,
although we must subtract the appropriate fictitious
field, (2.7) or (2.8), if we intend to calculate the correct
stress-energy tensor.” We therefore have the Hamil-
tonian®

Jd 9 1 9 d
HV=— {—72— + ———sinf—
2T729r dr sinf 90 a6
1 1ra 2
[—-— —ineg(l—cosG)]
sin26L. d¢
YZe?

+wegTz-@,}+ TG, @9)

4

5 E. Amaldi, Ref. 2, points out that in order to have the correct
form for the stress-energy tensor we must subtract the fictitious
field, (2.7) or (2.8). The stress-energy tensor is invariant under
a rotation in “charge space” of the form

).
e

(g’ )_( cosd sind
¢') \—sind cosd
If a suitable rotation is chosen, our calculation can be valid for
a spin-0 nucleus and a magnetic monopole with an electric dipole
moment.

6 The Hamiltonian is in the Pauli approximation, neglecting

the spin-orbit interaction. Relativistic corrections are assumed to
be approximated by the undetermined potential U (7).
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where T'=MyMz/(My+Mz), & is the Pauli spin
operator, and U(r) is an undetermined potential which
is assumed to be appreciable only at small distances.
The necessity for including this undetermined potential
is discussed later, but at this point it reflects our igno-
rance of hadronic and form-factor effects at small
distances.

Schrodinger’s equation is separable:

HORD (r)y®(0,6)=ERDV (r)y D (0,6) (2.10)
becomes
1 d a a 2
[ |:sin0— sinf— —|—<v— —iZveg(1 —c030)> :I
sin2f! a6 a6 do

+wegTz-ir}w<e,¢>=-wa(o,@ 2.11)

and

1790 9 Bgw
— Ve =) 7) [RW
I: 72<67)r <(91'>+ 7? +2TU( )}R )

=2TER®(r). (2.12)
There are completely analogous expressions for the
Hamiltonian obtained by inserting the vector potential
(2.5) instead of (2.4). As yet, we have no way of
knowing that the results depend on whether we choose
a vector potential with a one-sided or a two-sided
singularity line.

To investigate this point, we look at the solution of
the angular eigenvalue equation for =0,

A®Yy, O (B)eimt = —a® (Lm,Zy)i® (0)ei™?,  (2.13)
with
1 ad 9 d f1-+-cosf
AV = —— |sin0— sinf— —I:—(—-————)
sin2g a0 90 Lo\ 2

() e

Equation (2.13) has the solution’
Yin® (0) =dn—zveg.—2ve,"(0)  (1=0,1,2,...), (2.15)

where s=max(|m—Zveg|,| Zveg|) and the dna’ () are
the familiar representations of the rotation group.® In
order to have rotation invariance, we must therefore

7W. Magnus, F. Oberhettinger, and R. P. Soni, Formulas and
Theorems for the Special Funciions of Mathematical Physics
(Springer-Verlag, New York, 1966), p. 209.

8 M. E. Rose, Elementary Theory of Angular Momentum (Wiley,
New York, 1957), p. 48.
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have the quantization condition®

Zveg=in (n=1,2,...). (2.16)

Proceeding in the same way for the vector potential
with the two-sided singularity line, we find the angular
eigenfunctions

\[/lm(2) =dm,—Zvegl+s (0) y

and requiring rotation invariance in this instance gives
the stronger quantization condition,?

Zveg=n m=1,2,...).

The familiar quantization conditions (2.16) and
(2.18) have been obtained in many independent ways.?
Here they are necessary in order that the angular
eigenfunctions of the quantum-mechanical Hamil-
tonian correspond to irreducible representations of the
rotation group. The eigenvalues corresponding to
(2.15) and (2.17), are, respectively,

a® (m,Zy) =[1+5 (|m|+|m—2Zveg|)]

(2.17)

(2.18)

X143 (|m| + | m—2Zveg|) | —Z%%2%g*  (2.19)
and
a® (lm,Zv) =[I+%(|m+Zveg| +|m—Zveg|)]
X143 (|m+Zveg| 4+ |m—Zveg|)]
—Zn% . (2.20)
From now on, we take
eg=1%, (2.21)

and note that the stronger two-sided quantization
condition, (2.18), is equivalent to requiring » to be an
even integer in (2.16). We then have

a®(m,Zv)=a®l, m+iZv, Zv),

y=0, £2, £4, ..., (2.22)

and all results can be obtained by using the ¥, ® (6)
and (2.22). Thus, from examining Schrédinger’s equa-
tion with u =0, the only difference between a two-sided
and a one-sided vector potential are the different
quantization conditions, (2.16) and (2.18), and we
cannot distinguish between the two possibilities unless
we observe experimentally a magnetic monopole with
v=1. Note that the eigenvalues (2.19) and (2.20) are
positive definite.

*E. P. Wigner, Gruppentheorie (Freidrich Vieweg und Sohn,
Braunschweig, 1931) has shown the d,..7 are the wave functions
of a symmetric top. We can get a qualitative feel for why we have
eigenfunctions of the form dp,z,/2/ instead of dwo/=Yn’ by
noting that applying a rotation to (2.10) also rotates the direction
of the singularity line of the vector potential and we must apply
the gauge transformation to restore the form, (2.4) or (2.5).
The theory would therefore not be rotation invariant without
gauge transformations, that is, without massless photons. The
quantization condition (2.16) comes from requiring # and % in
dm»’ to be half integral, while (2.18) comes from requiring m—n
to be integral.

10 Perhaps the cleanest derivation of the quantization condition
(2.16) is that of A. Goldhaber, Phys. Rev. 140, B1407 (1965),
which does not depend on a singularity line.
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III. ANGULAR OPERATOR WHEN u>#0

Now, consider the solution of the angular eigenvalue
equation (2.11) for a spin-} nucleus with u70. Let
v=3%uT and x=cosf; then (2.11) becomes

voy(1—a)t?(14x) ”23*“’)

( A Spyx
AD —pyy

vy (1 —x)V2(14-x) 125

¢Aei(m*1)¢ lpAe’i(m—‘l)‘ﬁ
X< ] >=~B< ) > (3.1)
lPBezmdz IIJBezmq&
The polynomials ¢, (), (2.15), are orthogonal, and
this suggests we make the expansion

N4

Ya=2 chima1P(w), (3.2)
=0
Np

Ye=2_ dyinV(x). (3.3)

=0
We have to consider separately two cases of (3.1),
Casel: m21, (m—Zv)21, (3.4a)
Case2: m>21, (m—Zv)<0. (3.4b)
Other values of m can be reduced to one of these two
cases by using the identity®
Ao (%) =g —n” () .

In order to relate ¢;,, and ¥, it is convenient to
express the d,,” in terms of Jacobi polynomials,’

Yim (%) = (1— )2 (1) =21 2P omlm=2WD (55) . (3.6)

After the replacement (3.6), we see that Eq. (3.1) has
a different form in each of the two cases (3.4).

Case 1. Absorbing the normalization of (3.6) into
the coefficients of (3.2) and (3.3), we have the equations

(3.5)

by
f al —a(k, m—1, Zv)+B+vyx Py m-1m=1=2) ()
£=0

N
+> vydi(1 —x2) Py omm=20 () =0, (3.7a)
120

N4
Z CkV')/Pk (m—l.m~1-Zv)(x)
k=0

NB
+3>° df —alkym,Zv)+B—vyx]
=0

XPl(m,MFZI’)(x)zo_ (3.7b)

If the series terminates, then N4 =Npg-+1. Expanding
the Jacobi polynomials in power series and matching
powers of x, we find the eigenvalues

:81{(2\737m7ZV7VY) = (]VB""WL —‘%ZV>2 _%ZQVQ

[ (Np+m—32Zv)2—12%+ 3Zv—vy)? 2. (3.8)
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These eigenvalues need not all be positive. The mini-
mum occurs when Np=0, m=Z+41, or m=1,

min (8;7) =1+ |Zv| —=[1+|Zv| +GZr—ry)*]2, (3.9)

which can be negative when %»2(Z—uT)? is large
enough. Inserting (3.5) into (3.7), we get the eigen-
values for the case when <0 and (m—Z»)<0,

B3i(NB’m7ZV77V) =,81i(NB; '—m+1, _ZV’ —'YV>7

m=0, —1, =2, .... (3.10)

Case 2. In this instance, the eigenvalues (2.19) are
independent of 7 and all equal to

a®(,0,Zy) =10+ +(+3)2Zv|. (311
Equation (3.1) becomes
N4
> e[ —a(k,0,Zv) +B+vya Pyt Z—mtD ()
k=0
NB
+> dpy(1—x)P;mZr=—m)(x)  (3.12a)
=0
N4
> vyc(1+a) Py tm=t2=mt(z)
k=0

Np
+2 dil—a(4,0,Zv)+B—vya]P ;™= (%), (3.12b)
=0

where N, =N3g. Using the identity”
(1—x)[Py®® —Pyla-15+17]

a—I—N— 1
— Py_q(a—1b+D
3(a+0)+N ¥
o _pyGumD (313)
Hatb)+N

we can combine the sums in (3.12) and obtain the
eigenvalues!!

62(NB>ZV:7V) =A7B(A’TB+1)

N3
+(Vs+35)| Zv] -w<1— —————~—~) (3.14)
Np+3i|Zv|
When Np=0 this reduces to
B2(0,Zv,yv)=3Zv—yv=%v(Z—uT). (3.15)

Inserting (3.5) into (3.12), we get the eigenvalues for
the case when m<0, m—Zv2 1,

Ba(Np,Zvyyv) =B2(Ns, —Zv, —yv).  (3.16)

11 The eigenvalues (3.8) were obtained by Malkus in Ref. 1. The
eigenvalues (3.14) were omitted except for the special case
N 5=0, which gives the minimum value of B..
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ZV §

F1c. 1. Plot of Zy versus m ®
shows the regions where dif- ! ®
ferent expressions for the an- L
gular eigenvalues are obtained. ’ |
In region 1, use Eq. (3.8); in
2, Eq. (3.14); in 3, Eq. (3.10);
and in 4, Eq. (3.10).

Figure 1 shows a plot of Zv versus m and indicates
where the various expressions for the eigenvalues are
valid. Tables II and III give a tabulation of Bmin for
naturally occurring nuclei with various assumptions
about the magnetic monopole mass and charge. As can
be seen, negative eigenvalues are in abundance and, as
is discussed in Sec. IV, this opens the possibility of
bound states between an electrically neutral monopole
and nuclei if there is a hard-core repulsion. Numerical
calculations of eigenvalues for spin-1 and spin-§ nuclei
also indicate the possibility of negative values for the
angular eigenvalue. The methods used for the spin-3
case can lead to cubic or quartic equations involving 8
for spin 1 and spin £, respectively, so no attempt was

TasLE II. Typical values of 82 for spin-} nuclei. The value of
monopole mass which gives 8s=—1 is also shown.

Monopole
Nucleus mass
(% abundance) Z o Mp=1) » B20,Zv,ul)

n 0 -—191 0.35 -1 —0.25
10 -1 —0.87
100 -1 —0.95
0.15 -2 —0.25
10 —2 —1.74
100 -2 —1.89
» H 1 2.79 1.16 1 —0.25
10 1 —0.77
100 1 —0.88
0.812 2 —0.25
10 2 —1.54
100 2 —1.77
C®B (1.11X1072) 6 0.702 10 1 1.01
32.2 1 —0.25
100 1 —1.04
10 2 2.03
23.3 2 —0.25
100 2 —2.09
T19 (100) 9 2.63 4.46 1 —0.25
10 1 —4.12

100 1 —16.6
4.32 2 —0.25
10 2 —8.24

100 2 =331
P31 (100) 15 1.13 10 1 3.25
24.6 1 —0.25

100 1 —5.9
10 2 6.50
23.9 2 —0.25

100 2 —11.8
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Tasre 1IL. Typical values of 81 for spin-3 nuclei.

Monopole
Nucleus mass
(% abundance) Z " Mp=1) » B™n(N,mZyul)
n 0 —191 10 —1 —0.32
100 —1 —0.37
10 -2 —1.01
100 —2 —1.14
He® (1.3X107%) 2 —2.12 10 1 —0.86
100 1 —1.45
10 2 —2.20
100 2 —3.55
119 (100) 9 2.63 10 1 4.81
100 1 —6.80
10 2 9.70
100 2 —14.32

made to obtain the analytic form for the eigenvalues
in these cases.

As can be seen in (3.8) and (3.14), the angular eigen-
values depend on the combination u7', where u is the
strength of the dipole moment in nuclear magnetons
and T is the reduced mass. The value of 3 therefore
depends on the monopole mass. In Table I we have
therefore included the monopole mass that gives 3= —%.
The significance of this value is apparent in Sec. IV.
Malkus! did not calculate 3, for the heavy nuclei or for
values of the monopole mass larger than the “canonical”
mass

My=(g/e)*M 222.56. (3.17)

He therefore neglected all the negative eigenvalues in
Table II except those of the proton and neutron.
Current monopole searches? are probing for monopoles
with masses much larger than (3.17).

IV. RADIAL EQUATION
Hydrogen-Atom Type of Solution

First consider the case when the Coulomb potential
is attractive and the 1/72 “potential” is repulsive. For
this case the form of U (7) is unimportant if it is appre-
ciable only for small radii. We then have the familiar
form of the radial equation for the hydrogen atom. Let
k?=—2TE, TYZe&/k=p, and p=2kr; then (2.12)

becomes
19 9 1 8
——pz—R-<— +—— —)Rzo. (1)
p*dp Op 4 p* p
Equation (4.1) has the solution®
R(p)=e#l?p= GO F (=K 1=s5p),  (4.2)
where
s=(46+1)"2, (4.3)
+2p=2K —s+1=2K+(@4+D"2H1.  (4.4)

2 W. Magnus ¢! al., Ref. 7, p. 239.
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The positive root of (4.3) gives a divergence at the
origin, and in order for s to be real we must have
B> —i. The confluent hypergeometric function,
1F1(—K;c;3), reduces to a polynomial when K is a
positive integer, and this gives the quantization con-
dition

y2Z2e4

T .
[2K+(@8+1)12+1T¢

(4.5)

Typical values of these binding energies are given in
Table IV. As can be seen there, these binding energies
are quite large for a wide range of values for the mass
and the strength of the monopole. We therefore justify
a posteriori the neglect of the atomic electrons in the
problem. Because of the factor e7# in (4.2), the wave
function is small at the radius of a typical orbital
electron. Including the effect of electrons in the calcu-
lation gives a perturbation of order M,/M z. This type
of binding can occur, of course, when u=0 so that the
nucleus can have spin 0.

Since Schwinger has emphasized the possibility of a
magnetic monopole’s having electric charge,?® this type
of binding is potentially important.

Electrically Neutral Monopole with Repulsive Core

Let ¥ =0, so that we have a 1/72 potential and there
is an infinite repulsive core of radius 7o,

0 , 0<7’<7’0
U(r)=

(4.6)
O, oy oo,

Equation (2.12) then reduces to Bessel’s equation
subject to the boundary conditions

R(?’o) =O 5
lim R(x) =0.

(.7)
(4.8)

Let £2=—2TE, then the most general negative-energy
solution of (2.12) is given by

R(r) =r=2[cil ,(kr)+co K, (kr) ], (4.9)
where 7, and K, are Bessel functions of order
p= Gy, (&.10)

The asymptotic behavior of the Bessel functions is

TasiE IV. Typical values of the binding energy E, given
by Eq. (4.5) for naturally occurring nuclei.

My Binding

Nucleus B (Mp=1) energy (eV)
»,H 0.52 100 1.9 10*
Ccr 6 100 5.8X105
Nu 7 100 9.3X10°
pa1 12.8 100 8.4X10°
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given by
Kp(w) ~ (w/2x)%, (4.11)
I(x) ~ (1/2wx)'%*=, (4.12)

so that in order to satisfy the boundary condition, Eq.
(4.8), we must have ¢;=0. As for the boundary con-
dition (4.7) for  and x real, K,(x) has no zeros, as can
be seen by examining the integral representation

K (%) =/°° exp(—wx cosht) cosh(pt)dt. (4.13)

Therefore, from (4.10), we cannot satisfy (4.7) when
B2 —1. When < —1%, p is purely imaginary and we
have the possibility of zeros. The location of the zeros
can be approximately determined by the asymptotic
expansion!®

2 —_ 1/2
Kip(x)r\/%ﬂ-e_"rpm[_(m]

®
><[Jl,3+f_1,33(1[3@]3”). (.14)

2 x1/2

The first zero on the right-hand side of (4.14) is at
p=x, and this gives an approximate value for the
binding energy

148
2T7’02

(4.15)

~F, for B<-—%.

Typical values of this binding energy for different
nuclei are given in Table V. The importance of the
repulsive core is now evident. Without it, the wave
function would “fall” to the origin and the energies
(4.15) can become arbitrarily large in absolute value.™*
We emphasize that the use of a repulsive core is not
necessarily unphysical, since hadronic effects can give
rise to a repulsive Yukawa potential and since rela-
tivistic effects can give corrections of undetermined
nature at small radii. Even if the infinite repulsive core
is replaced by a finite potential, the wave function is
required to be small at some typical nuclear radius #o.
This leads to binding energies the same order of mag-
“nitude as those given by (4.15), since the energy
depends roughly on the smallest radius on which the
wave function is allowed to fall. Table V gives values of
the binding energy for typical values of nuclear radi.i
The use of the infinite repulsive core attempts to
circumvent the limitations of Schrédinger’s equation at
18 Equation (4.15) is an asymptotic representation of the
“Nicholsen” type valid for x/p near unity and x-p large, and
therefore gives only a rough estimate for the location of the zeros.
See W. Magnus ef al., Ref. 7, p. 142.
41, D. Landau and E. M. Lifschitz, Quantum Mechanics,

2nd ed. (Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass., 1965). See especially
the discussion in Secs. 22 and 335.

OF A MAGNETIC MONOPOLE TO: -
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TaABLE V. Typical values of the binding energy, Eq. (4.15),
for common nuclei under the assumption that the monopole wave
function cannot penetrate the nucleus. The cutoff is therefore
chosen to be the nuclear radius given by ro=0413 where
b=31.5M ;1.

My Binding

Nucleus (M,=1) B energy (eV)
7 100 —0.95 3.5X 108
»H 100 —0.88 3.2X105
Ccs 100 —1.04 6.2X10?
e 100 —16.6 7.3X10¢
pat 100 —5.9 1.5%X10¢

small radii. Once these limitations are recognized, the
conclusion that bound states exist seems inescapable
although we cannot achieve more than an order-of-
magnitude estimate on the energy spectrum. This
approach diverges from that of Malkus,! who did not
take seriously the radial equation (2.12) with < —3%
since, without cutoff, it leads to infinite binding
energies.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The possibility that magnetic monopoles can be
captured and bound by common nuclei must be con-
sidered in the evaluation of monopole searches. For a
complete classification and review of the experimental
situation the reader is referred to the paper by Amaldi.?
Here we discuss only those experiments which search for
monopoles trapped in geological materials that are
potential collectors. Many of these experiments rely
on extracting the monopoles from the host material by
use of pulsed magnetic fields. If the monopole is loosely
held with a binding energy of a few eV, the magnetic
fields can easily extract it. But the binding energies
proposed in this paper are orders of magnitude greater
than those envisioned by Malkus,! and cannot be
overcome by conveniently available magnetic fields.

If the bound states discussed here exist, one must be
prepared to show that the external field used in a
particular experiment can remove a magnetically
charged nucleus-monopole bound state from the sur-
rounding chemical structure. If the magnetic charge is
measured by ionization, one must consider the possi-
bility that a large electric charge is also present. There
is also the possibility that the total mass of the mono-
pole and nucleus is considerably larger than the original
monopole mass.!

Another consideration is the abundance of potential
collecting material. Many experiments have searched
for monopoles in ferromagnetic material that is scarce
compared with the quantity of material represented by
the nuclei in Table I1. A rough figure of merit for experi-
mental searches of this type is given by the area of the

15 As long as experiments do not detect any monopole signal,
this criticism is academic. The problem is that these experiments
could not determine monopole properties from a positive result.
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material exposed to cosmic rays multiplied by the
exposure time. If common materials as well as ferro-
magnetic materials are potential monopole collectors,
experiments involving a larger surface area of material
may be considered.

It should be emphasized that those experiments
which do not extract monopoles from potential col-
lectors in order to detect them are cleaner than those
which do, since their detection apparatus depends only
on the classical, large-radius properties of monopoles.
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Their results are therefore less susceptible of possible
modification from the quantum-mechanical properties
of the monopole.
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A factorization test for the Pomeranchukon is suggested for reactions with three particles in the final
state. It is applied to the available experimental data on #NV— w«N and NN — =NN and is found to be

satisfied resaonably well.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE nature of the “Pomeranchukon” singularity

in the angular momentum plane has been under
investigation for the last few years. In the beginning it
was believed that diffraction scattering is dominated by
a Regge pole (“Pomeranchukon” P) in the ¢ channel
with the quantum numbers of the vacuum. However,
there are difficulties with this and it now appears likely
that diffraction scattering is dominated by a branch cut
in the J plane.! There are several ways whereby a
branch point and a pole can be experimentally distin-
guished. One, suggested by Gribov,? utilizes the fact
that a pole has good parity but a branch point is un-
likely to have good parity. Another uses the well-
known fact that a simple pole must have factorizable
residues, whereas for a branch cut the factorization
does not hold.? It is this test that we consider here.
Freund* has shown that factorization holds for the
production of the N* resonance with isospin 3 where
“P” can be exchanged. The longitudinal phase-
space analysis® shows that, whenever allowed, single

(11 S.)Mandelstam, Nuovo Cimento 30, 1127 (1963); 30, 1148
963).
2V. N. Gribov, Yadern. Fiz. 5, 197 (1967) [Soviet J. Nucl.
Phys. 5, 138 (1967)7].

3 M. Gell-Mann, Phys. Rev. Letters 8, 263 (1962); V. N.
Gribov and 1. Ya. Pomeranchuk, zbid. 8, 343 (1962).

4¢P. G. O. Freund, Phys. Rev. Letters 21, 18 (1968).

5 A. Bialas e/ al., Nucl. Phys. B11, 479 (1969).

Pomeranchukon exchange dominates the three-body
reactions at high energy. We deduce the explicit deriva-
tion of the factorization test in case of three-particle
final states, which, of course, includes the production of
resonances. The case discussed by Freund is a special
case of our result. Here we do not have any difficulty
about the ‘“background” which one has to subtract
from experimental resultsin order to find the resonances.

Our factorization test is expressed in terms of a double
differential cross section (at fixed momentum transfer
and invariant mass of the two-particle subsystem in the
final state) of the inelastic reactions. In applying it to
the reactions 7V — 77N and NN — NN, we find that
experimental data at the same value of momentum
transfer for the two reactions are not available. We
have, therefore, averaged them over a range of momen-
tum transfer 0.01<|#] <0.2 (BeV/c)% It is obvious
that Pomeranchukon exchange in the two reactions
discussed requires that the (wV) subsystem in the final
state have I=%. The /=% contributions in our data
have been estimated by making use of the results of
Boggild et al.5 who have shown that at the 19-GeV/c
proton-proton interaction there is a predominance of
709, of the (xN) system in the isospin state /=3 and
similarly in #%p interactions (by the longitudinal
phase-space considerations) there is a dominance of

6 H. Boggild et al., Phys. Letters 30B, 369 (1969).



