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The fluctuation determinant, the preexponential factor for the instanton transition, has been computed
several years ago in the Abelian Higgs model, using a method based on integrating the Euclidean Green’s
function. A more elegant method for computing functional determinants, using the Gel fand-Yaglom
theorem, has been applied recently to a variety of systems. This method runs into difficulties if the
background field has nontrivial topology, as is the case for the instanton in the Abelian Higgs model. A
shift in the effective centrifugal barriers makes the s-wave contribution infinite, an infinity that is
compensated by the summation over the other partial waves. This requires some modifications of the
Gel’fand-Yaglom method which are the main subject of this work. We present here both the Green’s

function and the Gel’fand-Yaglom method and compare the numerical results in detail.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The computation of functional determinants for vari-
ous background field configurations has recently found
renewed interest. In particular, the elegant Gel’fand-
Yaglom [1-4] approach, denoted sometimes as “‘the
Coleman method™ (as presented in [5]), has been consid-
ered by various authors [6—12], following earlier work on
vacuum decay and bubble nucleation [13-18]. Another
method for computing the functional determinant, based
on the integration of the Euclidean Green’s function, has
been used in Refs. [19-21] for computing the fluctuation
determinants for the instanton in the Abelian Higgs model
in 1 + 1 dimensions and for the sphaleron in the SU(2)
Higgs model in three dimensions, respectively. When one
tries to naively apply the Gel’fand-Yaglom method to these
cases of topological solutions in gauge theories, one en-
counters a specific difficulty: the topological soliton modi-
fies the centrifugal barriers and as a consequence the
contribution of the s-wave sector is infinite. The problem
is avoided when using the Green’s function method if the
summation over partial waves is carried out before the
integration of the Green’s function. For the Gel’fand-
Yaglom method a modified approach is required; it is the
aim of this work to elucidate the problem and its solution.
At the same time we consider the relation between the
methods, analytically and numerically. We use the Abelian
Higgs model here mainly as a typical example of a model
with a topological soliton, the problem is present for the
sphaleron transition in the electroweak SU(2) Higgs model
as well.

The Abelian Higgs model in (1 + 1) has found consid-
erable attention since, on the one hand, it shares certain
features with the electroweak theory and, on the other
hand, it is simple enough to serve as a theoretical and
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numerical laboratory. In the context of the baryon number
violation the high-temperature sphaleron transition in this
model has been studied [22,23] for which exact classical
solutions and an exact expression of the sphaleron deter-
minant [24,25] are known, thus providing a complete one-
loop semiclassical transition rate which can be studied
numerically on the lattice, e.g. by measuring the fluctua-
tions of the Chern-Simons number.

Another prominent feature of the model is the existence
of instanton solutions [26,27] which give rise again to
fluctuations in the topological charge of the vacuum and
thereby to baryon number violation. They also have been
considered in relation to confinement [28]. In the dilute gas
approximation for the instantons transition rate, or equiv-
alently the density of instantons in the Euclidean plane, is
given by [5]

SP) D172 exp(=5(0) — Suldh)

r= (1.1)
to one-loop accuracy. Here S(¢;) is the instanton action.
The coefficient D represents the effect of quantum fluctu-
ations around the instanton configuration and arises from
the Gaussian approximation to the functional integral. This
is the object whose computation we will consider here. It is

given in general form by

_ det(M) _

_ ZSI_IOOP,
der(p0) P )

(1.2)

the second equation relating it to the one-loop effective
action. The operators M are the fluctuation operators
obtained by taking the second functional derivative of the
action at the instanton and vacuum background field con-
figurations. The prime on the determinant implies omitting
of the two translation zero modes. The first prefactor
S(¢p)/27 takes into account the integration of the trans-
lation mode collective coordinates. Finally, the counter-
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term action S in the exponent will absorb the ultraviolet
divergences of . One may also include a corresponding
determinant for fermions, which for massless fermions is
even known analytically [29,30]. For finite masses is has
been computed recently [9].

This paper is organized as follows: In the next section
we present the basic equations for the Abelian Higgs model
and its instanton. The fluctuation operator and its partial
wave reduction is presented in Sec. III. Two methods for
computing fluctuation integrals, one based on integrating
Euclidean Green’s functions, as it was used in Ref. [19],
and the Gel’fand-Yaglom method are introduced in Sec. [V
and compared. This includes the application for a single-
channel problem, as present here in the Faddeev-Popov
sector, and to a coupled-channel problem, as present here
for the gauge-Higgs sector. In Sec. V we address some spe-
cific problems: in Sec. VA we discuss the s-wave problem
which arises due to the topological nature of the back-
ground field and which constitutes the main purpose of this
manuscript, in Sec. V B the zero mode problem which has
well-known solutions for both the Green’s function and the
Gel’fand-Yaglom method, and in Sec. V C the renormal-
ization, which here amounts to as simple subtraction. The
numerical results, in particular a comparison of both
methods and the final results for the effective action, are
presented in Sec. VI. A summary and conclusions are
presented in Sec. VIIL.

II. THE ABELIAN HIGGS MODEL
AND ITS INSTANTON

The Abelian Higgs model in (1 + 1) dimensions is
defined by the Lagrange density (written in the Euclidean
form relevant here)

1 1 A

Here

F,, =d,A,—d,A D, =04, —igA

wr = Opu 3 © © w

The particle spectrum consists of Higgs bosons of mass
m?, = 2Av? and vector bosons of mass m#, = g*v>. Usu-
ally the Higgs and gauge sector are coupled to a fermionic
sector and displays fermion number violation violated by
instantons. We here omit this aspect entirely.

The model has instanton solutions which change the
topological charge:

8
q= oy /dzxewFW.

If the density of instantons is sufficiently small they can be
treated in the dilute gas approximation and be described as
separate objects with topological charge by ¢ = *1.

A structure which exhibits such a topological charge and
satisfies the Euclidean equations of motion is given by the

2.2)
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Nielsen-Olesen vortex [26]. The spherically symmetric
ansatz for this solution is given by

8 VxV
Ad(x) = 2;»2 A(r), (2.3)
PN (x) = vf(r)ei*W, (2.4)

In order to have a purely real Higgs field, one performs a
gauge transformation

¢ — e %, A,— A, —d,0/g (2.5)
to obtain the instanton fields in the singular gauge:
A (x) = 2220 A(r) + 1), (2.6)
gr
¢ (x) = vf(r). 2.7

In this gauge the fields take to their vacuum values as
r=|x| — oo
With this ansatz the Euclidean action takes the form

e [l ) A

£ (A(r) + 1)* + %(fz(r) — 1)2).

+ (2.8)

,

For the case my = my an exact solution to the varia-
tional equation is known [27], for which the classical
action takes the value S, = 7v?. We will consider here
the general case, however, for which the classical equations
of motion

(62 L1 _M_m?%{(fz(r)—l))f(r)=0,

a2 ror r2
(2.9)
9 19
(p o m%vfz(r))A(r) = myfA(r)  (2.10)

have to be solved numerically.
Imposing the boundary conditions on the profile
functions

r—00

A(r)r—_;qconsr 2, Alr)— — 1
. 2.11)
f(r)r—:const -7, f(r)r:—> 1,

the Chern-Simons number is 1 and the action is finite.

Since we will consider fluctuations around these solu-
tions later on, a good numerical accuracy for the profile
functions f(r) and A(r) is required. We have found that the
method used previously by Bais and Primack [31] in order
to obtain precise profiles for the 't Hooft-Polyakov mono-
pole is very suitable also in this context. The method is
outlined in Appendix A.
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III. FLUCTUATION OPERATOR

AND MODE FUNCTIONS
The fluctuation operator is defined in general form as
828
M = (3.1)

5¢7(X)5¢j(xl) wk:;z/il’

where i; denotes the fluctuating fields and ¢! the “clas-
sical”” background field configuration; here these will be
the instanton and the vacuum configurations. If the fields
are expanded around the background configuration as
= wf.l + ¢, and if the Lagrange density is expanded
accordingly, then the fluctuation operator is related to the
second order Lagrange density via

In terms of the fluctuation operators M on the instanton
and M° on the vacuum backgrounds, the effective action is
defined as

- 1. [detM
SE® =21 {—} 3.3
o2 Mdet MO G-
For our specific model we expand as
A, = Af} +a,, (3-4)I
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¢ =0+ ¢ (3.5)

In order to eliminate the gauge degrees of freedom we
introduce, as in Ref. [32], the background gauge function

FA)= 0,4, + Z(# ¢ = 160, (36)

which leads in the Feynman background gauge to the
gauge-fixing Lagrange density:

11 1 2 i
= (;7w)
| .
= E(G,La,)z - %aﬂ(sv%df’ + ¢a, 0
2
¢ 0,0° — 19,07 — T (6 (¢ — ¢
3.7

The associated Fadeev-Popov Lagrangian becomes
L =1n* (=02 + g2 ).

In terms of the real components ¢ = ¢; + i@, and n =
(1, + in,)/~/2, the second order Lagrange density now
becomes (omitting the superscript from ¢! and A%)

(3.8)

(L+ Lo+ Lpp)" = a, 5=+ g2da, + ¢ }(—d* + g2A% + ABP? — v?)) @ + @ap(—0? + g2A2 + g*¢p?
+ A(¢2 - UZ))#’Q + QDQ(gA#aM)(Pl + ¢l(_gAMaM)¢2 + aM(ZgZAM¢)¢l + aM(2g8M¢>)g02

+ 3= + g2 pHm + na(—02 + g2Pp?)m,.

(3.9)

Specifying now the fluctuating fields (¢, ¢o, P, du, Ps) as (ay, as, @1, @2, N12), the nonvanishing components of M are

My = -9+ g*¢?
M5 = 282141(25
My = 282A2¢

M33 = _82 + gZA%L + A(3(f)2 - Uz)

Myy = —0? + g2A% + g*p? + A(¢p? — v?)

jvl55 = _62 + g2¢2.

The Faddeev-Popov fluctuations, labeled with the subscript
5, represent a single-channel system, while the gauge-
Higgs fluctuations, labeled with subscripts 1-4, form a
4 X 4 coupled-channel system. It is understood that the
contribution of the Faddeev-Popov operator Mss enters
with a negative sign and a factor 2 into the definition of the
effective action. The fluctuation operators for the instanton
and vacuum background are now obtained by substitut-
ing the corresponding classical fields. The vacuum fluc-
tuation operator for the gauge-Higgs sector becomes a
diagonal matrix of Klein-Gordon operators with masses
(my, my, my, mg, my). It is convenient to introduce a
potential V via

My = —0> + g2?

M, =280,
Myy =2g0,¢
M34 = —gAM(?M
M43 = gAMGM
M=M"+"V. (3.10)

The potential 'V will be specified below after partial wave
decomposition.

The fluctuation operator M can be decomposed into
partial waves and its determinant decomposes accordingly,

+o0

In detM = z In detM,,.

n=—o

3.11)

We introduce the following partial wave decomposition
for fields:
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. . cos¢g 4 —sing \ "¢
a—n_Z_mM )< )m ( cose )m
o :n_zwh (0 2= 3 i) ﬁ
N2 = n_z_oogn(r)\/li‘p_

After inserting these expressions into the Lagrange den-
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Writing the partial fluctuation operators—omitting the in-
dex n in the following—as

M =M"+V, (3.12)

the free operators M? become diagonal matrices with
elements

sity and using the reality conditions for the fields, one finds MO — d_2 B 1 i n _,2 ) 3.13)
that the following combinations are real relative to each i dr:  rdr 2 T )
other and make the fluctuation operators symmetric:
Fi(r) = z(bn(") + ¢, (r)), Fi(r) = §(b,,(r) - c,(r), where (n)=Mm—1,n+1nnn) and (m;) =
n _ ]/; n . n _ (mWJ my, my, Mg, mW)
F5(r) = hy(r), Fi(r) = ih,(r), F5(r) = gu(r). | The potential V takes the elements
=) V=0
, A+1
Vi; = \/zmwf Viy = \/zmwf
Vi, = Vi Vi = Vi
A+1)?  mj
Vi, = -V, vy, = A1 = ) e VRN AVRn)
A+1 A+1)7? 3
Vi, =-2——n V2’4=7( 5 ) +=m(f? - 1)
r r 2
n = }’T’IVV(_]C2 - 1) ViS = 0
f
Choosing the dimensionless variable myr, one realizes  The functions hjli (r, v?) then satisfy
that the fluctuation operator depends only on the ratio & = )
mpy/my, up to an overall factor m3, which cancels in the {d n [1 Tk Bn, (K, r)] }ha¢(r 2)
ratio with the free operator. dr? "B, (kir) 1dr) ™
We will need in the Euclidean fluctuation modes 7( ")
2= (r, v*), which we will denote as “mode functions™ in = Vi( ) B ( K ) [30 + hOf*(r 2)]. (3.18)
KT

the following. They satisfy

(M), + 1/2)8 +V”] az (r v?) = 0. (3.14)

The superscript « labels four linearly independent solu-
tions, the subscript i labels the four components, n refers to
the partial wave. The superscript + denotes a solution
regular (i.e. exponentially decreasing) as r — oo, the super-
script — denotes a solution regular at » = 0. The corre-
sponding free (V = 0) solutions are the modified Bessel
functions B, (k;r) with

B, (k;r) = K, (k;1), (3.15)

B, (k;r)

= ‘fvz + m?.

It is convenient to rewrite the mode functions as

i (nv?) = B (k)8 + hyi (r, v7)].

=1, (k;r), (3.16)

where k;

3.17)

We note that the functions h%; collect terms of first and
higher order V”. The first order can be obtained by solving

d2 1 B (K V) (1)a+
{dr2 - I:; * ZK B, (k;r) :| dr}h (r,77)
n "J 7 ) 5
= Vi 5 O (3.19)

IV. TWO APPROACHES TO COMPUTING THE
LOGARITHM OF THE FLUCTUATION
DETERMINANT

A. Method I: Integration of the Green’s function

We consider a partial differential operator in two dimen-
sions M of the form

M =—A,+m®+ V(). 4.1)
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In the Abelian Higgs model such an operator appears in
the Faddeev-Popov sector. The gauge-Higgs sector will
be considered later. The potential V has been assumed
to be spherically symmetric (r = |x]), so that the space of
eigenfunctions is separable into partial waves of the form

i, (x) =R, (r)e™ (4.2)
with
& 1d  n?
M, R, (r) = [_W oot ’Z—z +m? + V(r)]Ry(r)
— —w2R,(r), (4.3)

where we have introduced the partial wave reduction M,
of M [33]. We further assume that V(r) — 0 as r — oo
sufficiently fast, e.g. to be of finite range, and is nonsin-
gular. The index y = (j,, n) is a multi-index, consisting of
a radial quantum number j, and an angular momentum
(““magnetic’’) quantum number n. We define the Euclidean
Green’s function of this operator via

) ¥, (x) P i(x)
Gin )= 5 1)
e e R ((DR! ()
Z P9 ]Z 2 "
= Zei”(“’_“’ )G, (r, 7', V?) (4.4)
satisfying
(M, + v»)G(x, X/, v?) = 8*(x — x). 4.5)

The logarithm of the fluctuation determinant is de-
fined as
det(M + 12)
det(M, + I?)’

where I is the unit operator. Using the identity In det=
trIn the logarithm can be calculated as

J @) =In (4.6)

2 2
a)7+l/

m ) (4.7)

J () = ZIn
Y

where wi,o denotes the eigenvalues of the “free”” operator
Moy=—A, +m (4.8)

In order to obtain [J(»?), we begin by integrating the
Green’s function G(x, x, %) over x:

607 = [ @G xv) = S 49
n jm
Next we integrate with respect to »? from 0 to A?:
A2 A2 1
— dv*G(v?) = —f dv? — (4.10
]0 rG(»?) . v%%w%ﬂz (4.10)
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_Zzln 2+A2

n /n

4.11)

We now subtract the equivalent expression for the free
operator M, with the Green’s function G to obtain

AZ
- [ ar1667) - Gy
A2 1 1
e
[0 g %nzm: wl + 12 (w,0) +v?
2 2 4 A2
Z Z[ln a)zy I ]
n o= 9y0

w%,yo + A2
= 31,0, A2) = 7(0, A?).

4.12)

We can no longer avoid discussing the existence of the
formal expressions we have written down. Indeed already
the expression G(x, x, »?) does not exist. An expression
that does exist is the integral over r over the partial wave
Green’s function:

G, = ]drrG,Z(r, r, v2).

In order to obtain

70N == [V a7 S16,07 - 6,07 @14

(4.13)

we may either sum G, (?) over n and then integrate over
v?, or we may integrate over v first and then do the sum
over n. As long as A? is finite, both ways lead to the same
finite result. But ultimately one wants to obtain 7(0, ).
The limit lim>_,., 7 (0, A?) is naively expected to exist,
but in fact this is not the case, rather one finds a logarithmic
dependence on the cutoff A2. It reflects the fact that the
logarithm of the functional determinant is logarithmically
divergent. This can be found by computing the leading
Feynman graphs contributing to 7 (#2, A?).

Within each partial wave one finds, for a nonsingular
potential of finite range, that lim,>_.,J,(0, A?) is finite.
But the sum Y ,J,(0, o) is logarithmically divergent, in
contrast to the sum ¥ ,J,(0, A%). So the operations of
summation and taking the limit do not commute.

The logarithmic divergence can be removed by subtract-
ing the perturbative contribution of first order in 'V from
J,,(0, A?). This will be discussed in some detail in Sec. V C.
Then the summation over n and the integration over »?
commute and the limit A> — oo can be taken.

We finally note that for practical computations one
represents the partial wave Green’s function G, (r, r/, v?)
by Jost functions f; (r, ?) which satisfy

2 2
(M4 = [ =S5 L

drr rdr

+ V(r)+ zﬂ] fr(r,v?) =0, (4.15)
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the boundary conditions
fr(r,v?) < forr—0 (4.16)
and
fi(r,v»)—= 0 for r — oo 4.17)

The solutions are normalized in such a way that the
Wronskian is given by

d
Wi ) = S ()
r
AL A = @)

These boundary conditions can be made more explicit
by writing

fo(r,v?) = L,(xr)[1 + h, (r, v?)] (4.19)
[ (r,v?) = K, (kr)[1 + h} (r, )] (4.20)

with the condition
lirgloh,f(r, v?) =0. 4.21)

For r— 0 the functions #h;(r,»?) go to constants,
hi(r, v*) = h;- (0, v*) + O(r*). The Wronskian condition
entails

1

1+ 10,17 = ——o—.
n (0.77) 1+ h, (0, %)

(4.22)
With the mode functions %, defined in this way, the
partial wave Green’s function is given by

G, (r.r) = [, (r)fa (rs).

Having computed the solutions f= for a particular set of
values of n and v2, one know’s the Green’s function for all
values of r, so the r integration can be done to obtain
G, (v?), which is the basis for the subsequent steps.

(4.23)

B. Method II: The Gel’fand-Yaglom method

The partial wave reduction of M? + »? is an ordinary
differential operator of second order, and for computing the
determinant of an ordinary differential operator there is the
Gel’fand-Yaglom theorem stating that

det(M,, + »*1 fo (r, v?
WM, + D) L Ja)
det(My,, + 1) r—=e f, o(r, ¥?)
from which we then obtain
F— 2
J.(0?) = Intim 2227 (4.25)

r_'oofn,()(r) Vz)

Here the functions f, are identical to the functions f, of
the previous subsection except for the normalization. The
normalization is fixed by writing
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Foulr,v?) =L(xn[1 + h, (r, v?)] (4.26)
with the boundary condition
h, (0, v%) =0. (4.27)
We then have
J,(¥?) = In[1 + h;, (00, 7] (4.28)

In the Appendix we present heuristically two proofs of the
theorem, one along the one given in Ref. [5], and one which
establishes a direct contact with method I. The first version
of the proof is based on the condition for a bound state
lim,_,o f,, (r, v?) = 0. Furthermore a basic assumption is
that J,(»*) — 1 as v> — oo, i.e., that the determinant of
M,, tends towards the one of M, o in this limit, within each
partial wave subspace. This is the case for potentials of
finite range. But then again we have to sum over n and this
sum will be logarithmically divergent. The renormalization
for this case as for the Green’s function method is dis-
cussed in Sec. VC.

We have not introduced a cutoff here and stated the
theorem in its naive form. For the Faddeev-Popov sector
a cutoff is indeed not necessary, the perturbative subtrac-
tions can be done in the partial waves. Alternatively, e.g.
for comparing with the Green’s function method, one
simply uses J,(0, A?) = J,(0) — J,(A?), where the right-
hand side is evaluated by using the naive formula.

C. Generalization to coupled channels

Both methods can be generalized to coupled-channel
systems with a spherical symmetry. The operator M and
its partial wave reduction M, now become N X N matri-
ces. The solutions f; (r, »*) are replaced by a fundamental
system of solutions f27 (r, »*) where index i labels the
component and the index « labels the solution. Both in-
dices run from 1 to N, so that the fundamental system can
be considered to form an N X N matrix labeled by « and i.
We have already introduced these functions and their
differential equation at the end of Sec. III.

If the Wronskian matrix within an angular momentum
subspace is given by

d 5
wab = Z I:ff’*(r, vz)—drf,ﬁ (r, v?)
w°B

P ) | =

(4.29)

then the Green’s function is given by
G n,ij(r! r’, VZ) = (w_l)ﬁaf?+(rr Vz)ff_(r/! VZ)- (430)

From this Green’s function we are again able to compute
the fluctuation determinant using method I. We have

G, = /rerGn,,»,-(r, r, v%) 4.31)
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and the subsequent steps are performed as described above.
In terms of the functions h%7, see Eq. (3.17), we have

ni

n,i

G, i(r,r,v?) = I:hlr:(” v?) + hi=(r, 1?)

+ Zhgj(r, v (r, Vz)jl

X Ini(Kir)K”i(Kir). (432)

As to the Gel’fand-Yaglom method we note that the
condition for a bound state of the coupled-channel system
is given by

lim detf2; (r, »*) = 0,

I

(4.33)

where the determinant refers to the matrix of the funda-
mental system labeled by the indices « and i. Using a proof
analogous to the one given in Ref. [5], the theorem takes
the form

d t”af x 2
3,07 = lnlimM

= , 4.34
r—edetfg, (1, v?) ( )

where the matrix of free solutions f{;‘;, can be taken as
diag{l, (x;r)} with k; = /v"m?. Writing the solutions

@~ (r, v*) in the form

For(rv?) = (8% + h%7 (r, v))I, (ki7),

n,i n,i

(4.35)

the boundary condition for the functions ﬁ;‘,ﬁ{(r, v?) is

1inolﬁgﬁ;(r, 1) =0 (4.36)
and the Gel’fand-Yaglom method yields
J,(#%) = In det{8¢ + hZ; (oo, 12)}. 4.37)

This has been used, e.g., in [17], for computing the fluc-
tuation determinant for bubble nucleation in the SU(2)
Higgs model at large temperature.

We have again stated the theorem in its naive form,
without cutoff. If the potential V" is well behaved, we
again have J,(0, A?) =J,(0) — J,(A?). The situation
changes if we consider the fluctuation determinant for a
topological soliton, indeed some matrix elements of the
potential V, in the gauge-Higgs sector are singular as
r — 0. This will be discussed in Sec. VA.

V. SPECIFIC PROBLEMS

A. The case of topological solitons

If one analyzes the operator M,, for the case of the
Abelian instanton, one finds that the centrifugal barriers
are modified in relation to the nontrivial winding number.
Indeed the potential V" contains terms proportional to 1/7?
in the 33, 44 and 34 and 43 components. While in the
topologically trivial vacuum sector the pattern of centrifu-
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gal barriers near r = 0 for the gauge-Higgs system is
{n;} ={n — 1, n + 1, n, n} within the subspace of angular
momentum 7, in the instanton sector this becomes {ii;} =
{n—1L,n+1,n+1n—1}. For n =0 we have {n;} =
{1, 1,0, 0} which is distorted to {f,} ={1,1,1,1}. As a
consequence, the partial waves near r = 0 no longer be-
have as the Bessel functions /, (kr), and the functions
hf‘lf(r, %) no longer become constant near » = 0. For n #
0 two mixtures of the components with i = 3, 4 behave as
1/r and r, respectively; for n = 0 both Higgs components
behave as r.

In Refs. [19-21], the method I was used in order to
compute the fluctuation determinant for the Abelian in-
stanton in 1 + 1 and that of sphaleron in three dimensions
(the high-temperature limit of the 3 + 1 dimensional the-
ory), respectively. The summation over partial waves was
done before the integration over »? and the cutoff was sent
to infinity after suitable subtractions. However, if one does
the »? integration first, then one finds that the n =0
contribution becomes infinite as A% — oo, even after
the suitable perturbative subtractions. For the Gel fand-
Yaglom method there is no integration over v2, one cannot
interchange it with the summation over n, and one gets the
partial wave contributions at once. Indeed one finds that the
s-wave contribution, if computed naively, is ill defined.

The clue to the problem lies at first in the form in which
the theorem is applied. The naive expression holds for
“well-behaved” potentials. If we consider the version of
the theorem as derived in Appendix C directly from the
Green’s function method, it takes the form

det[I + h,, (o, 0)]
det[I + h;, (0, A2)]

J.(0,A%) =In (5.1

for a coupled-channel problem.

This form is suitable for all partial waves except for the
s wave. We had required that at » = 0 the determinant
det[T + h;, (r, »?)] goes to unity. Relative to the free solu-
tions, the Bessel functions, the distorted centrifugal bar-
riers lead, for n # 0, to additional factors » and 1/r for
mixtures of the Higgs field components 3 and 4. In the
determinant these factors compensate and so the normal-
ization can be maintained. However, for n = 0 where
centrifugal barriers change from {n;}, = {1,1,0,0} to
{A;} = {1, 1,1, 1}, two additional factors r appear in the
Higgs sector, and the determinant behaves as r> for r — 0.
So we have a problem with the s wave. In the Green’s
function approach the s-wave contribution is found to be
finite as long as A? remains finite. The solution of the
puzzle is to note that in a general normalization the theo-
rem takes the form

det[T + h;, (00, 0)]det[T + h; (0, A2)]
det[I + h;, (00, A2)]det[I + h, (0,0)]
(5.2)

J,(0, A% =1n
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Here we have set r = 0 in the additional factors, but in fact
we should have taken the limit » — 0 of their ratio. Indeed,
in the limit » — 0 both det[I + h; (r, A%)] and det[I +
h,, (r, 0)] behave as r2, the ratio does have a finite limit. So
the introduction of the cutoff proves to be crucial: it allows
for the cancellation of the factor r>. For suitable initial
conditions at r = 0 for the fundamental system A%~ (r, v2),
the ratio can be made equal to unity independent of A2. By
this modification of the numerical procedure, the s-wave
contribution can be computed, for finite A2, using the
Gel’fand-Yaglom method. Once we have introduced the
cutoff in the s wave we are forced to work with the cutoff in
all partial waves, because we can let it tend to infinity only
after summation over all partial waves.

Even though now we have at least defined the s-wave
contribution, there remains the fact that even after subtrac-
tion of the perturbative first order contribution the s-wave
contribution gets infinite as A> — oo. This singular behav-
ior is canceled by the sum over the higher partial waves.
But this only works if the summation over # is performed
before taking the limit A?> — oo. This will be manifest in
the numerical results and will be displayed in Sec. VI.

B. Zero modes

The n = 1 partial wave has a bound state at > = 0. As
the partial wave is degenerate with n = —1, the bound
state has a twofold degeneracy. These two zero modes
correspond to the translational collective degrees of free-
dom. The logarithm of their eigenvalues would be infinite
and has to be removed.

For the Gel’fand-Yaglom method, two methods have
been proposed, by Kiselev and Baacke [16] and by Dunne
and Min [10]. The second one is semianalytic but has not
yet been adapted to a coupled-channel problem, so we will
use the first one: Because of the zero mode the ratio of
determinants

det(M, + I?)

—_— 53
det(MO’l + IVZ) ( )

has a zero at »> = 0. The factor »> can be removed by
taking the derivative of this expression at v> = 0. This
derivative can be computed numerically by computing
the determinant at two sufficiently small values of »>. So
we have

Jl(O) = In

det'M, _ ni[det/Ml + Iv2]
detMO‘l dl/2 detMO’l + IV2 v2=0
5.4

For the n = 1 partial wave, as for all higher partial waves,
J,(0, A?) is computed simply as the difference between
J,,(0) and J, (A?), evaluated with the naive formula. For the
n = 1 partial wave it is worth mentioning that the proce-
dure for removing the zero mode is applied to J(0) only. In
taking the derivative we introduce a scale, and indeed the
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procedure of removing the mode gives a dimension to the
effective action; this is discussed below.

In the Green’s function method, one directly computes
the logarithm of the determinant and we have to use an-
other procedure for removing the zero mode. Extending the
integral — [ dv*G,(v?) from v? = €* to »* = A2, the zero
mode manifests itself by divergence Ine” as € — 0. It is
this divergence which has to be removed. A straightfor-
ward idea is to simply subtract the pole and to compute

- /E/:2<G1(V2) - % - Go,1(V2)) +InAZ. (-5

Numerically the subtraction as we have just defined it is not
suitable. The integral over G, (v?) — G, (¥?) is convergent
as A2 — oo, but not so the one over the pole term which we
have subtracted. A rather simple solution of this problem
consists in subtracting 1/»? only in the interval [0, 1]. Then
the integral we have subtracted just produces the Ine?
which is to be removed and InA? is replaced by Inl = 0.

‘We note that this procedure introduces the logarithm of a
dimensionful quantity, while before the argument of the
logarithm was dimensionless. Here all numerical compu-
tations are performed setting mjy, = 1. So, as the exponen-
tial of the —1/2log det appears in the transition rate, and
as the translation mode is twofold degenerate, the rate will
be in units M3,

C. Renormalization

As we have already mentioned, the limit A?> — oo of
J(0, A?) does not exist. This is due to the divergences
of quantum field theory. In the present case of a two-
dimensional model the divergences are just tadpole dia-
grams proportional to ¢ and ¢ which have to be
subtracted. We describe the procedure for the gauge-
Higgs sector; the application to the Faddeev-Popov sector
is obvious.

In the Green’s function method the expression for
J(0, A?), Eq. (4.14), is replaced by

j(O, Az)sub == ﬁAz deZ[Gn(VZ) - GO,n(Vz)

-GV ) (5.6)

where of course

The diagonal components of the first order Green’s func-
tion are given by

Gii(r, ) = [ (r, 02) + WO (o, w20, (k1)K (557)
(5.8)
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and the first order part of the functions A’ is obtained
by solving Eq. (3.19) which for the diagonal elements
reduces to

& Tl By (ki) d ), iz, o o
{W + [; + 2K,.W]E}hm (r, 1) = VI (r).
5.9
The boundary condition is thii (00, ¥2) — 0. There is one
important point, however: there cannot be divergences with
external gauge legs, i.e. proportional to A#A,, as in a
gauge theory there is no mass counterterm for the gauge
field. Indeed these tadpole contributions are compensated
by second order terms, in scalar QED in four dimensions
this corresponds the cancellation of quadratic divergences
proportional to A#A,. So when computing hg"i using
Eq. (5.9) the terms (A + 1)?/r* have to be omitted in V%,
and V%, all divergences are proportional to f2(r) — 1.
For the Gel’fand-Yaglom method, the procedure con-
sists again in removing the first order part from

det[TI + h;, (o, 0)]
det[T + h;, (00, A2)]

J,(0,A%) =In (5.10)

The functions Efgii(r, v?) are again solutions of Eq. (5.9),
but with the boundary condition ﬁf:?’i(r, v’)—>0asr—
0. Again the gauge field terms have to be omitted in the

potential. The subtracted expression is simply

det[T + h,, (0, 0)] ~(1)ix
1 — - h, (00,0
Pdet[l + h;(OO, A2)] Z[ n,i (00 )

_ ﬁ(l)it(oo, AZ)]'

n,i

[Jn(or Az)]sub =1

(5.11)

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

The classical profiles were computed using the Bais-
Primack method which is described in Appendix A. We
have used 2000 grid points for x = my,r in the interval [0,
30], the grid was not equidistant, but the interval length
was chosen to increase by a factor 1.005 between two
neighboring intervals, so as to have small intervals at small
r and larger ones in the asymptotic region.

The methods of computing the fluctuation determinants
have been described in the previous sections; this dis-
cussion already incorporates the numerical procedure. We
have compared the two methods for computing functional
determinants analytically. Of course this should reflect
itself in the numerical computations. The quantity to be
computed and compared is J,(0, A?) and its partial wave
sum 7(0, A2). In the following we just display results for
n = 0, of course those for —n are identical to those for n.

In Fig. 1 we display the contributions of various partial
waves J,(0, A?) for small A2. The results of the Green’s
function method and of the Gel’fand-Yaglom method agree

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 78, 065039 (2008)
1 ‘ T ‘ T ‘ T

0 1 2 3 4

FIG. 1. Dependence of the partial wave functional determinant
on the cutoff: small A; we display the quantity J,(0, A?) as a
function of A2. The solid lines are the results of the Green’s
function approach, the symbols are those of the Gel’fand-
Yaglom method: squares, n = 0; diamonds, n = 1; circles, n =
2; triangles, n = 5; crosses, n = 10.

within drawing accuracy, and in fact to better than 1% for
all values. A difference is found for the n = 1 partial wave,
due to our translation mode subtraction; the results are
expected to agree for A? > 1, and they do. The singularity
at small A? found in the Gel fand-Yaglom results (dia-
monds) is due to the fact that the translation mode is
removed from J,(0) but not from J,,(A?); this is correct.
In Fig. 2 we again display the quantity J,,(0, A?), this
time for large A. In these results, as in the ones of the
previous figure, the first order perturbative contribution is
not yet subtracted. So neither of the contributions is ex-

1, (0.A%)

3 ! \ ‘
0 50 100

FIG. 2. Dependence of the partial wave functional determinant
on the cutoff: large A; we display the quantity J,(0, A?) as a
function of A%. The solid lines are the results of the Green’s
function approach, the symbols are those of the Gel’fand-
Yaglom method: squares, n = 0; diamonds, n = 1; circles, n =
2; triangles, n = 5; crosses, n = 10.
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pected to have a finite limit as A% — oo; they should
behave as InAZ2. One sees that the s wave, n = 0 contribu-
tion changes sign and evolves in the positive direction,
opposite to the other ones.

If one subtracts the first order perturbative contribution
the picture changes, as displayed in Fig. 3. Now all partial
waves with n # 0 have finite limits as A2 — oo, but not so
the one with n = (. This is the manifestation of the s-wave
problem. At finite A2 the sum over partial waves is con-
vergent, and in the limit A?> — oo the singular behavior of
the s wave is compensated by the other partial waves.

Having computed the quantities J,,(0, A?)y,,, we have to
do the sum over partial waves and then let A — co. We
find that the terms J,(0, A?)y, behave as n™3 for the
gauge-Higgs system and as n~> for the Faddeev-Popov
system. If the terms have been computed up to some 7,
we extrapolate by fitting the terms 7 — 5 to 71 to An~3 +
Bn™*+ Cn~> and An~°+ Bn=%+ Cn~°, respectively.
Then we append the sum from 7 + 1 to o using this fit.
This procedure has been used in previous publications; it
has been checked here by varying m between 20 and 35 to
give reliable results. The sums up to n = 35 and the
extrapolated sums are plotted in Fig. 4 for 10 < A% <
100. Here the Faddeev-Popov contributions are included.
Obviously neither of these are independent of A2. The sum
with the fixed upper limit 7 = 35 first decreases and then
starts to increase. This is a consequence of the cancellation
of the s-wave divergence by the other partial waves. As A?
increases, more and more partial waves are necessary for
this compensation, so with a fixed number of partial waves
this cannot work. The extrapolated sum is not constant
either, but it can be fitted to a behavior S, + c¢/AZ.
Subasymptotic corrections of order 1/A? are expected.
We consider the number S, as the asymptotic value, to
be identified with the effective action. It is obvious that the

0 50 100

FIG. 3. Dependence of the partial wave functional determinant
on the cutoff: large A; we display the quantity J,(0, A%) as a
function of A? after subtraction of the first perturbative order.
The lines and symbols refer to the same partial waves in the
previous figure.
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FIG. 4 (color online). Cutoff dependence of partial wave sums:
the sums 1/23,J,(0, A?)y, as a function of A?: circles, sum-
mation up to i = 35; squares, extrapolated sums; solid line, the
fit —0.353 + 1.037/A?; dashed line, asymptotic value —0.353.
The sums include the Faddeev-Popov contributions.

cancellation between the s wave and the higher partial
waves becomes more and more delicate if A2 increases,
so it is not suitable to choose even higher values of A? to
get a better estimate for So.

The results for the effective action

R 1
Siﬁ!OOP = lim _Jn(Or A2)sub

Jim > 6.1)

TABLE 1. The classical action S, in units of 7v2, and the
1-loop effective action S, for various values of my;/my.

my [my Scl/WU2 S;f_fhmp
0.4 0.696 20 0.438
0.5 0.75742 0.365
0.6 0.81306 0.278
0.7 0.864 41 0.192
0.8 0.912 32 0.111
0.9 0.957 37 0.035
1.0 1.000 00 —0.035
1.1 1.040 54 —0.100
1.2 1.07922 —0.161
1.3 1.11626 —0.218
14 1.15182 —0.270
1.5 1.186 05 —0.319
1.6 1.21904 —0.364
1.7 1.25092 —0.407
1.8 1.28175 —0.447
1.9 1.31162 —0.484
2.0 1.34060 —-0.519
2.1 1.368 74 —0.552
2.2 1.396 10 —0.583
2.3 1.42272 —0.612
2.4 1.448 64 —0.638
2.5 1.47391 —0.657
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FIG. 5 (color online). The effective action: squares, our re-
sults; circles, the results of Ref. [19].

found by the procedure we have described above are
presented in Table I and displayed in Fig. 5. We also plot
the results obtained in our previous publication with
Torsten Daiber [19]. These results are consistent with the
present ones within the error of 0.07 estimated in Ref. [19],
except for the value at £ = .4. We do not intend to give a
detailed error estimate here. From varying the maximal
value of the angular momentum and the cutoffs we think
that the error is around 0.01, i.e. within “drawing accu-
racy.” The Green’s function and Gel’fand-Yaglom meth-
ods produce consistent results within an error margin of
better than 1%. However, we still have to rely on extrap-
olations, and this produces some uncertainty, which may be
systematic.

An interesting problem appears when & = my/my, > 2.
The nondiagonal terms V34 = V,3 behave as exp(—myr).
Soif f¢~ (r, ¥?) = exp(— k1) it contributes with a behav-
ior exp[—(ky + my)r] to f¢(r, v?). Now f¢~ is sup-
posed to behave as exp(— k). The cross term dominates
over this behavior for v?> < m%(m% — 4m3,)/4m3,. This
defines a real interval for v if my > 2myy,. It found indeed
that for my > 2myy, and small »> some of the functions A%~
increase exponentially with the expected behavior. One
finds (numerically) that these contributions cancel in the
determinant; both methods still produce consistent results
up to & = my/my = 2.5. However, this cancellation is
delicate numerically, and for larger values ¢ the numerical
procedure breaks down; the results become inconsistent.
So one would have to find a suitable modification of the
numerical procedure in order to maintain numerical relia-
bility; here we limit ourselves to the range & < 2.5.

VII. SUMMARY

In this work we have addressed a problem that arises in
the fluctuation operator and in functional determinant for
external field configurations with nontrivial winding num-
ber. A modification of the centrifugal barrier factors n?/r?
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by the singular external field configuration necessitates
modifications in the computation of functional determi-
nants. While these are relatively trivial when the compu-
tation is carried out using the Green’s function method, for
the Gel’fand-Yaglom they are less obvious. We have de-
scribed here both approaches. Indeed the handling of the
problem when using the Green’s function method has led
us to the solution of the problem for the Gel’fand-Yaglom
method. It consists in introducing a cutoff, which before
was unnecessary after suitable perturbative subtraction.

We have presented the numerical comparison of both
methods, the results are found to agree within an accuracy
of better than 1%. The results for the one-loop effective
action agree with the previous calculation in Ref. [19]
within the errors given there.

APPENDIX A: THE BAIS-PRIMACK METHOD

We shortly address the problem of finding reliable clas-
sical solutions for the vortex background field. As we have
already mentioned, we use a method developed by Bais
and Primack [31], which has to be adapted to the vortex
system.

We introduce two functions F,(x) and F(x) with
X = myr via

A(r) = —1 + xF4(x) (A1)

f(r) =1+ Fg(x). (A2)

The boundary condition for these new functions are that
F4(x) — 0 and F/(x) — 0 as x — oco. For x — 0 they have
to behave as F,(x) = 1/x + O(x) and F/(x) = —1/x +
O(x). They satisfy the differential equations

1

1
FX+;FQ_?FA_FA=FA(FJ%_2Ff) (A3)

1 2
Fi+ ;F} - &F;=Fi(1 +Fy) + > F}(3 + Fy),
(A4)

which have been written in such a way that the differential
operators on the left-hand side,

£ 1d 1

D=4+ 4" AS
AT A xdx X (AS)

> 1d
Dy=—4+-—— &2, A6
I dx®  x dx ¢ (A6)

are of the Bessel type. Their Green’s functions are given by

Galx, x') = I, (x<)K; (x>) (A7)

Gylx, x') = Ip(€x<)Ko(éx=)

and we have the integral equations

(A8)
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mm=@m—fmwmwmmw&w

— 2F;(x")) = DyFR(x)] (A9)

Fi(x) = FO() — /0 * 2dxG(x, x/)[Fg(x')u + F ()

52
+ 7F]%(x')(3 + Fp(x)) — foF?(x’)jI. (A10)
The functions F' ;Z and F9 have been introduced in order to

provide the solutions with the right boundary conditions.
They have to satisfy the same boundary conditions as the
solutions we are looking for. We have chosen

) = K)o . (Al1)
_ &x
R = ~Ki(E) 7 (A12)

with suitable parameters a;, a,, and f; the iteration of the
integral equations produces solutions with an accuracy of
107 after around 150 iterations.

APPENDIX B: COLEMAN’S PROOF OF THE
GEL’FAND-YAGLOM THEOREM

In the book by Coleman [5], the Gel’fand-Yaglom theo-
rem is stated in the following way: Let f(r, »*) and
£O(r, v?) denote the solutions of

M+ ) f(r,v*) =0 (B1)
and
(M° + 22)fO(r, %) = 0,

respectively, on the interval [0, o], with regular bound-
ary conditions at » = 0. Let these solutions be normalized
such that

(B2)

- fr )
PG ®
Then the following equality holds:
2 2
detM + ) lim f(r, v?) (B4)

det(M® + 12)  r— fO(r, 17)’

The argument consists of two parts: (i) as the bound state
condition for the functions f(r, »*) and f°(r, v?) is given
by f(c0, —w2) = 0 and f°(c0, —w%) = 0, and as the de-
terminants can be written, in the basis of eigenstates, as
products with factors »*> + w2 and similarly for the de-
terminant of M° + 12, the right-hand and left-hand sides
are meromorphic functions with identical poles and zeros.
(i1) Therefore, if furthermore both sides become unity as
v? — o0, they are identical. This condition holds for a large
class of potentials, in particular, nonsingular potentials of
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finite range. Intuitively, one expects that for large »° the
potential then becomes irrelevant and that the solutions
f(r, v?) and fO(r, v?) become identical, the condition may
be checked by perturbative expansion.

Generalized to a coupled (n X n) system the theorem
can be stated in the following way.

Let f(r, %) and fO(r, »?) denote the (n X n) matrices
formed by 7 linearly independent solutions f¢(r, v*) and
£e(r, v?) of

(Mij + V2)f;'(’3 v?) =0 (B5)

and

(M), + ) f90(r, v*) = 0, (B6)
respectively, with regular boundary conditions at r = 0.
The lower index denotes the n components; the different
solutions are labeled by the Greek upper index. Let these
solutions be normalized such that

lirr(}f(r, ) (fOr, v2))" ! = 1. (B7)
Then the following equality holds:
+ 2 detf(r, v?
detM + %) . etf(r, %) (BS)

det(M? + 22) s detfO(r, 12)’

where the determinants on the left-hand side are determi-
nants in functional space, those on the right-hand side are
ordinary determinants of the n X n matrices defined above.
The argument goes as before, one just has to replace the
bound state condition for the one-channel problem by the

condition
lim detf(r, *) = 0

r—00

(B9)
as suited for a coupled-channel problem.

APPENDIX C: GEL’FAND-YAGLOM
AND THE GREEN’S FUNCTION

In Sec. IV we have introduced two numerical methods
for computing the functional determinant of an operator
M, or rather of operators M,,, the reduction of the operator
M to a subspace of definite angular momentum. We will
here connect the two methods directly, without going back
to the eigenfunctions of this operator which are not used in
either of the methods. The connection between the meth-
ods has been discussed in Ref. [34]; we adapt their ap-
proach to the radial and coupled-channel operators which
we have consider here.

We go back to the differential equation satisfied by the
mode functions f=(r, v°):

2
[—liri + 2 m+ V(r) + Vz]fni(r, %) =0.
rdr dr r?
(ChH
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Taking the derivative with respect to 2 of the differential
equation for f,, we have

[ L, d 7 v+ ]
rdr dr 2 m* d g

d

Xﬁfn_(”, )+ f () =0. (C2)
v

Multiplying with £*(r, »?) and using the differential equa-

tion for f;7, we obtain
|
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- /000 rdrG,(r, r, v?) = — foo rdrl i{I:r%fj(r, Vz)]ﬁf;(r, v?) — £, VZ)%F%]C;(F, 1/2)}

0 rdr

“{[rare ] et - e e}

In fact we have to compute the integral over G, — G,
and with the boundary conditions and normalization we
have introduced the contributions of the two Green’s func-
tions cancel each other at the upper integration limit. Near
the lower integration limit the functions f; (r, v*) behave
as (1 + hf(r, v®)K,(kr) and (1 + h;, (r, v*))I,(kr) with
lim,_o(1 + &} (r, v*))(1 + h;, (r, v*)) = 1. Therefore the
parts where the derivatives d/dv? act on the Bessel func-
tions cancel with the free contribution and the remaining
term is given by

—(1 + R, (0, Vz))ﬁ(l + hy (0, v?)w(K,(k7), 1, (k7))
_ dh, (0, v*)/dv?

1 + h, (0, v?)
= % In[1 + A, (0, %], (C5)
where we have used
WK, (2)1,(2)) = z[l (@)K, ~ K (z) 1 (z)]
(Co6)

In Sec. IVB we have introduced the functions £, (r, »%)
which differ from the f, in the normalization. Writing

Fu(rv?) = L(kn[1 + hy, (r, v))] (C7)
we have
1
- 2 — -
1+ h, 0, v%) T+ (o) (C8)

So we obtain

ld d d ._
[ s )| )
d 1d d
—fr(n 2)——— G v?)
rdr
=—falr Vz)fn (r, %)
= —G,(r, r, 7). (C3)
Integrating the Green’s function over r, we have
(C4)
|
AZ
1028 = = [T 016,07 - Go, D] (©9)
A2 d
= / dv?— In[1 + h,, (0, v'?)] (C10)
2 dv
= In[1 + (0, )] (C11)
= —In[1 + A (o0, ]IS (C12)
1+ h, (oo,
) (C13)
1 + hy, (o0, A?)
Generalizing to coupled channels, choosing the

Wronskian determinant w®f = 5%# we have

— /m rdrG, ;(r, r, v?) =
0

g

f“ (r, v?) = fai (r.v?)
d
arr

s 4 pa . vz)}
(C14)

The subsequent reasoning about the contributions of
the upper and lower integration limit is analogous. We
now have
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— (1 + ha* (0, m%u T 1 (0, 2K, (), I, (k7)) = [T + by (0, #2)] !

and by analogous steps as for the single-channel case we
arrive at

Jn(O? Az) == [()AZ dVZ[Gn,ii(V2) - GO,n,ii(Vz)]

A2 d
= [ dv?— In det[I + h, (0, »?)]
0 dv

det[I + h, (0,0)]
Mel[T + b (0, A2)]

(C16)

As we will see it is not always possible to normalize the

[15]
[16]
[17]
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dh;; (0, v?)
dv?

d
= —— Indet[I + h, (0, »?)],

= (C15)

fundamental system at r = 0. A more general expression,
which treats the boundaries » = 0 and r — o0 in a sym-
metrical way, is given by

J,(0,A%) =1n

det[I + h;, (00, 0)]det[I + h; (0, A2)]
det[I + h;, (00, A2)]det[I + h; (0,0)]
(C17)

where now the matrix h = {ﬁ;;} refers to a fundamental
system with an arbitrary normalization.
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