Do heavy Monopoles hide from us ?
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Abstract

Dirac showed that the existence of one magnetic pole in the universe could offer an explanation
of the discrete nature of the electric charge. Magnetic poles appear naturally in most grand unified
theories. Their discovery would be of greatest importance for particle physics and cosmology. The
intense experimental search carried thus far has not met with success. In order to understand this lack
of success we studied monopolium a monopole anti-monopole bound state with properties very different
from monopoles in which monopoles could be hiding. In here, we propose another mechanism, namely
that magnetic poles bind deeply with some neutral states hiding in this way some of the properties of
the free monopoles. We study different scenarios of these systems and analyze their detectability. In
particular, one scenario is very interesting because it leads to a light state, an analog of an electron with
magnetic instead of electric charge, which we call magnetron.
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1 Introduction

The theoretical justification for the existence of classical magnetic poles, hereafter called monopoles, is
that they add symmetry to Maxwell’s equations and explain charge quantization [1]. Dirac showed that
the mere existence of a monopole in the universe could offer an explanation of the discrete nature of the
electric charge. His analysis leads to the so called Dirac Quantization Condition (DQC), which in natural
units reads,

5 N=12.., (1)
where e is the electron charge and g the monopole charge [1,|2]. Note that if quarks were asymptotic
states the minimum monopole charge would be three times larger.

The origin of monopoles, and therefore their properties, is diverse. In Dirac’s formulation monopoles
are assumed to exist as point-like particles and quantum mechanical consistency conditions lead to Eq.,
establishing the value of their magnetic charge. However, their mass, M,,, is a parameter of the theory,
limited only by classical reasonings to be M,,, > 2 GeV [3]. In non-Abelian gauge theories monopoles arise
as topologically stable solutions through spontaneous breaking via the Kibble mechanism [4H6]. They
are allowed by most Grand Unified Theories (GUTSs), have finite size and come out extremely massive
M,, > 106 GeV [7].

The discovery of monopoles would be of greatest importance not only for particle physics but for
cosmology as well. Therefore monopoles and their experimental detection have been a subject of much
study since many believe in Dirac’s statement [1}2]

eg =

”...one would be surprised if Nature had made no use of it [the monopole].”

At present, despite intense experimental search, there is no evidence of their existence [3}[8H16]. This
state of affairs has led us to investigate a possible mechanism by which monopoles could exist hiding in
a monopole-antimonopole bound state, monopolium [17}|18].

Here we analyze a different scenario. At some early stage in the expansion of the Universe, monopoles
were created together with some neutral particles, which we endow with a magnetic moment and here
we study their binding to monopoles. The resulting particles, named hideons, are characterized by a
magnetic charge and a magnetic moment. We next model the dynamics of such systems.

2 Dynamics of the Hideon

We study the coupling of a monopole, which we consider spin 0, and a neutral spin 1/2 particle with
magnetic moment. Assuming non relativistic motion the bound state equation becomes
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where m = % being M,, and M,, the corresponding masses of the neutral and the monopole,

i = gaﬁg , where g, is the anomalous gyromagnetic ratio, and the magnetic field created by the

monopole is B= f—f , where g is the monopole magnetic charge. The corresponding bound state equation
becomes

1 9 Ja S.7 _

where we have used the Dirac quantization condition eg = %

The operator S.7 requires a very difficult diagonalization as can be seen easily from the equation

_— 2
§7 =25 (5:Y11(0,0) + 5:Y5 (0,90) = S-Y1(60,9)) (4)

where S+ = S5, £ 15, and Y! (6,¢) are the spherical harmonics. Recalling now the property of the
spherical harmonics
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where (I1lam1ms /lm) represent Clebsch-Gordan coefficients, we see that the angular-spin structure of the
exact wave function is very complicated. We did not find an exact solution. To simplify the calculation
we will try as a variational ansatz a polarized wave function,

\I/(r,&gp)xé +1 (6)

where y 141 is the corresponding spinor with projection about the an axis —&—%.
Then
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With this ansatz we are assuming that the neutral particle approaches the monopole polarized in a certain
direction. One could introduce a density matrix instead to avoid polarizing the neutral but this would
only complicate the calculation and introduce more parameters, without changing the wishful results.
Thus from the point of view of the variational principle with a wave function of the above structure,
Eq. @, the hamiltonian of our problem turns out to be for the ground state in spherical coordinates
after eliminating the ¢ dependence
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where we take for the discussion g, positive. For a negative gyromagnetic ratio we should take the spinor
polarization in the opposite direction. From now on we shall use v = Sjgv—”jn in the equations always positive
recalling that the spin polarization is associated with the sign of the gyromagnetic ratio. The spherical
coordinates are defined to have the polarization axis at 8 = 0.
The effective magnetic moment-monopole potential is singular since it falls at short distances like
1/72. In order to avoid the singularity we add a cutoff to the potential in line with the work of Schiff and
Goebels [19,20] leading to,

2m

cosf(1 —e 7

cosb(1 —e”77) (9)
r

where r. is the cutoff radius is a parameter whose possible values we shall discuss later on. With this

exponential factor the behavior of the potential as 7 — 0 becomes V(r,z) — —7v-%—, which is non

singular. The hamiltonian becomes

V(r,0) = —y
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Following the structure of our ansatz, Eq. @, we propose the following variational ansatz
e—kr
r<r. V. (r,0)=(a+ [cosb) , (11)
T
r>r. Us(r,0) = (a+ Bcosh) p_— (12)

where a and S are the parameters to be determined and k = /2m|E].

The coulombic behavior of the potential at short distances inspires the radial behavior of Eq.( [11)) ,
while the long range interaction inspires the radial behavior of Eq.(12) [21]. The ansatz wave function
is continuous, but it has no continuous derivative. In order to obtain the mass of the hideon we will
calculate the expectation value of the hamiltonian and determine the values of o and 8 by minimization.
The corresponding result will lead to an upper value for the binding energy.



The normalization of the wave function establishes a relation between « and 8 given by
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The expectation value of the hamiltonian becomes
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Where I is the incomplete gamma function. R
We use from now on the reduced mass of the system m as our energy scale, thus a? = &?m, 32 = 3?m,
y - 0 - 2 2
v = 7 k=km,r.=-—,E=FEm=——— = ——m. With these substitutions the dimensions in the
m m 2m 2

equations disappear since all energies are measured in m units and distances in % units. Assuming &

and 3 real and omitting the tildes from now on the equation that determines the energy becomes
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These dimensionless equations are functions of kr., therefore the energy as a function of r. will
correspond to kr. = constant. Thus our next job is to calculate the corresponding constant for different
values of the potential characterized by .

3 Hideon structure

The physical parameters in our calculations are v and r.. Let us discuss their possible values. We
foresee two scenarios: i) light neutral scenario M,, >> M, — m = M,; ii) heavy neutral scenario

My, ~ M, =M — m = % The third possibility M,, >> M,, we do not contemplate because the
magnetic moment is extremely small. In the first scenario v = = — 4 = £ while in the second

vy = I%jn - A= ‘{—g. The value of r. becomes quite important, since the smaller r. the larger will be the
contribution of the magnetic moment interaction. Let us treat r. as a parameter in units of %, re = %,
with 7. a dimensionless number. Thus the scale of values we are going to investigate are 4 < 1 which
implies for the heavy neutral case g, < 16 and for the light case g, < 8, and in both cases we limit the

value of 7. < 1, which implies sizes smaller then % It must be recalled that m is the reduced mass
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Figure 1: We show the value of the binding energy of the system as a function of a. Beyond 1.026 the
energy equation Eq. has no solution.

which in the light neutral case is the light neutral mass much smaller than the monopole mass, and in
the heavy neutral case is large of the order of the monopole mass, and therefore the size of the system in
this scenario will be very small.

Once we have fixed the magnitude of these two dimensionless parameters we proceed to calculate
the energy using Eqs. and varying « looking for minima. In Fig. [I| we show the minimization
procedure for v = 1 and r. = 0.5. As seen in the figure, for certain values of o, a > 1.026, Eq.
ceases to be satisfied. We take the minimum value as our best value recalling that it is an upper limit of
the true binding energy.

In Fig. [2l we show the binding energy as a function of r. for two values of 7, 0.5 and 1. We note that
the binding energy depends crucially on the cut-off radius r.. Note that the hamiltonian without a cut-off
is unbounded below. In the case of the T% potential the elimination of the the cut-off has lead, to obtain
physical results, to a sort of renormalitaion process which requires some experimental input [21}H23]. Since
in our case we have no experimental information we take the cut-off r. as physical by assuming that the
monopoles have a finite size. For our variational wave function the relation between the energy and the
cut-off radius is very simple kr. = constant as discussed before. In the figure we show a few numerical
points which we have used to calculate the constant and the final curves for v = 1 with kr. = 0.352
and for v = 0.5 with kr. = 0.234. The renormalization process, discussed in refs. [21}23], which would
eliminate the r. dependence requires the knowledge of a hideon observable.

In Fig. [3| we show the value of Er? for different values of 7. The corresponding relation can be
approximated by

Er? ~ —0.06251~"21%9, (17)

We note that for any value of v the binding energy can become large for small r.. This implies that
small monopoles produce very large binding energies and therefore might lead to light hideons as we shall
discuss.

Given the fact that kr. = constant for every potential strengths, the observables determined from the
wave function are functions of only kr. and therefore their value will be constant for these observables
for different values of r.. For example the mean square radius comes out to be in units of 1/m

— e 2k (3 4 6kr,. + bk2r2 + 2k373)
(1 —e=2kre(1 + 2kr.))k2r2
We plot the corresponding values in Fig. [4 for different values of ~.

12 =< PRl >= (18)
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Figure 2: We show the value of the binding energy of the system as a function of r.. The inset shows the
behavior for large r.. The curves represent kr. = constant. The dotted line corresponds to v = 1 and
kr. = 0.352 and the dashed line to v = 0.5 and kr. = 0.234.

4 Hideon properties and detectability

In order to study the properties of the hideon states let us recall the two scenarios mentioned above:

i) heavy monopole and light neutral M,,, >> M,, — M,, ~m.

ii) heavy monopoles and heavy neutral M, ~ M, — M,, ~ 2m.

i) In the first case the binding energy is small for conventional values of r. and =, since the outcome is
in units of the reduced mass m, which is basically the mass of the light fermion. The hideon then behaves
as a heavy fermion with magnetic charge, magnetic moment, and large mass ~ M,,. As an example, one
such very light fermion could be the neutron. In this case the hideon will appear as a heavy particle with
a large magnetic charge and a measurable magnetic moment. If the neutral is a heavy particle then the
magnetic moment will be small p ~ ﬁn

ii) In the second case by an appropriate choice of parameters, the binding energy can be made large,
namely for large v and/or small r.. For example, one can achieve a zero mass hideon, i.e. binding energy
of —4m, by choosing g, ~ 4 — 6, that is v ~ 0.25 — 0.4, and 7. ~ 0.05 — 0.07, as can be seen from Fig.
Note that the v associated with a neutron is 0.24.Therefore very light hideons might exist. These hideons
are light particles with a huge magnetic charge and small magnetic moment, which behave as a magnetic
electron, therefore we call them magnetrons. In the case the binding energy is small, i.e. smaller values
of v and larger 7., these hideons behave as in i) with the difference that their magnetic moment will be
very small since p ~ 1\/} .

Let us show some numerical examples. Assume a GUT monopole, M,, ~ 10'6 GeV, with a GUT
neutral leading to a v = 0.25, which corresponds to a magnetic moment of ~ 107!? Bohr magnetons,
Tms ~ 10716 fm, and binding energy, Er? ~ —0.01 which for large 7. ~ 1 leads to a binding energy of
~ —10'"GeV. Thus the mass of the hideon is a GUT mass ~ 2 10'® GeV. Given the large magnetic
charge, a binding energy much smaller than its mass, and the small magnetic moment the heavy hideon
would appear experimentally as a GUT monopole since the magnetic moment effect would be small in
the detectors.

Let us assume now a low mass monopole , M,, ~ 10% GeV, with a similar mass neutral leading to
~ = 0.25, which corresponds to a magnetic moment of ~ 107° Bohr magnetons, 7,,s ~ 1073 fm, and
binding energy, Er? ~ —0.01 which for large r. ~ 1 leads to a binding energy of —10 GeV. Thus the
mass of the hideon is low ~ 2 10? GeV. Given the large magnetic charge, the small binding energy and
the small magnetic moment this hideon will appear experimentally as a monopole, unless it breaks up in
the detector, since the binding energy is relatively small for high energy collisions. Detection will be then
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Figure 3: We show the relation between the potential strength -, the binding energy E and the cut-off
radius r.. Note that for each gamma we obtain an equation Er? = constant .

notably different, since in the final state one has a monopole and a neutral. The neutral will be most
probably undetected given the small magnetic moment, but it will carry momentum and energy. This
will show up as a monopole with an irregular trajectory, signaling the previous existence of a hideon. In
a Moedal type detector [14] one would get probably in the detector two imprints, a highly ionising one
from the monopole, and less ionizing one from the neutral. Trajectory reconstruction might determine
the bound state nature of the initial state.

In case i) if the neutral is very light, i.e. a neutron, the result would be similar to that described
above except that the magnetic moment would be measurable.

Let us now turn to the light hideon scenario which is characterized by the existence of a new par-
ticle since given the huge binding energy the constituents are almost confined. This new particle, the
magnetron, behaves like a magnetic electron, with a very large magnetic charge and a small magnetic
moment. Thus it behaves as a light fermionic monopole.

Let us assume a constituent GUT monopole, M,, ~ 10'¢ GeV, with a GUT neutral leading to
v = 0.5, which corresponds to a magnetic moment of ~ 107 Bohr magnetons, r,,, ~ 10716 fm, and
binding energy, Er? ~ —0.02 which for small r. ~ 0.11 leads to ~ —210'6 GeV. Thus the mass of the
magnetron can be very small by the proper choice of 7 and r.. This magnetron will manifest itself like
a light monopole since the magnetic moment effect is small. Given its massive constituents it cannot be
produced in accelerators.

Let us assume a low mass monopole, m ~ 10 GeV, with a similar mass neutral leading to v = 0.5,
which corresponds to a magnetic moment of ~ 107° Bohr magnetons, 7,5 ~ 1072 fm, and binding
energy, Er? ~ —0.02 which for small 7, ~ 0.11 leads to ~ —210% GeV. Thus the mass of the magnetron
can be very small by the proper choice of v and r.. This hideon will manifest itself like a very light
fermionic monopole since the magnetic moment effect is small. However, it can kinematically be produced
in accelerators and in the presence of very strong magnetic fields the magnetic moment might show up.

5 Conclusions

Monopoles have been a subject of much study and experimental search since Dirac showed their quantum
mechanical properties [2]. The lack of success in their experimental search moved physicist to hide them
in an almost magnetically neutral bound state: monopolium [17,/18]. Certain experimental analysis
have transformed their lack of detection into mass limits at the TeV range [11}[13,|16]. GUT theories
put their mass limits at the GUT scale [5H7]. In here we have studied a mechanism whose virtue is
to hide monopoles into bound states which keep the monopole charge but change its kinematical and
electromagnetic properties by adding a magnetic moment. Basically we transform a bosonic monopole



Figure 4: We show the relation between the potential strength ~, the mean square radius 7,,s. Note that
for each gamma we obtain an equation the same radius. Thus different states lad to the same r,,s since
kr. is constant.

into a fermionic monopole and in one particular scenario it can be very light. To detect this bound state
one has to take into account its mass, which might be very small, its large magnetic charge but also its
small magnetic moment.

Two scenarios arise from our study. One scenario in which the particles in the bound state are lightly
bound and therefore the hideons are very massive. These states have a large magnetic charge and a
small magnetic moment, thus from the point of view of detection they are similar to monopoles, except
if the bound state can be broken on detection, in which case one would have a two particle final state
kinematics. If the small magnetic moment will change its astrophysical behavior is still a matter of study.

The second scenario, characterized by a large binding energy, leads to light states with magnetic charge
and magnetic moments, i.e. fermions with charge and magnetic moment, which we called magnetron.
In this case the magnetic charge is very large while the magnetic moment is small. These light states
would be easier to detect due to its small mass and in the case of TeV constituents it would be possible
to produce them at colliders.
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