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A bstract

W e exam ine the issue ofm onopole annihilation at the electroweak
scale induced by 
ux tube con�nem ent,concentrating �rston the sim -
plestpossibility| onewhich requiresnonew physicsbeyond thestandard
m odel.M onopolesexisting atthetim eoftheelectroweak phase transi-
tion m ay triggerW condensation which can con�ne m agnetic 
ux into

uxtubes.Howeverweshow on verygeneralgrounds,usingseveralinde-
pendentestim ates,thatsuch am echanism isim potent.W ethen present
severalgeneraldynam icalargum entsconstraining thepossibility ofm o-
nopole annihilation through any con�ning phase near the electroweak
scale.
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The\m onopoleproblem "hasbeen with ussincetheadventofGrand Uni�ed

Theories(GUTs),which allow theform ation ofthesenon-singularstabletopological

defectswhen a sem i-sim ple gaugegroup isbroken to a lowersym m etry group that

includesan explicitU(1)factor.Theseobjectstypically havea m assm M ’ m X =�,

wherem X isthem assofthegaugebosonsin thespontaneously broken GUT theory,

and � isthe�nestructureconstantassociated with thegaugecouplingofthetheory.

Shortlyafteritwasrecognized thatm onopolescould resultasstableparticles

in spontaneously broken GUT m odels[1],and also thatthey would beproduced in

profusion during thephasetransition associated with theGUT sym m etry breaking

in theearly universe[2],itwasalso recognized thatthey posed a potentialproblem

forcosm ology.Com paringannihilation rateswith theexpansion rateoftheuniverse

after a GUT transition, it was shown [3,4]that the m onopole to photon ratio

would \freezeout" ata levelofroughly 10�10 .Notonly would such an initiallevel

resultin a cosm icm assdensity today which isordersofm agnitudelargerthan the

presentupperlim it,butdirectobservationallim itson the m onopole abundance in

ourneighborhood areeven m orestringent[5].

Thiscosm ologicalproblem wasone ofthe m ain m otivationsforthe original

in
ationary scenario[6]. However one ofthe chiefchallenges to the originalin
a-

tionary solution ofthe m onopole problem wasthe necessity ofhaving a reheating

tem peraturewhich ishigh enough toallow baryogenesis,butlow enough tosuppress

m onopole production. In addition,recentwork on large scale structure,including

observed galaxy clustering at large scales,large scale velocity 
ows,and the ab-

sence ofany observable anisotropy in the m icrowave background,has put strong

constraintson such m odels.

W ith the recent recognition that even som ething as exotic as baryogenesis

m ay be possible within the context ofthe standard electroweak theory (supple-

m ented by m inor additions),it is worth exam ining the issue ofwhether the m o-

nopole problem m ay be resolved purely through low energy physics. A canonical

m ethod by which one m ighthope to achieve com plete annihilation isby con�ning

m onopole-antim onopolepairsin 
ux tubes,such asm ightoccurifU(1)em werebro-

ken duringsom eperiod.Proposalsalongthisline,based on introducingnew physics
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have been m ade in the past,eg. [7,8]. M ostrecently,the possibility thatsuch a

phasem ightbrie
y occurneartheelectroweak breaking scale,form ulti-Higgsm od-

els,hasalso been raised [10]. By farthe sim plestpossibility,however,isthat
ux

tubecon�nem entofm onopolesm ightoccurin thestandard m odelunsupplem ented

by any new physics.W eexplorethisissuein detailhere,and then goon toexam ine

the generaldynam icalobstaclesfacing any m odelinvolving m onopole con�nem ent

attheelectroweak scale.

1. M onopole C on�nem ent in the Standard M odel:

Ithas been known forsom e tim e that the electroweak vacuum in the bro-

ken phase isunstable in the presence oflarge (� m2W =e)m agnetic �elds[11]. The

instability is due to the coupling between the m agnetic �eld H and the m agnetic

m om entofthem assiveW gaugebosons.Dueto thiscoupling thee�ectivem assof

theW attreelevelis

m
2

W eff
= m

2

W � eH (1)

wheree= gsin�W (allexpressionsaregiven in Heaviside-Lorentz unitsforelectro-

m agnetism ).Thise�ective m asssquared becom esnegative forH (1)
c � m2W =e.The

generalresolution [11]oftheinstability istheform ation ofacondensateofW and Z

bosons,which setsup currentsthatantiscreen them agnetic�eld.Thevacuum then

actsasan anti-typeIIsuperconductor,and theenergyism inim ized bytheform ation

ofa periodic network ofm agnetic 
ux tubes. Aswe shalldescribe in som e length

later,Am bj�rn and Olesen havealso shown,atleastforthespecialcasem H = m Z,

thatifthe m agnetic �eld increases above H (2)
c =

m 2

W

ecos2 �W
,the fullSU(2)L 
 U(1)

sym m etry isrestored [12]. Thus foran externalm agnetic �eld H (1)
c < H < H (2)

c ,

the electroweak vacuum passesthrough a transition region where a W condensate

existsand them agnetic�eld iscon�ned in a periodicnetwork of
ux tubes.

It is possible to im agine how such a phase m ight arise naturally in a way

which m ightlead to m onopole-antim onopole annihilation atthe electroweak scale

in theearly universe (Thisidea hasalso been suggested elsewhere in theliterature

[9]). Firstofall,the m agnetic �eld necessary to produce such a phase could com e

from them onopolesthem selves,provided theelectroweak transition issecond order.
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In thiscase,them assoftheW boson generically hasa tem peraturedependenceof

theform

m
2

W (T)� m
2

W (0)[1� T
2
=T

2

c] (2)

whereTc (� 300GeV)isthecriticaltem peratureassociated with electroweak break-

ing.Thus,justbelow thetransition tem peratureTc,relatively sm allm agnetic�elds

could triggerW condensation. A rem nantdensity ofGUT-scale m onopolescould

providesuch am agnetic�eld.Oncethecondensateform s,m onopoleswould becom e

con�ned to thenetwork of
ux tubes,whosewidth isrelated to theW m ass,aswe

shalldescribe.Oncethewidth ofthe
ux tubesisofthesam eorderasthedistance

between m onopoles,the m onopoleswould experience a linearpotentialand begin

to m ove towardseach other.Ifthe
ux tubesexistfora su�ciently long tim e,the

m onopolescould annihilate,and theirdensity would correspondingly decrease.

Thispicture isvery attractive in principle. However,we now dem onstrate,

using a seriesofargum entswhich probethisscenario in successively greaterdetail,

thattheparam etersassociated with such atransition attheelectroweak scalegener-

ally precludeitfrom being operational.M oreover,wepresentdynam icalargum ents

relevantforany scenario involving m onopoleannihilation via 
ux tubecon�nem ent

attheelectroweak scale.

2. K inem etic A rgum ents: N on-annihilation via M agnetic Instabilities:

(a)A GlobalArgum ent:In �gure 1,we display a phase diagram describing

the W condensation picture discussed above,asa function ofboth tem perature T

and background m agnetic �eld H . AtT = 0,forthe case exam ined by Am bj�rn

and Oleson[12,13,14],in the region 1 < H e=m 2
W < 1=cos2�W a m agnetic 
ux

tubenetwork extrem izestheenergy and both the� (Higgs)and jW j2 �eldsdevelop

non-zero expectation values.For�nitetem peraturethephaseboundariesevolveas

shown,in responsetothereduction in theW m asswith tem perature,up toT = Tc,

where they m eet. Thus,the phase in which 
ux tubes and a W condensate are

energetically preferred fallsin between thesetwo curves.

W hiletheactualm agnetic�eld duetothepresenceofadensity ofm onopoles

and anti-m onopoles willbe com plicated and inhom ogenous,we �rst approxim ate
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itby a hom ogenous m ean �eld H m ,whose precise value isnotim portant forthis

discussion.(Aswewilllatershow,given therem nantdensityofm onopolespredicted

to resultfrom a GUT transition,the value ofthis�eld willbe wellbelow the zero

tem peraturecritical�eld m 2
W (0)=eatthetim eoftheelectroweak phasetransition.)

Astheuniversecoolsfrom aboveTc,thisbackground m agnetic�eld willeventually

crosstheuppercriticalcurvefortheexistence ofa 
ux tubephase.

W e now im agine that im m ediately after this happens, 
ux tubes form ,

and m onopole annihilation instantaneously begins. W e shalllater show that this

is far from the actual case. Nevertheless, this assum ption allows us to exam -

ine constraints on m onopole annihilation even in the m ost optim istic case. As

m onopole-antim onopoleannihilation proceeds,them ean background m agnetic�eld

fallsquickly.Atacertain pointthism ean �eld willfallbelow thelowercriticalcurve,

and ifitisthisbackground �eld which governstheenergeticsofW condensation,the

W condensate willthen becom e unstable,the m agnetic �eld lines willonce again

spread out,and m onopole-antim onopole annihilation willcease. As can be seen

in the �gure,the netreduction in the m agnetic �eld expected from thisperiod of

annihilation willbem inim al.Quantitatively the�nal�eld (neglecting dilution due

to expansion during thisperiod)willbea factorofcos2�W sm allerthan theinitial

�eld.Thisishardly su�cientto reduce the initialabundance ofm onopolesby the

m any ordersofm agnituderequired to beconsistentwith currentobservations.

(b)A LocalArgum ent:Theaboveargum entpointsoutthecentralproblem

for a m onopole annihilation scenario based on m agnetic �eld instabilities at the

electroweak scale. In order to arrange for
ux tubes to form ,and con�nem ent of

m onopolesto occur,the �eld m ustbe tuned to lie in a relatively narrow region of

param eterspace.Nevertheless,a potentialproblem with theaboveargum ent,even

ifitwerelesssketchy,isthat
ux tubeform ation,and m onopoleannihilation,m ay

m ore likely be related to localand not global�eld strengths. For exam ple,even

ifthe globally averaged m agnetic �eld is reduced by annihilation,the local�eld

between a m onopole-antim onopolepairconnected by a
ux tubem ay rem ain above

thecritical�eld,so thatthe
ux tubewillpresum ably persist,and annihilation can

proceed. W e now dem onstrate that even under the m ost optim istic assum ptions
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aboutthe m agnitude oflocal�elds,foralm ostallofelectroweak param eterspace,

local
ux tube form ation ata levelcapable ofproducing a con�ning potentialbe-

tween m onopole-antim onopole pairswillnotoccur. W e �rstconsiderthe case for

which solutions(involving a periodic
ux tubenetwork)wereexplicitly obtained by

Am bj�rn and Oleson[13].

TheareaA of
uxtubesform ingduetotheW condensatecan beobtained by

m inim izing theclassical�eld energy averaged overeach cellin theperiodicnetwork

in thepresenceofa background H �eld [13]:

Em inA =
m 2

W

e

Z

ce‘‘

f12d
2
x�

m 4
W

2e2
A +

 

� �
g2

8cos2�W

!
Z �

�
2
� �

2

0

�2

d
2
x; (3)

wheref12 isthem agnetic�eld,and � isthe�4-coupling in theLagrangian,and �0

istheHiggsVEV.Utilizing thetopologicalrestrictionson the
ux contained in the


ux tubes(containing m inim al
ux 2�=e),
Z

ce‘‘

f12d
2
x =

I

~A �~d‘= 2�=e; (4)

thisyieldsan expression forA,determ ined by theenergy density Em in,which isin

turn a function oftheexternalm agnetic�eld:

A =
2�m 2

W

e2
h

Em in + m 4
W =2e2 �

�

� �
g2

8cos2�W

� R

(�2 � �20)
2
d2x

i: (5)

Taking theBogom ol’nyilim it[15]� = g2

8cos2�W
,corresponding to m H = m Z,theclas-

sical�eld equations sim plify,and the propertiesofthe 
ux tubes can be derived.

In particular,onecan show [12]thatthearea ofthe
ux tubesisrestricted to liein

therange

2� cos2�W < Am
2

W < 2�: (6)

From ourpointofview,itisim portantto realize thatthisresult isequivalent to

the statem entthata W condensate can only existbetween the two criticalvalues

ofthem agnetic�eld
m 2

W

ecos2�W
> H >

m 2
W

e
: (7)

M oreover,itgivesaonetoonecorrespondencebetween theareaofthe
ux tubeand

thebackground m agnetic�eld valuein thisrange.W eshallusethiscorrespondence,
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both in the Bogom ol’nyilim itand beyond,to exam ine the con�nem entproperties

ofsuch a 
ux tubenetwork connecting m onopole-antim onopolepairs.

M agnetic m onopoles are form ed at the GUT transition with a density of

about one m onopole per horizon volum e. This corresponds to a value of nM
s

=

10:4g�1=2(TG U T=M P l)3 � 102(TG U T=M P l)3,where nM isthe num berdensity ofm o-

nopoles,g� isapproxim atelythenum berofhelicitystatesintheradiationatthetim e

tG U T,M P listhePlanckm ass,and sistheentropyoftheuniverseatthistim e.Since

TG U T could easily exceed 1015 GeV forSUSY GUTs,itisquitepossiblethattheini-

tialm onopoleabundanceleftoverfrom aGUT transition is nM
s
> 10�10 .Preskillhas

shown thatin thiscasem onopoleswillannihilateshortly aftertheGUT transition

untilnM
s
� 10�10 [3],and thisvaluerem ainsconstantdown to theelectroweak scale.

Sinces= (2�2=45)g�T3,them onopolenum berdensity attheelectroweak transition

(Tc � 300GeV ) of� 0.13 GeV3 (assum ing g�(Tc) � 100) corresponds to a m ean

interm onopole spacing ofL � 2 GeV�1 . From this,we can calculate the m ean

m agnetic�eld produced by them onopoleswith Diracchargeh = 2�=e.In general,

because the m onopole background isbestdescribed asa \plasm a" involving both

m onopolesand antim onopoles,them ean m agnetic�eld willbescreened atdistances

largecom pared totheinterm onopolespacing.However,becausewewilldem onstrate

thateven underthe m ostoptim istic assum ptions,m onopole-antim onopole annihi-

lation willnotin generaloccur,weignorethism ean �eld long-rangescreening,and

considerthe local�eld in the region between a m onopole-antim onopole pairto be

predom inantly that ofnearest neighbors,i.e. a m agnetic dipole. W hile the �eld

is notuniform in the region between the m onopole and antim onopole,we willbe

interested in the m inim um value ofthe �eld here. W e shallm ake the (optim istic)

assum ption thatifthis�eld everywhereexceedsthecriticalvaluem 2
W =eon theline

joiningthetwom onopoles,thatan instability ofthetypedescribed above,involving

acondensateofW �eldsand an associated m agnetic
ux tube,can occuralongthis

line.

Fora m onopole-antim onopolepairseparated by a distance L,them inim um

�eldwillbehalfwaybetween them ,andwillhaveam agnitudeH = 2h=�L2 = 4=eL2.

For this �eld to exceed the m inim um Am bj�rn-Oleson �eld m 2
W =e then im plies
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the relation: L < 2=m W . For a value m W = 81GeV this relation is m anifestly

not satis�ed for the value ofL determ ined above. However,assum ing a second

ordertransition,aswehavedescribed,theW m assincreasescontinuously from zero

asthe tem perature decreases below the criticaltem perature,im plying som e �nite

tem peraturerangeoverwhich the(�xed)background �eld duetom onopoleswilllie

in thecriticalrangefor
ux tubeform ation.In thiscase,them agnetic�eld would

enterthisrangefrom above.In orderthatthem agnetic �eld liein therangegiven

by inequality (7),we�nd

2=m W < L < 2cos�W =m W (8)

Nevertheless,evenifa
uxtubeform sconnectingthem onopole-antim onopole

pair,thiswillnotresultin a con�ning linearpotentialuntilthe width ofthe 
ux

tube2r< L.A bound on thiswidth can beobtained from thelowerbound on the

area ofthe
ux tube(equation (6)):

2r> 2
p
2cos�W =m W : (9)

when them agnetic�eld isatitsuppercriticalvalueofm 2
W =ecos

2�W .Thisim plies

theconstraint

L > 2
p
2cos�W =m W : (10)

Ascan be seen,inequalities(8)and (10)are m utually inconsistent. Hence,

thereappearsto beno region in which both a Am bj�rn-Oleson typesuperconduct-

ing phase results,and at the sam e tim e m onopole-antim onopole pairs experience

a con�ning potential. W e expectthe situation willbe sim ilarto the quark-hadron

phase transition when the transition issecond order. In thatcase,itisim possible

to distinguish between a dense plasm a ofcon�ned quarksand a gasoffreequarks,

because the m ean interquark spacing is sm allcom pared to the con�nem ent scale.

Heretherewillbenophysicalim pactofashortsuperconducting phase,becausethe

con�nem entscaleislargerthan thedistancebetween m onopolesrequired to trigger

the phase transition. W e expect no signi�cant m onopole annihilation during the

shorttim ein which thisphaseisdynam ically favored astheW m assincreases.
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Thisresulthasbeen derived intheBogom ol’nyilim it,when m H = m Z.W hat

aboutgoing beyond thislim it? First,note thatthe energy density ofthe external

m agnetic �eld,E = H 2=2,providesan upperbound on Em in. Then from equation

(5)onecan show thataslong as� > g2=8cos2�W (m H > m Z),the 
ux tube area,

fora �xed valueofthe�eld,islargerthan itisin theBogom ol’nyilim it.W hilewe

havenoanalyticestim ateoftheuppercritical�eld,and hencenolowerbound onthe


ux tubearea,thescaling between areaand m agnetic�eld willstillbesuch thatfor

a given m onopole-antim onopolespacing,and hencea given m agnetic�eld strength,

theareaofthecorresponding 
ux tubewillbelargerthan in theBogom ol’nyilim it.

Hence the inconsistency derived above willbe exacerbated. Only in the narrow

rangem Z=2
<
� mH < m Z (stillallowed by experim ent)istherea rem otepossibility

thateven in principle,
ux tubeareasm ay bereduced su�cently so thatcon�ning

potentialsm ay beexperienced by m onopolestriggering a W condensate.However,

in this range,the energy (4) can be reduced by increasing �,so we expect that

instabilitiesarisein thisrangewhich arelikely to m akea W condensateunstablein

any case.

3. D ynam icalA rgum ents A gainst A nnihilation:

Even ifa con�ning potentialm ay be achieved through 
ux tube form ation,

therearedynam icalreasonsto expectm onopoleannihilation willnotbecom plete.

These argum entsapply to any scenario involving a con�ning phase form onopoles,

and suggestthatestim atesbased on the e�cacy ofm onopole annihilation m ay be

overly optim istic. In the �rst place,we can estim ate the energy ofa m onopole-

antim onopolepairseparated by a string oflength L.Fora long 
ux tubeofradius

r,considerationsoftheelectrom agnetic�eld energy trapped in thetubeim ply anet

energy stored in the
ux tubeof

E =
L

2�r2
: (11)

Considering thecasewhen L � 2r,when con�nem entwould �rstbegin,we�nd the

energyassociated with thestringtension isE = 2

�L
� 130GeV .Thisissigni�cantly

sm allerthan them ean therm alenergyassociated with atransition tem peratureTc �

300 GeV . Hence,ifthe string tension does notvary signi�cantly over the period
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during which them agnetic�eld exceedsthecritical�eld,thestring tension exertsa

m inorperturbation on them ean therm alm otion ofm onopoles,and hence willnot

dram atically a�ecttheirdynam ics.Theonly way thiswould notbethecasewould

be ifthe m onopole-antim onopole pairm oved towardsone anotherata rate which

could keep the m agnetic �eld between them su�ciently large so as to track the

increase in them inim um critical�eld asm W (T)increased to itsasym ptotic value.

However,this cannot in generaloccur,because therm alvelocities are su�ciently

largeso astoswam p them otion ofthem onopole-antim onopoletowardseach other.

Using them ean therm alrelativevelocity ofm onopolesatT = Tc,wecan calculate

how m uch tim e,�t,itwould take to traverse a distance equalto the initialm ean

distance between m onopoles. Since the therm alvelocity is � 1,non-relativistic

argum entsaresu�cient.W e �nd �t=t� 4:6� 10�6 ,form M � 1017GeV ,and Tc �

300GeV .Duringsuch asm alltim einterval,m W (T)rem ainsroughly constant,and

hence so does the string tension. W e �nd that during the tim e �tthe 
ux tube

induced velocity ofthem onopole-antim onopolepairrem ainsa sm allfraction ofthe

m ean therm alvelocity,form M > 1015GeV . Thus,m onopoles and antim onopoles

willnot in generalm ove towards one another as m W increases. Since r(T) will

notchangesigni�cantly between H (1)
c and H (2)

c asm W increases,ifthem ean inter-

m onopolespacingrem ainsroughlyconstant,m onopoleannihilation will,on average,

notproceed beforethe�eld dropsbelow itscriticalvalue.

W hataboutthe m ore generalcase ofa briefsuperconducting phase which

m ight result ifU(1)em is broken for a sm alltem perature range around the elec-

troweak scale [10]? In this case,the 
ux tube area is not driven by the strength

ofthe background m agnetic�eld,and hence isnottied to m onopole-antim onopole

spacing.Nevertheless,dynam icalargum entssuggestthatannihilation,even in this

case,m ay beproblem atic.W edescribethreeobstacleshere:(a)asabove,the�eld

energy contained in thestring m ay notbeenough to signi�cantly alterthedynam -

icsofa therm aldistribution ofm onopoles;(b)even in theeventthatthisenergy is

su�ciently large,the tim e required to dissipate thisenergy willin generalexceed

the lifetim e ofthe universe atthe tim e ofthe U(1)em breaking transition;(c)the

tim e required form onopolesto annihilate even once they have dissipated m ostof

the string energy and arecon�ned within a \bag" m ay itselfbe com parableto the
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lifetim eoftheuniverseatthetim eofthetransition.

(a) Consider the energy (11) stored in the 
ux tube. The radius,r,will

depend upon them agnitudeoftheVEV ofthe�eld responsibleforbreakingU(1)em .

Ifthis sym m etry breaking involves a second order transition,then untilthis �eld

achievesacertain m inim um value,
ux tubeswillnotbesu�ciently thin toproduce

a con�ning potentialform onopoles. M oreover,even ifthisVEV quickly achieves

itsm axim um value,one m ust investigate whether ornotthis�eld energy islarge

com pared to the therm alenergy atthat tim e,in order to determ ine whether the

m onopoleswillbedynam ically driven towardseach other.Aslong asr�1 � e�0 �

eTc,where in this case �0 represents the VEV ifthe �eld associated with U(1)em

breaking and Tc represents the transition tem perature,then E � T,so that the

condition ofa con�ning potentialis in generalsatis�ed. Nevertheless,one m ust

also verify that this inequality is such that the Boltzm ann tailofthe m onopole

distribution with velocitieslargeenough to becom parableto thisbinding energy is

su�ciently sm all(i.e. thatsu�ciently few m onopoleshave therm alm otion which

is not signi�cantly a�ected by the con�ning potential). Ifwe assum e that such

m onopoles do not annihilate,then to avoid the stringent lim its on the m onopole

density today probably requiresE > O (30)T. Determ ining L by scaling from the

initialdensity,we �nd thatif�0 = �Tc,then theratio ofthebinding energy to the

transition tem perature,E =Tc � 3800�2,independent ofTc. This im plies a rather

m ild constrainton theVEV ofthe�eld associated with U(1)em breaking:� > 0:09.

(b) M onopole’s m ust dissipate the large energy associated with the string

�eld energy ifthey are to annihilate. There are two possible ways in which this

energy can bedissipated:therm alscattering,and theem ission ofradiation [3,16].

Utilizing the estim ates ofenergy loss by radiation given by Vilenkin [16]we �nd

thatthis process requires � 1015 tim es longer to dissipate the string energy than

the lifetim e ofthe universe atthe tim e ofthe transition.1 Hence,we concentrate

on thepossibility ofdissipating theenergy by therm alscattering.W eshallassum e

here that � � 1,so that the initialaverage m onopole-antim onopole pair energy
1Thiscalculation itselfisprobably an underestim ate(unlessthe m onopolecouplesto m assless

orlightparticlesotherthan the photon),since itassum esthe photon ism assless,which itisnot

in thisphase.
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is � 3800T. The energy loss by collisions with therm alparticles in the bath is

[16]dE =dt � � bT2v2,where b = 3�(3)=(4�2)
P
(qi=2)

2,and the sum is over all

helicity states ofcharged particles in the heat bath. At T � 100 GeV ,b � 0:7.

Utilizing the relationship between tem perature and tim e in a radiation dom inated

Friedm ann-Robertson-W alkeruniverse,wethen �nd

ln
�
E f

E i

�

=
0:03bM P l

2m M

ln

 

ti

tf

!

: (12)

W e willtake E f to be the string energy (11)when L = 2r,i.e. the energy when

thestring hasbecom ea \bag".Thisim pliesthatthetim erequired to dissipatethe

initialstring energy is O(50) ti for m M � 1017GeV . Unless the phase ofbroken

U(1)em lasts for longer than this tim e (which does depend sensitively upon the

m onopolem ass),notallthestring energy willbedissipated.W ehaveignored here

possible transverse m otion ofthe string. This energy m ust also be dissipated by

friction,which m ay be dom inated by Aharanov-Bohm type scattering[17].2 In any

case,this is a rather severe constraint on the tem perature range over which the

U(1)em breaking phasem ustlast.

(3)Once the string energy isdissipated so thatthe m ean distance between

m onopole-antim onopole pairsisoforderofthe string width,they willbe con�ned

in a \bag",and onem ustestim atetheactualtim eittakesforthepairto annihilate

in such a \bag" state. (The m onopole \crust", of characteristic size m W
�1 , is

assum ed to play a negligible role here. In any case,inside this \bag" it is quite

possiblethattheelectroweak sym m etry m ay berestored,in which casesuch a crust

would not be present.) In a low lying s-wave state,the annihilation tim e is very

short. However,in an excited state,involving,for exam ple,high orbitalangular

m om entum ,thism ay notbethecase,since thewave function attheorigin willbe

highly suppressed. W e provide here one approxim ate estim ate forthe annihilation

tim ebased on theobservation thattheCoulom b capturedistance ac � 1=4�E is8

tim essm allerthan the \bag" size,fora m onopole whose \bag" energy isinferred

from equation (11) with L = 2r. It is reasonable to suppose that annihilation

m ightproceed via collapse into a tightly bound Coulom b state.Thus,forthesake
2W ehavebeen inform ed thatthisissueisbeing treated in detailby R.Holm an,T.K ibble,and

S.-J.Rey[18].
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ofargum entone m ightroughly estim ate a lowerlim iton the annihilation tim e by

utilizing the Coulom b capture crosssection[3]inside the \bag".Thiscapture tim e

is� � (4e=3�T)(mM =T)11=10,and isslightly longerthan thelifetim eoftheuniverse

at tem perature T � 300GeV ,formM = 1017GeV . Again,this suggests thatthe

tim e during which the U(1)em breaking phase endures m ust be long com pared to

thelifetim eoftheuniversewhen thisphasebegins3.IfcaptureintoaCoulom b state

hasnotoccured by thetim etheU(1)em breaking phaseisover,previously con�ned

m onopolepairsseparated by m orethan theCoulom b capturedistancewillnolonger

be bound. The annihilation rate for these previously con�ned pairs com pared to

the expansion rate willrem ain lessthan orderunity,so thatm onopoleswillagain

freezeout

These considerations suggest that m onopole-antim onopole annihilation by


ux tube form ation atthe electroweak scale isfarfrom guaranteed. In particular,

m onopole con�nem ent triggered by m onopole induced m agnetic �elds seem s un-

workable.M oregenerally,in any con�ning scenario,dissipation oftheinitially large


ux tubeenergiesrequirestim eswhich aregenerally long com pared to thehorizon

tim eattheepoch ofelectroweak sym m etry breaking.Thisplacesstrongconstraints

on them inim um rangeoftem peraturesoverwhich a con�ning phaseform onopoles

m ustexist.

3Ifone im aginesthatbecause ofthe m onopole outercrust,em ission ofscalarsispossible,the

capturecrosssection m ay beincreased[3]to � (Tc)
�2 .Thiswould decreasethecapturetim eby a

signi�cantam ount(� 106).However,onceagain,thisrequiresthatthescalarsarelight,otherwise

phasespacesuppression m ightbe im portant.
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Figure C aptions

Fig.1.Phasediagram forW condensation asafunction ofexternalm agnetic

�eld and tem peratureassum ing a second orderelectroweak phasetranstion.
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