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A bstract

. In the literature conceming them onopolm atter, three gauges: D irac, Schw inger,
and W u-Yang’s, have been contrasted to each other, and the W u-Yang’s often ap-
pears as the m ost preferabl one. The article ain s to analyse this view by inter—
preting the m onopol situation In tem s of the conventioal Fourder series theory;
In particular, having relied on the em nent D irichlkt theorem . It is shown that
the m onopolke case can be Iabelled as a very spesi ¢ and even rather sin pl class
of problem s In the fram e of that theory: all the three m onopole gauges am ount
to practicaly the sam e one-din entional problem for functions given on the interval
0; 1, having a singl point of discontinuiy; these three vary only in its location.

Som e general aspects of the A haronov-Bohm e ect are discussed; also the way
ofhow any singular potentials such asm onopolk’s, being allowed in physics, touche
the essence of the physical gauge principle itself is considered.
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1. Introduction

The study of m onopols has now reached a point where further progress depends on
a clearer understanding of this ob fct that had been availablk so far. A s evidenced even
by a cursory exam ination of som e popular surveys [1,2], the whole m onopole area covers
and toucdhes quite a variety of fuindam ental problem s. In particular, ollow ing the original
and brilliant pattem given by D irac [B,4], physicists alv ays were especially concemed w ith
relevant singulariy problem s. Besides, throughout all the history of thism atter, concelv—
Ing itself of an idea ofm onopoles has been always associated w ith conospt of sihgularity.
Leaving aside a m a prpart of variousm onopole problm s, m uch m ore com prehensive area
In itself, just those shgularity agpects, notoriously known and generally acospted as dif-

culk, and what ism ore, hitherto conclusively unsettled, w illbe a sub ct of the present
studyf].

In the work, only the m onopok’s singularities are discussed. In this connection,
it should be am phasized at once that though mudh m ore nvolved irreqular (even not
m onopole-like ones) con gurations are consistently Invented and reported in the litera—
ture; In the sam e tin e, it m ight be hoped, that just above-m entionned, old and fam iliar,
m onopolbased peculiarities cam e to light, again and repeatedly, n a som ewhat dis-
guised form , when considering those generalized system s. So, In the light of that connec—
tion, a m ore particular situation, investigated in the paper, is of reasonable interest for
the m ore Jarge num ber of problm s. In any case, as evidenced by all the history of study
ofm onopoles, even this seem inly plain, at rst glanoe, case has tumed out to be far too
form idable an undertaking theoretically (and all the m ore experin entally) .

O nce the m onopole had been brought Into scienti ¢ usage at the quantum lvel, its
m ain sihgular properties had been noted and exam ned. The badkground of thinking
the whole m onopol problm in that tin e can easily be traced; it was cbviously tied up
w ith the m ost outstanding point of hypothesis about a m agnetic charge (g): the D irac’s
electric charge quantization condition. Just the latter was the st consideration in any
assesan ent oftheproblem In a whole. M oreover, this quantization condition had occurred
from theD irac’sattam ptsto get over som e di culties conceming the basic requirem ents of
continuity In quantum m echanics, ie. in the process of solving again the sam e singularity
problm s.

A Iso, the Schw inger’s attem pts to digpose ofm agnetic charge’s sihgularities and m od—
ify the quantization condition were of signi cant im plication to subsequent discussing
the m onopol m atter. In particular, his sam inar paper B] brought out a sharp sspara-—
tion of characteristics of integral and half-ntegral eg cases (e and g denote, regpectively,
electric and m agnetic charge) and based the fullldiscussion on a study of such peculiarities.

In essence, the m ore recent, and of great popularity currently, approach by W u and
Yang [6] adheres closely to the sam e D irac and Schw Inger’s regard for the in portance
of continuity requirem ents In presence of the m onopok and for the in portance of estab—
lishing som e reasonable and Intelligble rules for handling all singularties encountered.
They W u and Yang) renewed the old D irac’s argum ents, essentialy updated the relevant
m athem atical techniques, and nally invented, in a sense, a new m athem atical and phys-
ical ob ect; the Jatter is designated now often as the W u-Yang m onopol]. The crucial

1T hough evidently, ultin ate answ ers have not been found by thiswork aswell, it m ight be hoped that
a certain exploration Into and clearing up thism atter have been achieved.
2T heir approach seem ingly enables us to sum ount the ol problem ofm onopole shgularities; though,



m om ent In their contem plating the problm ofm onopole peculiarities had been the sam e
old intention to overcom e all the singularities occurred. Starting from the cbservation
that the Schwnger’s potential is not well di ned at the x3-axis; aswell as the D irac’s po-—
tential is undetemm ined at a halfaxis (it iseither x; orx; ), W u and Yang had suggested
a sin ple trick : instead ofa globally given electrom agnetic 4-potentialf A (;x); 2 Rz g
(in particular, the D irac or Schw inger’s m onopolk potentials had been m eant), they had
said, one could use a pair of non globally given ones, which consists of two D irac’s type
sub-potentials &%) and A ©®) given respectively in two halfspaces (just in their own re—
gions with no singularities) com plkted each other up to the whole 3-space as follow s
Byy = £fEY) ~ R®) g; 90 that &Y’ hasno singularity at the positive halfaxis x; as
wellas & ®) does not have any singularity at the negative one x; .

T hus, as often asserted, the absence of singulariy, at least locally, had been achieved
and thereby the clouds over this part of the subct had been dispersed. T herefore,
the crisis In the scienti c picture of this m atter had been st out in a seem Ingly perfect
fashion, thereby ocbviating any further doubts. Such a local chartsbased approach to this
and a variety of sin ilar situations has been extensively and in great detail elaborated,
S0 as an absolutely new m athem atical lJanguage and physical m ethodology have been
worked out to date. And now, it is alm ost generally accepted outlook to this m atter
that such a locally achieved continuity provides usw ith a substantial progress In studying
and understanding any system s containing som e singularities. T his is where the sub fct
standsnow | very roughly speaking, of coursd].

The ain of the present work, In particular, is to dem onstrate that there exist some
grounds to query w hether the m onopolk singularities have been ruled out Indeed; the ar-
ticle suggests that such an outlok hardly would stand close exam inationf].

So, our furtherwork is Jaid out as follow s. Sec2 treats, in a Airly unusualway, an In—
determm inated character of the above potentials. It is convenient st to discuss In detail
one gauge | for de niteness we start w ith the Schw inger’s; the considering of two others
is deferred to Sec.3. In so doing, a specialnotice is given to com parison of the representa—
tionsofthe Schw inger'sm onopol in C artesian and spherical coordinates; at thiswe trace
a delicate cancellation between di erent tem s in the process of this coordinate change.
T he soherdcal picture is treated aspreferable to C artesian one; the reasons to thisare that
in sphericalbasis am aprpart (though not the m ost essential one) of singular m anifesta—
tionsofthem onopok’s4-potentialishidden (e ectively) by known ; -coordinates’ singu—
larity. A s shown, through the use ofthe conventional generaly-covariant tensor form aliam ,
them onopol singularity problem is reduced to a single function £ ( ) @ = goos ) given
on the nterval [; ] . In this connection, one ought to keep In m ind the known (and
apparently hidden) indetem nacy at the axis x5 for the spherical vector e . For the case

asm ay be noticed In m ore close investigating (see below ), i does not explain away all its concom itant
doubts and obscurities.

3t would carry us very fara eld to discuss at any lenghth such purely m athem atical considerations;
Instead, the w orking language ofthe paper isgoing to bem uch m ore conventional, ntuiive, and physically
felt.

450, the tranquillity dom inating am ong m a prity of physisists on this problem isnot jisti ed anyhow .
To avoid any m isunderstanding, it m ust be em phasized at once that this work is In no way a strenuous
ob ction against the W u-Yang form alisn and its concom itant m ethodology. A Iso, author does not clain
that the m ethod by W u and Yang is m istaken or m iskading anyhow ; instead, the article jist points
certain Inherent features which delin it its powers to som e naturalbounds, and puts forward a possble
developem ent com plem entary to it.



under consideration, this circum stance in plies that to any non-singular physical situation
there m ust correspond a function A = £ ( y*9t ywith zeroboundary conditions at
thesepoints = 0;

In Sec3, the other two gauges (O irac and W u-Yang’s) are looked at, of course on
the line used in Sec. 2. Then, the prin e question is that concems the hierarchy (if any)
am ong three of them ; i. e. | w hether or not these three gauges are unequally sngular
ones.

To produce any oconstructive and justi ed criterion for counting a quantity of singu—
larity, we contrast the above three fiinctions @5;AP ;A" ¥) and accom paning boundery
conditions (for de niiteness, here the Schw inger’s case is taken)

£°()=1A°=goos : 2D; 1; £O=+1; £5()= 1 @d)
w ith their counterpart in absence of any singularity at the axis x3; nam ely
£2°C)=1a° : 2 [0; 1; £0)=0; £f°()=0": 12)

This m ay be expressed as follow s: whik a non-singular problem being associated w ith
a de nite case In the fram e of the Fourer series analysis, for which the boundery con-
ditions are speci ed as null ones, the m onopol problem should be referred to its own
type of Fourier problem . D e niely, all the di erences concem and com e from variations
iIn boundary conditions and continuity properties, which either rem ain the sam e or get
viclated]. To form alize m athem atically this cbservation (see (11) and (12)), we have
determm nated a quantiy (designated by i,v. &) which m ight be treated as a m easure of
singularity for electrom agnetic potential & . Besides, and what ism ore, we show that this
inv: Nas the sam e one value for all the three m onopole potentials:

j.nv:(KS): mv:@D): mv:@WY):

T herefore, In that sense, all three gauges am ount to each other and there are no reasons
to prefer any one ofthanﬁ . Extending this cbservation, it is reasonable to con pcture that
the @) isgauge-invarant quantity, ie. it w illnot change when we perform an arirary
U (1) gauge transfom ation w ith any type of singulariry involved.

In addition, else one type of m easure of sihgularity of electrom agnetic potential (it
called an additive’ m easure ,qqi: @)) has been Introduced. In contrast to i,y. the
latterm ust substantially vary when any piecew ise continuous (in the sense of functions of
Soatial coordinates) gauge transform ations are used; for m ore detail see below in Secd4).

In s=c5, In tem s of those measures  iy. and  gqi: &), we consider several aspects
ofthe A haronov-Bohm e ect and discuss som e Inherent requirem ents in plied by the con—
ventionalgauge principle. P articularly, we take special notice of the fact that any singular
potentials such asm onopok’s, being allowed in physics, signi cantly touche the essence
of the physical gauge principle iself.

5S0,m erely the reform ulation ofthe m onopol problm i other tem sunablesustom ake good use for
the conventionalm athem atical theory of Fourder series in studying the m onopolk problem . In particular,
as a generalbasic point representing this theory and cbviously touching the problem under consideration,
the welltknown D irichlet theorem has been taken.

6T his contrasts som ewhat w ith a comm on viewpoint in the literature, when the W u-Y ang approach
to m onopole problm hasbeen regarded often as having som e advantage.



2. Schw inger’s potential in C artesian and spherical coordinates

F irst ket us considerm ore closely som e facts on Schw inger’s gauge w hich are to be counted
on In the follow ng. A swell known, the Schw inger’s potential [B] is given by

[r n]@En)
gr(J:2 En)?)

B ®) = @)
where n stands foran arbitrary 3-vector and thereby it represents an additionalparam etre
xing a certain geom erical orientation of the m onopolk In the 3-space. At once, i should
be noted that this potential &° (x) is not a well de ned quantity at the whole x;-axis; it
isonly a (0=0)-expresion when r= rn.
Setting n = (0;0;+ 1) and translating this &5 to the usual soheric coordinates, one
gets

AS= g oos @2)
The A® hasnonvanishing valuesat = 0Oand =
AS = + gif =0 and g if =
It isthepoint to ramemberthatas = Oor = , then the basis soherical vector e has

no single sense: there exists a st of possbilities for e rather than only one that. This
circum stance cbviously com es from an original indeterm nacy of the spherical coordinate

at the x3-axis. For this reason, a genune sense of A at the axis x3 should constitute
Just a characterization of A in a neighborhood ofthis axis rather than any soeci c values
for it at the points lying In the axis x3. In other words, the potential from (2 2) provides
us w ith a non-sihglevalued function of spatial points jast at the axis x3.

Evidently, the above peculiarities of the m onopol potential (2.2) do not origihate in
the Irregularity properties of the spherical coordinates ( ; ). Indeed, som e discontinuity
occurs lkew ise in the Cartesian coordinates, when the m onopol potential is described
by @J1); there it exhioits its own ndetem inacy of the (0=0)-kind at the axis x5. Let us
look at thism ore closely.

Because of the potential &y from (2.J1) is form ally m eaningless at the axis x3, we
should look at its values in the ad pining neighborhood de ned by

r= (0;0; z) + fmy;m,o;ms) = 2+ m m2=l;m36 1, ' 0

So, as a representative of the m onopole potential at x3, one has the quantity depending
additionally on the vectorm :

ES(z;m) ]:"moA“S(z + m)

that is
2 3
m m z + m
B eim) - In 4 ge (m, & 1) ( 3) 5
' 2m2+ ?m, + (z+ m3)? 2 @i+ m3)

where e; denotes the usual C artesian orthonomm al vectors. Further we have to draw
distinction between z= 0 and z 6 0. First,

!
. m m 1
26 0 : B%@Em)= 1 gSgnz M2® M1® o herel =1Iim -~ as ! 0:

2 2
ml+m2

(23a)



The unit vectorm can be characterized by
m;=sh oS ;m,=sin snh ; m 3= CoOS

where the quantity does not coincide w ith the spatial coordinate variable , whereas
the is the usual spherical coordinate. n a sequence, the above vector A° (z;m ) can be

reexpressed as 1
BS (Z;m)= gsgn z — e (23b)
sin

where e designatesa combiation @ = sh e s ;). Ik should be noted that the
factorsin ' (In the € 3b)) is not essential one in the sense that the symboll (aving
rem embered that € 0; ) ispresented there aswell. So, instead of (2 3b) onem ay w rite
down

E°@Em)= gsgnzl e : (2:30)

In tum, for the z = 0 case one produces

1 m m
BS = O,m)= g §=———= 3 5617182 (24a)
m?+ m?2 m?+ m?
or further 1
BS (x= Obm)=+g — Ccos e + gl oos e (2 4b)
sin

Evidently, contrasting that C artesian representation (see 23) and 24)) wih an al-
temative spherical one

AS = z) = g sgn z; AS @@= 0)= g cos 2:5)

we conclude that the spherical description seem s form ally a bit less sihgular than C arte—
sian’s: the 1 is absent In spherical picture. In other words, the sihgularity properties
of the m onopok at the axis x3 2ll naturally Into two groups, one of which (the 1 is
m eant) is sub pct to an incidental coordinate choice and another one (the factorg cos )
re ects a properly m onopol’s essence. So, it seem s that just the factor goos  carries
a m onopolk quality after kaving out the all com plications originating in the C artesian
coordinate system[].

Tt is of prim ary signi cance to the further exposition, that the Schw inger gauge ex—
hibits a shgulariy both in the positive and negative halfaxes x5, aswell as In the zero—
point (0,0,0). One should repeat again: these singularities consist sokly In the fact that
the values of the m onopol potential at the axis x3 are a function of spatial directions
that characterize possible ways of approaching these points (0;0;z). The sam em ay be ex—
pressed as assertion that the m onopole potential provides us w ith an exam ple of quantity
which isnot a shglevalued function of spatial points at the axis x3.

A llpoints of the positive halfaxis x; are exactly alike w ith respect to their discontinu—
ity properties. T herefore, as a possible m ethod to describe this, onem ay try the follow Ing
form ulation: the halfaxis x; provides 2 directions of discontinuity. A com pltely anal-
ogous statem ent concems the negative halfaxes x5 . Finally, the null point gives us

"It is som ewhat surprising that so sinple fiinction as gcos tells us a ot about the m onopol and
contains potentially a great deal of nform ation conceming the m agnetic charge.



@ ) irreqularity directions. T hus, the Schw inger m onopolk potential, in a wholg, can
be schem atically sketched by

2 X3 +2)g
AS ! .0 *+2 ) g 2:6)
TX3 (2)g
where the signs "+ " and " " serve to ram ind us ofthe sgn (z) in theA (z) = gsgn (z)

; Jast the function sgn (z) leads us to distinguish the x; and x, halfaxes when charac-
terizing the m onopolk singularities.

3. The D irac and W u-Y ang’s representations

Now, from the sam e pont of view, we are to analyze C artesian and spherical pictures
for the D irac gauge. The D irac potential is as llow s (in the llow ing, ket n be equal
0;0;+1))

[n r] X1 € + X e

AP =g— — - = : 3:
gr(r+ ra) g r(r+ x3) e

In contrast to the Schw inger’s case, here an indetermm nnacy 0=0 is located only at the neg—
ative halfaxis x; as well as at the zero-point, whilk the A® ) has no discontinuity at
the positive one: A° *) %) 0.

Applying the lin iting procedure above to the AP ), one easily produces

AP x,;m)=1 (29 m,e; mi;e) 1 (29 e ;

A" e=0;m)=1 g (m; 1)e : (32a)
In the sphericalpicture, the D irac potential is

D) _

A g (cos 1)

correspoondingly, its singularities are characterized by

D (+) D (+)

A @@= 0) = g (cos 1); A ®yrm) = 2g: (32Db)

Tt is the absence of discontinuiy at the positive halfaxis x§ wWhenn = (0; 0; +1)) that
singles out the D irac gauge AP ). In com parison with the Schw inger’s that is shgular
both in the x; and x; halfaxis, the D irac gauge seem s Jess singular.

So, at rst glance, the D -gauge looks preferabl to the S -gauge; but on closer exam —
ination we will see that it is hardly so. Tn particularly, this (good at the x5 -axis) gauge
can be sketched by (com pare it wih (2.6))

8
> x5 0

A% L0 @2 ) g 32¢)
ToXs (2 )2g:

In the sam e tin e it should be noted that, by som e Intuitive considerations, the D irac
gauge appears to be equivalent to Schw inger’s because, n a sense, the D irac discontinuity
at x; looks m ore Intense than Schw inger’s: to realize this it su ces to take notice of



the factor 2g at (32c¢) In contrast to the factors: +gand g in 22). Thiswould mean
that through the transform ation S-gauge Into D -gauge one has m anaged to reduce the
discontinuity set from £ x5 (0;0;0) x; ginto £ (0; 0; 0) X, g, but in the same
tin e one has augm ented a power (or intensity) of the rem aining discontinuity set.
In addition to the above, i should be ram inded that the D irac potential wih n
soeci ed as (0;0; 1)) isgiven by
[ n x] X1 € t+ X e

R )= g— T o g (3:3a)
r(r ra) r(r X3 )

and, in tum, it has a 0=0 indeterm nacy at the positive halfaxis x§ , which Jeads to

A" 'xi;m) = 1 +29) (my;e mie) 1 @29 e ;
BV @e=0;m)=1 gms+ 1) e : (3:3b)
Instead of 32b) now we have
8 ()
<A’ 1 = +2
A" )= g(es 1) ! L, ) J 330
A O;m ) = g(os + 1):

Now, i is the point to introduce the W u-Yang potential [6]. Ik is detem ined by the
follow ing constituent fom

(
A®) = RP ®)4f 0 < =2

Byy = ) by ! (3:4)
E® =g if =2< :

A sevidenced by itsde nition, thispotential &y y hasno discontinuity both in the x3 and
X3 halfaxes. But, In author’s cpinion, i would be untenable to justify preferable utilizing
the Jattergauge only. T he reason isthat one should give special attention to the follow ing:
In W Y )-gauge, som e discontinuity occurs at the (x;  x,)-plane and thism ust be taken
Into account. O ne should rem em ber that the term  Yiscontinuity’ itself in plies that there
is, at certain points, any dependence on possibble directions of approaching them ; and just
50 the W u-Yang potential Jooks at the x; x;)-plane:

A"Y (= =2+0) = g(1); A" (= =2 0)=g@l): (35)

4. H ierarchiam ong the D irac, Schw inger, W u-Y ang’s gauges and
m easure of the m onopole irregularity

The whol situation w ith the m onopole gauges (described in Sections 2 and 3) can be
reform ulated and summ arized as follows. O rigihal S— and D -gauges provide us w ith
strong singularities concentrated along the x3-axis. In going from the S—-and D -gauges
to the W u-Yang’s we scatter the points of discontinuiy over the (x; x;)-plane, so that
thisplane tumsout to be lled up w ith irreqularity points. These latter are less singular
that formm er ones because these new irregularities are only two-valied ones; however, as
a way of com pensation, the num ber of such irreqular points becom esm uch m ore greater.
So, each ofthese three gauges is equally sihgular, w ith its own character of discontinuity,
varying only In location. The case m ay be illustrated by the follow ng picture
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Certainly, such considerations are hinting and Intuiive rather than exact and concli—
sively form ulated argum ents. Evidently, that the whole situation would be m ore satisfac—
tory if we could detem Ine a m athem atically m ore strict characterization for m easuring
certain am ount of singularity carrying by thosem onopole potentials. It isunderstable that
one should expect an U (1)-invariant character of that desireable m easure of singularity.

So, the mmediate task to solve is Invention of a certain m athem atical procedure
clarifying and rationalizing this m atter through som e special heuristic construction. To
begin w ith som e sum m arizing steps | onem ay list all three gauges through the follow ing
schem atic graphs (ofwhich exact form does not m atter to us, rather location ofpoints of
discontinuity is essential only)

Fig2
6 D (+) 6 D ()
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AS = g cos A"Y = fg (cos 1) gos +1)g
+1 +1g
ﬁHH ﬁHH
H a g = g H g =
H H
H
1 g Hy g 4 g "mg

C ontinuing this series of graphs, else one type of picture m ay be naturally suggested
(it m ight be called anti-W u-Y ang) gauge)

Fig4
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Obviously, U (1)-gauge transfom ations act e ectively just within a xed value of the
param etre g, and all the m ore | the separation of g’s into positive and negative ones is
very substantial (in the above gures, the positive values g’s are m eant).

So, the question of special Interest is | how would one substantiate correctness of
the above clain that all three potentials are equally singular ones? W hat could serve as
a m easure for proper quantitative evaluation of their singular properties?

A possbl answer is alm ost evident at once. Indeed, after all the above steps and
transform ations, the problm has been e ectivelly reduced to a neat if not trivial task:
nam ely, for exploration into the singularities one should com pare all the m onopole func-
tions A (for de niteness we will discuss the case g > 0 ) with a non-sihgular potential.
Tt should be rem emberred that all thoss functions £9( ) ought to be contrasted w ith
the situation free of singularity, i. e. when a finction £°( ) has the regular boundary
conditions:

f9°C=0=f£(= )= 0: @)

T he latter indicates that dealing w ith the m athem aticalproblem of shgularty, we should
rather regard thosetwo values = Oand = ofthe Interval [0; ]as identi ed on@.

8They certainly represent di erent regions in the geom etric 3-space x1; X,; x3; but instead we m ean
som ething very di erent: a space of functions with speci ¢ (ull) boundery properties and given at
the Interval [0; ], which adm it identi cation of its bounding points.

10



Thus, all this m ay be reform ulated m athem atically as ollow s: any regular probkm
m ay be associated with a soace of continious functions on that interval. That is, every
Alelian siation, not having at all any discontinuity at the x5 axis, can e associated w ith
a finction £°( ) of nullboundary conditions at this axis

in A% = 0 : AR ()1 £0)=0; £()=0: 42)
atx3 axis
Evidently, the above statem ent re ects only the follow ng requirem ent: (of course, In its
the m ost sin ple and particular fom ): in any regular case, the electrom agnetic potential
A% must approach zero as we approach the x;-axis (along any direction) .
Tt is natural (if not cbvious) the further assertion: in any irregular case, the electro—
m agnetic potential A’ m ay not approach zero as we approach the x3-axis:

Iim A6 0 : AT() ! f0)60; £()6 0: @:3)
atx3 axis
O ne ram ark ofprinciplem ustbe given. Indeed, ifthe originalelectrom agneticpotential
A%* has been previously subm ited to a gauge transform ation in accordance w ith

AReg: 1 ACReg: — AReg: lﬁ S @ S 1 (4:48.)
e
then the question as to whether a given potential A  is regular or irreqular | is to be
solved in a di erent way: nam ely, in any regular case, the electrom agnetic potentialA ®
m ust behave so that the relation of the form
" #
i A% 4 iTgses! =0 (4 :4b)

atxs axis e

holds. In tum for all irregular cases this relation m ust be violated (oy di nition):
" ell #
lin AT L i se@ st 6 0: (4 4c)

atx3 axis e

N ow , tuming again to the m onopole cass, one can easily realize that all the m onopole
potentials, being listed above, have the sam e one feature: each of them m ay be related
to space of functions given on the interval [0; ] When thepoint = 0 is denti ed
wih = ) and having only one point of discontinuiy. M oreover, it is evident at
a glnce that the intensity of the relevant discontinuity rem ains the sam e as we go over
from one potentialto another, jist varying In their Jocation. A n additional rem ark should
be given: signi cant as the locally achieved continuity according to W u-Y ang approach
m ight seen, it is not as in portant as the plain m athem atical fact that to each of gauges
used there corresgponds alm ost Just the sam eFourder [0; ]Jpoblm with only shglk point
of discontinuiy.

T his observation should be fom alized In a suitable notation. To this end, one m ay
take the follow Ing de nition for a m easure of singularity (@s w ill be seen, it is invariant
under any gauge transform ations):

£

e

inv:® )= iy [ ()] [f&o+ 0) £& 0)] 4:5)
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w here x; denotes a point ofdiscontinuity, and i,v. @ ) designatesam easure of sihgularity
of the potential A at such a point. Then, for the m onopole potentials described above,
we w illhave

S gauge: £( 0= g; £f0+0)=+g; e BS) =+ g ;
D gauge: £( 0)= 2g; f£0+0)=0; B2 )=+ g ;
DO gauge : f( 0)= 0; f(0+ O)=+2g; jnv;(ADO)= + g ;
WY) gauge: £(=2 0)= g; £(=2+0=+g; u:@"")=+g:
A 1l the above types of discontinious functions In the interval [ 0; ] com e under

the em fnent D irichlet theorem ’s conditions: | let uswrite out i in fiall

T he D irichlet theorem :

Ifa function f (x) isgiven on segment [ ; ], keinglbounded, piecew ise continuous and
Ppiecew ise m onotonic one, then its trigonom etric series converges at all the points of the
segm ent. If S (X) represents a sum of the trigonom etric serdes for the function F (x), then
at all the points of continuity of this function, the equality S x) = F (x) holds; whereas at
all points of discontinuity (there m ust exist just a nit number of them ) one gets only

S(x)=%[F(x 0) + Fx+0)]: (46a)
In addition, the identity

S()=58(C )= [F( 0+ F(+0)] (4 :6b)

N

holds.

T he above 1im itationson fiinctionsassum ed in thistheorem are often called theD irich—
Jet conditions. It should be am phasized that they include essentially both piecew ise con—
tinuity and piecew ise m onotonity, and none of them cannot be violated or waived. It is
obvious that In (reasonabl) physical applications, lkew ize in the situation under consid-
eration, these D irichlet conditions are lkely to be satis ed.

F inally, tuming to the anti W u-Y ang potential, we notice two points of discontinuity:
thossare = 0( )and = =2.Takihginm indthisexam pl, am ore extendent de nition
for (@A ) m ight be suggested:

def X 1
nv:@ )= ne:E()] = > [f i+ 0) fxi 0)] @:7)

w here x; denotes all points of discontinuiy (here there are two ones). T hus, one has
f(=2 0)=+qg; £(=24+0)= g; and f( 0)= 2g; £0+ 0)= +2g

and further

antiW Y)

1
inv: @ )=§g[(l H+ @2+2)]=+g;

i e.the smevalie .. @A%™ ¥)) = +ghasbeen Pund again.
T he latter exam ple has been of unexpected Interest because it show s som e pecularity
of the above quantity @&). The matter is that from intuitive viewpoint, the case of

the potential A% ¥ seem s much more discontinuous in com parison with all three
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previous ones, as i contains two singular points whereas each of the others exhbi only
onepoint. H owever, the result hastumed out to be exactly the sam e. W hat isthem atter?

T his exam ple points to a reasonable requirem ent for else one additional characteristic
to describe other sides of the singularities encountered above:

ger X

addit: A ) = aqqie: £ ()] Jjf xi+ 0) f&x: 0)J: 48)

2
T hus, one has
adai: B )Y = +4g: (4:9)

To clarfy and spoell out all the sense of the two quantities . and  .gqi:, EL US
Introduce, for heuristical purposes, certain analogues of the used above m onopol gauges
for an arti cial situation when any electrom agnetic eld (i. e. E and B') vanish. Those
Im aginary electrom agnetic eldsm ay be represented jaist by certain unphysicalpotentials.

Thosem ay be sketched by the follow ing gures (supposing that for the Schw inger’s gauge,
s

the electrom agnetic potential vanishes: A 0)
Figh
6 ow vy 6 0)D
A =f g[ +tgg A =+gor g
+1q g g +1la q
q q = q q =
1 g g 1 [ q

C orrespondingly, one has

@Y= g[(£O+0) £0O 0))+ (£(=2+0) £(=2+0))]1=
gl 1l 1+1+1]1=0; and L@ " )= +4g
those two relations can be Interpreted as follows: @) jm,:(A(O)WY)= 0 points to

the absence of any real singularity at vacuum —lke state of electrom agnetic eld, though
29"Y dsnot null, B) .gqi: @ O Y ) & 0 proves .qqit: asa characteristic of singularity
properties of gauge transform ations involred here.

Tn case ofA P , two relations

0)D (0)D

inv: A )= @ g)=20; addir: A )=Jg gF 0:

o ) = 0 conformsto @) above; and

adait: A ) = 0 corresponds w ith that A has no singularity In continuiy properties
at the interval D; ] (therby, it is in accoradancewih (@B ) above.

may be Interpreted In a sin iar way: . @

0)D (0)D
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5. On singulatities, A haronov-Bohm e ects and som e inherent
requirem ents In plied by the conventional gauge principle

Som e In m ediate consequences ofthe above constracted two m athem atical quantities i+
and  .gqi: M Ight be of noticeable utility in quite other physical phenom ena ofm uch m ore
generalized nature. At that point, we are going to pass away from the m onopole m atter
and to dealw ith certain agpects ofthe wellknow n, and extensively leamt in the literature,
Aharonov-Bohm e ect and w illdiscuss it in som ew hat new tem s. Sin iltaneously we shall
touch on the conventional gauge principl’s inherent structure.

Resuls obtained In that way, though In certain their sides are not w ithout lacking
In rigour, seem s attractive and quite plhusbl. In any case, those developm ents hold
prom ise of appreciable progress in claring up, even if not explaining away ocom plktely,
and de nitive resolving these long standing paradoxical phencm ena on notoriously know n
and predicted as physically observable m anifestations of unphysical and subsidiary eld
A% k) related to vanishing eld (E;B) ). Just such a particular aspect ofthe wholke much
m ore com prehensive m atter of A haronov-Bohm e ect willbe m eant In the follow ing. In
tum, on that Ine ofargum ents, a speci c view on variousm onopol gauges w illbe worked
outfl.

Let usbegin from the very generalities. So, it m ust be acospted that under all circum —
stances any entity, if it is considered just as a m athem atical construct but not existing
In reality, should not be a sourse of tension and contradiction even at the level of theo—
retical argum ents or m ental experin ents. If the inverse arises (@s it is so now) then, in
the rst Instance, one ought to take notice of a possbly w rong unadequate understanding
or Interpreting of the situation and hence to look Into, In the rst, place Just those agoecs
of the problam , rather than to bring out, som ewhat routinely, any new con m ations to
such an already xed paradox.

To clarify m ore exactly what Im ean here, ket us look at just one side of the m atter.
That is the follow Ing: an arbitrary U (1)-gauge transform ation | at the lkevel of both
the electrom agnetic 4-potential A (x) and the wave functions for a quantum m echanical
particles placed In the eld of a m agnetic charge | as a m atter of fact carries always
a certain am ount of irreqularity (orm ay be better to say | singularity; the latter tem
itselfm ight be easily extended so that to cover all the changes produced by those gauge
transform ations) . In other words, any explicitly given picture ofa chosen physical system
alwaysbears amark which is in exact correspondance w ith a resoective gauge.

U nfortunately, am ong physisists, m ainly an idea of gauge nvariance itself has been

xed In m ind | o strongly that, usually, they pass over som e its Inherent peculiarities
and subtlkties which acocom pany this undoubtly grand m athem aticaly and physicaly)
structure. In particular, the substantial a ecting of the relevant representing picture of
a physical system (ie. an alteration of reqularity properties), though being accepted
and recognized as such, seam s offen less signi cant. A s a sequel, In m aprity of cases,
they incline to detract from the necessity of the accurate follow Ing it, so that often this
alteration tums out to be not rem embered at all. But from this attitude only one step
ram ains to face (Unexpectedly jaist at st sight) the paradox on physical m anifestations
ofnot existing elds and further | a variety of Aharonov-Bohm e ects.

E vidently, the above question of whether the di erent gauges O irac, Schw inger, W u—

°To avoid m isunderstanding it should be stressed that the subsequent part ofthe work bears character
of discussion rather than strict conclusive resuls.
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Yang’s) are jast di erent representatives for a unigue physical ob Ect or not | may be
quali ed as beloning to the sam e problem s which exist and m anifest them selves yet in
situations w ith no m agnetic charge. In this connection, the very general view m ight be
clain ed that nature hardly produces so extensively really di erent physical ob cts, which
originate from one that and which can be ocbtained trough such a non-trivial exploiting
of the U (1) gauge transform ations. Instead I think one should have worked out such
a view point that could guarantee any gauge transfom ation w illnot be a thing producing
physicale ectd.

So, our Inm ediate concem is the question | how one should re ect and act n order
to select a proper representative AP*PST from the whole set of possible candidates

( )
hc @
7 Proper iU KR) — U (X) ; UX)2U @Q)pe: - (CHB)]
e @x

But it is the m om ent to rem ind that di erences between all elam ents of this set (5.1)
are n evidence and they can be inediately seen: those are their boundary condition
properties (or In other tem s, their singularities). T he reasons for passing over, generaly,
such peculiarities can be quite easily understood. Seem ingly those are: rst, the autority
ofa gauge invariance principle itself; second, fam iliar and inbibed from the very begining,
the quantum -m echanical interpretation of a square modulus j (x) j°. These both lie
equally at the bottom of our understating and even ignoring such m inor alerations In
boundery properties. E soecially the sscond one detracts from the In portance of those
subtleties. In contrust, fiirther I shall suppose that the true liesw ithin just thoseboundary
condition alrerations.

Just in thispoint, the above introduced quantities i,,. A ) and .gqqi: @ ) have their
practical s:deE| The rstmeasure 4.@ ) providesusw ih a general characteristic for
the whole class

( )
roper ,hC @ 0
APEP le x) @?U ®); ®=U&) ®);U&2U0Q) p: 62)

the iv:.@ ) ramains the sam e for all those electrom agnetic potentials related to each
otherby m eans ofany gauge transfom ations (one should rem em berthosem ay be piecew ize
continuous as well asm onotonic ones). In other words, thism easure ;,,.@& ) cannot be
changed by the use of any, even w ith som e special purposes constructed, singular gauge
transform ations; therefore, this quantity can serve the inherent characteristic of physical
system itself.

In contrast to this, the second measure .gqi: @ ) generally changes when passing
from one gauge to another just through the use of any irregular gauge transform ations.
T herefore such am easure can serve to trace the use ofany singular (piecew ise continuous)
gauge transfom ations.

By the way, a quite detem ined hierarchy between them (m easures) m ight be presu—
posed in advance: In every ssparate exam plk ofa physical system , after we have calculated

10Tf the nverse were true, fantasy and ngenuiy of nature would exceed any reasonable lim its beyond
our expectations, to say the least.

Mt is rather surprishg that the technique, based on the use of them , tums out to be geared 1 such
a perfect fashion to handling thism atter.
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its concom itant quantity . @ ) and then set all various gauges into correspondence
w ith the values of them easure g @ ), wem ay expect that the st

n o

aaai: @) ; U 20U ()

Inplies a certain m ninum value; the lowest bounding evidently exists | this seem s
m ore than plausble, and further it should coincide with the value of rst (invarant)
m easure. H owever, this owest bounding value of .gqit: @ ) yet doesnot set jist onebasis
apart from all the others, it provides us only wih a set of candidates to preferable one.
A 11 these candidates can be re ered to each other by m eans of gauge transform ations;
and what is m ore, such transfom ations are fom ed by either piecew ize continuous or
globally continuous functions of 3-gpace coordinates only; and presupposedly never they
are continuous functions of 3-gpace geom etric points.

Under all these circum stances, the singke and only way out may ke put forward:
nam ely, that a preferabk kasis will ke discovered if there exist indesd a continuous fiinc-
ton of 3-gpace points (the htter m erely could ke a ected and even destroyed by the use
of a singular gauge transform ation) . T hus, the deciding (and essentially only r=m aining)
step in searching a preferabk gauge consist in the follbbwing: one ouhgt to nd a gauge
w ithout singularityf.

In other words, looking at the behaviour of relkvant potentials or wave functions
we would nd that those are sihglkevalued functions of 3-space geom etric points jist in
a unigue basis. This conecture (@and conclusion) seem s quite justi ed. M oreover, this
assum ption on existence of a gauge w ith its concom itant single<valued electrom agnetic
potentials and lkew ize single valued wave functions, seem s lnevitable and even very de-
sirable; otherw ise the conospt of sihglevalued physical elds (potentials, wave flinctions,
and so on) even teoretically cannot ve discussed. Theproblam in issue can be reform ulated
di erently: either we m anage to arrive at a detemination of a gauge being ketter than
all other or nevitably we have to reconcile ourselves to a variety of physical predictions
w here just one that would be desirable. No other way out exists.

In this connection, one should take specialnotice ofthe fact that such an lndetermm nacy
substantially touches the physical gauge principle itself. Ihdeed, the situation which we
face here m ay be sketched as ollow s

if g=20 :
f short” gauge principle apreferablelasisg = GAUGE PRINCIPLE
if g6 0 :
£ short® gauge principle no preferable basisg = W hat is this?

But not having any preferable basis, In the second case, what is the meaning of
the physical identifying of all the pictures as describbing the sam e one situation though in
various gauges? T he m athem atical situation under consideration (soeci ed by allowance
of any not rem ovable singularities) does not provide us with a su ciently jasti ed cri-
terion about a certain physically nvariant essence which Jjust can be describbed in m any
ways through the use of various gauges. So, In such a new and at the rst sight only

2R em em ber that here, ©r the m oment, only a situation free of any m agnetic charge or any other
sihqular cases, is discussed.
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slightly altered situation, any counterpart of the second essential constituent (see above)
In the ordihary gauge-invariance principle cannot be brought out. For these reasons, In
my opinion, the case in issue should be associated w ith a double (wo-faced) status for
symm etry transform ations of the group (here) U (1).. rather then conventional unique
one:

G =0U Mants gauge ) (l)gauge instead G conventina1 = U (l)gauge : 6:23)

Tt isno useblinking at the fact that afterany (ot ram oved) singularities had been allowed
in physics, then all our subsequent attem pts to retain the conventional gauge invariance
principle unchanged as such were doom ed to failure. In otherwords, onem ay say that the
‘nnocent’ allow ance itself of sustantially singular potentials which cannot be approached
by singlevalued fiinctions of 3-space geom etric points) tums out to be utterly destructive
to the essence of old and standart gauge-invariance principl, ie. translating it into
som ething totaly di erent. T hus, either one should regct the singularities (the sim plest
representative ofwich is 4. & &)) 6 0) considering them as unphysical ones, or one
ouhgt to accept physics w ith an anti  gauge gauge symm etry as above in (5.3).

In other words, the view poInt may be advanced (this clain touches certain sides
of the Aharonov-Bohm phenom ena too) that gauge choicebased paradoxes should be
regarded In som e extent as a m isunderstanding arisen out of not su ciently exact and
elborated tem Inology rather than from any actual contradistinction w ithin the physical
theory itself. A s a m atter of fact, just m aking the tem nology used m ore accurate and
precise m ght axplain away paradoxical aspects of all e ects of that kind.

6. M etodology conclusions and discussion

T hus, the article hasbrought together such apparently unrelated ideasasto them onopolk
charge and old conventional Fourder series analysis; in particular, the D irichlet theoram
Seem s m ost signi cant in this connection. In the author opinion, the plain and strking
fact is that the m onopole situation entirely com es under this purely m athem atical theory
w ith m any its conocom itant subtleties of both m athem atics and physics. So, just going
back to som e classical fiindam entals of this theory leads us, asm ight be hoped, to a con—
structive reform ulation of certain purely physicalm onopole problem s. Such a synthesis is
alw ays attractive to theoreticians; the m ore so as the new insight gained holds prom ise of
further progress, which could be of great In portance In, for exam ple, understanding the
Interrelationship am ong sihgularities (in particular, m onopolk’s), the concept of single—
valuedness of wave functions, and gauge principle. Even if this Jast hope is not ful lked,
or outoom es achieved tum out to be less than expected, one w ill leam m ore about the
nature ofm onopols and how they should be rationalized so asto judge its further evalia—
tion. In any case som e Interesting lessons can be lemt from the above suggrsted approach
to the m onopole m attter, which m ight save us from having unjisti ed expectations and
from dwellihg too much on elim nations of the e ects of singularities. that connot be
rem oved In principle.

In addition, om e m ay note that the intrinsic potential power of the approach bassd
on the Fourie analysis is that no assum ption regarding the nature of the any underly—
Ing equations are necessary, so that various physical systam s are autom atically included.
D e nitely, the above trearting, w hilke setting a pattem for possble considerations on that
line, adm its further exten ing and developing to various situations w here som e sihqularpo—
tentials could occur. In so doing, certainly, the arrived generalizations can considerably
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di er from the present variant In appearance, de nitions, term inology, and else in a num —
ber of characteristics, but the basic spirit seem Ingly is going to be the sam e: nam ely, that
the sihglevaluedness of potentials and wave functions w ith resoect to 3-gpace geom etric
points and requiram ent to trace accurately where and how thisproperty ism odi ed, both
are to be considered as a basis for any assessing extent of sihgularity of every situation as
w ell as variios gauges transform ations.

Som e m ore practical sides of the m onopok’s presence conceming peculiarities ofwave
functions of quantum -m echanical particlkes a ected by the m onopol potential will be
considered In a sspatate paper. Here ITonly w ish note that the featuresofthe S—D -, W
Y )-gauges nd their natural corollary in boundary condition properties of corresponding
wave functions. In particularly, the comm on argum ent to justify applying the W Y )-
approach to quantum -m echanical particle-m onopol problem isthat it allow sus to get rid
of discontinuiy of wave function (@t x; axis). In the sam e tin e, they pass over the fact
that som e discontinuity appearsat x; = 0 plane. M ore exactly, they say that in the region
ofoverlapping, the finctions %’ ) and ©’ (x) vary in phase factor exp (2ieg=h), which
is not essential to any physically observable quantities. However, it should be stressed
that particle wave fiinctions in the S—and D -gauges have a very soecial violation, nam ely,
both of them undergo exponential kinds of discontinuiy, which are, by the sam e token,
Irrelevant to physically observable quantities as if we have utilized the W Y gauge .
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