
ar
X

iv
:q

ua
nt

-p
h/

98
12

00
8v

1 
 2

 D
ec

 1
99

8

M easureofirregularity forDirac,Schwinger,

W u-Yang’sbasesin theAbelian monopoletheory and

a�ectingofthegaugesymmetryprinciplebyallowance

ofsingularityin physics

V.M .Red’kov
InstituteofPhysics,BelarusAcadem y ofSciences

F Skoryna Avenue68,M insk 72,Republicob Belarus
e-m ail:redkov@dragon.bas-net.by

January 10,2022

A bstract

.In theliteratureconcerningthem onopolem atter,threegauges:Dirac,Schwinger,

and W u-Yang’s,have been contrasted to each other,and the W u-Yang’soften ap-

pears as the m ost preferable one. The article aim s to analyse this view by inter-

preting the m onopole situation in term s ofthe conventioalFourier series theory;

in particular, having relied on the em inent Dirichlet theorem . It is shown that

the m onopole case can be labelled as a very spesi�c and even rather sim ple class

ofproblem s in the fram e ofthat theory: allthe three m onopole gauges am ount

to practicaly the sam e one-dim entionalproblem forfunctionsgiven on the interval

[0;�],having a single pointofdiscontinuity;these three vary only in itslocation.

Som e generalaspectsofthe Aharonov-Bohm e�ectare discussed;also the way

ofhow any singularpotentialssuch asm onopole’s,being allowed in physics,touche

the essence ofthephysicalgauge principleitselfisconsidered.
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1. Introduction

The study ofm onopoles has now reached a point where further progress depends on
a clearerunderstanding ofthisobjectthathad been availableso far.Asevidenced even
by a cursory exam ination ofsom epopularsurveys[1,2],thewholem onopolearea covers
and touchesquitea variety offundam entalproblem s.In particular,following theoriginal
and brilliantpattern given byDirac[3,4],physicistsalwayswereespecially concerned with
relevantsingularity problem s.Besides,throughoutallthehistory ofthism atter,conceiv-
ing itselfofan idea ofm onopoleshasbeen alwaysassociated with conceptofsingularity.
Leavingasideam ajorpartofvariousm onopoleproblem s,m uch m orecom prehensivearea
in itself,justthose singularity aspects,notoriously known and generally accepted asdif-
�cult,and whatism ore,hitherto conclusively unsettled,willbea subjectofthepresent
study1.

In the work, only the m onopole’s singularities are discussed. In this connection,
it should be em phasized at once that though m uch m ore involved irregular (even not
m onopole-like ones) con�gurations are consistently invented and reported in the litera-
ture;in thesam etim e,itm ightbehoped,thatjustabove-m entionned,old and fam iliar,
m onopole-based peculiarities cam e to light,again and repeatedly,in a som ewhat dis-
guised form ,when considering thosegeneralized system s.So,in thelightofthatconnec-
tion,a m ore particularsituation,investigated in the paper,isofreasonable interestfor
them orelargenum berofproblem s.In any case,asevidenced by allthehistory ofstudy
ofm onopoles,even thisseem inly plain,at�rstglance,case hasturned outto befartoo
form idablean undertaking theoretically (and allthem oreexperim entally).

Once the m onopole had been broughtinto scienti�c usage atthe quantum level,its
m ain singular properties had been noted and exam ined. The background ofthinking
the whole m onopole problem in thattim e can easily be traced;itwasobviously tied up
with the m ostoutstanding pointofhypothesisabouta m agnetic charge (g):the Dirac’s
electric charge quantization condition. Justthe latterwasthe �rstconsideration in any
assessm entoftheproblem in awhole.M oreover,thisquantization condition had occurred
from theDirac’sattem ptstogetoversom edi�cultiesconcerningthebasicrequirem entsof
continuity in quantum m echanics,i.e.in theprocessofsolving again thesam esingularity
problem s.

Also,theSchwinger’sattem ptsto disposeofm agneticcharge’ssingularitiesand m od-
ify the quantization condition were ofsigni�cant im plication to subsequent discussing
the m onopole m atter. In particular,his sem inar paper[5]broughtouta sharp separa-
tion ofcharacteristicsofintegraland half-integraleg cases(e and g denote,respectively,
electricand m agneticcharge)and based thefulldiscussion on astudyofsuch peculiarities.

In essence,the m ore recent,and ofgreatpopularity currently,approach by W u and
Yang [6]adheres closely to the sam e Dirac and Schwinger’s regard for the im portance
ofcontinuity requirem entsin presence ofthem onopoleand fortheim portanceofestab-
lishing som e reasonable and intelligible rules for handling allsingularities encountered.
They (W u and Yang)renewed theold Dirac’sargum ents,essentialy updated therelevant
m athem aticaltechniques,and �nally invented,in a sense,a new m athem aticaland phys-
icalobject;the latterisdesignated now often asthe W u-Yang m onopole2. The crucial

1Though evidently,ultim ateanswershavenotbeen found by thiswork aswell,itm ightbehoped that

a certain exploration into and clearing up thism atterhavebeen achieved.
2Theirapproach seem ingly enablesusto surm ounttheold problem ofm onopolesingularities;though,
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m om entin theircontem plating theproblem ofm onopolepeculiaritieshad been thesam e
old intention to overcom e allthe singularities occurred. Starting from the observation
thattheSchwnger’spotentialisnotwelldi�ned atthex3-axis;aswellastheDirac’spo-
tentialisundeterm ined ata half-axis(itiseitherx+3 orx�3 ),W u and Yanghad suggested
asim pletrick:instead ofaglobally given electrom agnetic4-potentialf A �(t;~x);~x 2 R 3 g

(in particular,the DiracorSchwinger’sm onopole potentialshad been m eant),they had
said,one could use a pairofnon globally given ones,which consistsoftwo Dirac’stype
sub-potentials ~A (N ) and ~A (S) given respectively in two half-spaces(justin theirown re-
gions with no singularities) com pleted each other up to the whole 3-space as follows
~A W Y = f ~A (N )

S
~A (S) g;so that ~A (N ) hasno singularity atthepositivehalf-axisx+3 as

wellas ~A (S) doesnothaveany singularity atthenegativeonex�3 .
Thus,asoften asserted,theabsenceofsingularity,atleastlocally,had been achieved

and thereby the clouds over this part ofthe subject had been dispersed. Therefore,
the crisisin the scienti�c picture ofthism atterhad been setoutin a seem ingly perfect
fashion,thereby obviating any furtherdoubts.Such a localcharts-based approach tothis
and a variety ofsim ilar situations has been extensively and in great detailelaborated,
so as an absolutely new m athem aticallanguage and physicalm ethodology have been
worked out to date. And now,it is alm ost generally accepted outlook to this m atter
thatsuch alocally achieved continuity providesuswith asubstantialprogressin studying
and understanding any system scontaining som e singularities. Thisiswhere the subject
standsnow | very roughly speaking,ofcourse3.

The aim ofthe present work,in particular,isto dem onstrate thatthere exist som e
groundsto query whetherthem onopolesingularitieshavebeen ruled outindeed;thear-
ticlesuggeststhatsuch an outlok hardly would stand closeexam ination4.

So,ourfurtherwork islaid outasfollows.Sec.2 treats,in a fairly unusualway,an in-
determ inated characterofthe above potentials.Itisconvenient�rstto discussin detail
onegauge| forde�nitenesswestartwith theSchwinger’s;theconsidering oftwo others
isdeferred toSec.3.In so doing,aspecialnoticeisgiven to com parison oftherepresenta-
tionsofthe Schwinger’sm onopolein Cartesian and sphericalcoordinates;atthiswetrace
a delicate cancellation between di�erentterm sin the processofthiscoordinate change.
Thesphericalpictureistreated aspreferabletoCartesian one;thereasonstothisarethat
in sphericalbasisa m ajorpart(though notthem ostessentialone)ofsingularm anifesta-
tionsofthem onopole’s4-potentialishidden(e�ectively)byknown�;�-coordinates’singu-
larity.Asshown,through theuseoftheconventionalgeneraly-covarianttensorform alism ,
them onopolesingularity problem isreduced toasinglefunction f(�)(A� = gcos�)given
on the interval [0;�]. In this connection,one oughtto keep in m ind the known (and
apparently hidden)indeterm inacy attheaxisx3 forthesphericalvector~e�.Forthecase

asm ay be noticed in m ore close investigating (see below),itdoesnotexplain away allitsconcom itant

doubtsand obscurities.
3Itwould carry usvery fara�eld to discussatany lenghth such purely m athem aticalconsiderations;

instead,theworkinglanguageofthepaperisgoingtobem uch m oreconventional,intuitive,and physically

felt.
4So,thetranquillity dom inating am ong m ajority ofphysisistson thisproblem isnotjusti�ed anyhow.

To avoid any m isunderstanding,itm ustbe em phasized atonce thatthiswork isin no way a strenuous

objection againsttheW u-Yang form alism and itsconcom itantm ethodology.Also,authordoesnotclaim

that the m ethod by W u and Yang is m istaken or m isleading anyhow;instead,the article just points

certain inherentfeatureswhich delim ititspowersto som e naturalbounds,and putsforward a possible

developem entcom plem entary to it.
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underconsideration,thiscircum stanceim pliesthattoany non-singularphysicalsituation
there m ustcorrespond a function A

regul:

� = f(�)regul: with zero-boundary conditionsat
thesepoints� = 0;�.

In Sec.3,the other two gauges (Dirac and W u-Yang’s) are looked at,ofcourse on
the line used in Sec.2.Then,the prim e question isthatconcernsthe hierarchy (ifany)
am ong three ofthem ;i. e. | whetherornotthese three gaugesare unequally singular
ones.

To produce any constructive and justi�ed criterion forcounting a quantity ofsingu-
larity,we contrasttheabove three functions(A S

�;A
D
� ;A

W Y
� )and accom paning boundery

conditions(forde�niiteness,heretheSchwinger’scaseistaken)

f
S(�)= A

S
� = gcos� : � 2 [0;�]; f

S(0)= +1; f
S(�)= �1 (1:1)

with theircounterpartin absenceofany singularity attheaxisx3;nam ely

f
0(�)= A

0

� : � 2 [0;� ]; f
0(0)= 0; f

0(�)= 0: (1:2)

This m ay be expressed as follows: while a non-singular problem being associated with
a de�nite case in the fram e ofthe Fourier series analysis,forwhich the boundery con-
ditions are speci�ed as nullones,the m onopole problem should be referred to its own
typeofFourierproblem .De�nitely,allthedi�erencesconcern and com efrom variations
in boundary conditions and continuity properties,which either rem ain the sam e orget
violated5. To form alize m athem atically this observation (see (1.1) and (1.2)),we have
determ inated a quantity (designated by �inv:(~A)which m ightbetreated asa m easureof
singularity forelectrom agneticpotential~A.Besides,and whatism ore,weshow thatthis
�inv:hasthesam eonevalueforallthethreem onopolepotentials:

�inv:(~A
S)= �inv:(~A

D )= �inv:(~A
W Y ):

Therefore,in thatsense,allthreegaugesam ountto each otherand thereareno reasons
topreferany oneofthem 6.Extending thisobservation,itisreasonabletoconjecturethat
the�(~A)isgauge-invariantquantity,i.e.itwillnotchangewhen weperform an arbitrary
U(1)gaugetransform ation with any typeofsingulariry involved.

In addition,else one type ofm easure ofsingularity ofelectrom agnetic potential(it
called an ‘additive’m easure �addit:(~A)) has been introduced. In contrast to �inv: the
latterm ustsubstantially vary when any piecewisecontinuous(in thesenseoffunctionsof
spatialcoordinates)gaugetransform ationsareused;form oredetailseebelow in Sec.4).

In sec.5,in term softhose m easures�inv: and �addit:(~A),we considerseveralaspects
oftheAharonov-Bohm e�ectand discusssom einherentrequirem entsim plied by thecon-
ventionalgaugeprinciple.Particularly,wetakespecialnoticeofthefactthatany singular
potentialssuch asm onopole’s,being allowed in physics,signi�cantly touche the essence
ofthephysicalgaugeprincipleitself.

5So,m erely thereform ulation ofthem onopoleproblem in otherterm sunablesustom akegood usefor

theconventionalm athem aticaltheory ofFourierseriesin studying them onopoleproblem .In particular,

asageneralbasicpointrepresentingthistheory and obviously touching theproblem underconsideration,

the well-known Dirichlettheorem hasbeen taken.
6Thiscontrastssom ewhatwith a com m on viewpointin the literature,when the W u-Yang approach

to m onopoleproblem hasbeen regarded often ashaving som eadvantage.
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2. Schw inger’s potentialin C artesian and sphericalcoordinates

Firstletusconsiderm oreclosely som efactson Schwinger’sgaugewhich aretobecounted
on in thefollowing.Aswellknown,theSchwinger’spotential[5]isgiven by

~A
S(x)= � g

[~r� ~n ](~r~n)

r(r2 � (~r~n)2 )
(2:1)

where~n standsforan arbitrary3-vectorand therebyitrepresentsan additionalparam etre
�xing a certain geom ericalorientation ofthem onopolein the3-space.Atonce,itshould
benoted thatthispotential ~A S(x)isnota wellde�ned quantity atthewhole x3-axis;it
isonly a (0=0)-expresion when ~r= � r~n.

Setting ~n = (0;0;+1)and translating this ~A S to the usualspheric coordinates,one
gets

A
S
� = g cos� : (2:2)

TheA S
� hasnon-vanishing valuesat� = 0 and � = �:

A
S
� = + g if � = 0 and � g if � = � :

Itisthepointto rem em berthatas� = 0 or� = �,then thebasissphericalvector~e� has
no single sense: there existsa setofpossibilitiesfor~e� ratherthan only one that. This
circum stanceobviously com esfrom an originalindeterm inacy ofthesphericalcoordinate
� atthe x3-axis. Forthisreason,a genuine sense ofA � atthe axisx3 should constitute
justacharacterization ofA � in aneighborhood ofthisaxisratherthan any speci�cvalues
foritatthepointslying in theaxisx3.In otherwords,thepotentialfrom (2.2)provides
uswith a non-single-valued function ofspatialpointsjustattheaxisx3.

Evidently,theabove peculiaritiesofthem onopole potential(2.2)do notoriginatein
theirregularity propertiesofthesphericalcoordinates(�;�).Indeed,som ediscontinuity
occurs likewise in the Cartesian coordinates,when the m onopole potentialis described
by (2.1);there itexhibitsitsown indeterm inacy ofthe (0=0)-kind attheaxisx3.Letus
look atthism oreclosely.

Because ofthe potential ~A S from (2.1) is form ally m eaningless at the axis x3,we
should look atitsvaluesin theadjoining neighborhood de�ned by

~r= (0;0;z) + � (m1;m 2;m 3) = ~z+ � ~m ;
�

~m
2 = 1;m 3 6= �1;� ! 0

�

:

So,asa representative ofthe m onopole potentialatx3,one hasthe quantity depending
additionally on thevector ~m :

~A
S(~z; ~m ) � lim

�! 0

~A
S(~z + � ~m )

thatis

~A
S(~z; ~m ) = lim

�! 0

2

4 �g
� (m2 ~e1 � m 1 ~e2 )(z + � m3 )

q

�2 m 2
1 + �2 m 2 + (z+ � m3)2 �2 (m 2

1 + m 2
2)

3

5

where ~ei denotes the usualCartesian orthonorm alvectors. Further we have to draw
distinction between z = 0 and z 6= 0.First,

z6= 0 : ~A
S:(~z;~m )= � 1 g Sgn z

 
m 2 ~e1 � m 1 ~e2

m 2
1 + m 2

2

!

where 1 = lim
1

�
as� ! 0:

(2:3a)
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Theunitvector ~m can becharacterized by

m 1 = sin�cos�; m 2 = sin�sin�; m 3 = cos�

where the quantity � doesnotcoincide with the spatialcoordinate variable �,whereas
the� istheusualsphericalcoordinate.In a sequence,theabovevector ~A S(~z;~m )can be
reexpressed as

~A
S(~z;~m )= g sgn z

1

sin�
~e� (2:3b)

where~e� designatesa com bination (~e� = sin� ~e1 � cos� ~e2).Itshould benoted thatthe
factorsin� 1� (in the(2.3b))isnotessentialonein thesensethatthesym bol1 (having
rem em bered that�6= 0;�)ispresented thereaswell.So,instead of(2.3b)onem ay write
down

~A
S(~z;~m )= g sgn z1 ~e� : (2:3c)

In turn,forthez= 0 caseoneproduces

~A
S(~r= 0; ~m )= �g

1
q

m 2
1 + m 2

2

m 3

m 2 ~e1 � m 1 ~e2
q

m 2
1 + m 2

2

(2:4a)

orfurther
~A
S(~r= 0; ~m )= + g

1

sin�
cos� ~e� � + g 1 cos� ~e� (2:4b)

Evidently,contrasting thatCartesian representation (see (2.3)and (2.4))with an al-
ternativesphericalone

A
S
�(~r= ~z)= g sgn z; A

S
�(~r= 0)= gcos� (2:5)

weconclude thatthesphericaldescription seem sform ally a bitlesssingularthan Carte-
sian’s: the 1 is absent in sphericalpicture. In other words,the singularity properties
ofthe m onopole at the axis x3 fallnaturally into two groups,one ofwhich (the 1 is
m eant)issubjectto an incidentalcoordinatechoiceand anotherone(thefactorg cos�)
re
ects a properly m onopole’s essence. So,it seem s that just the factor gcos� carries
a m onopole quality after leaving out the allcom plications originating in the Cartesian
coordinatesystem 7.

Itisofprim ary signi�cance to the furtherexposition,thatthe Schwinger gauge ex-
hibitsa singularity both in thepositive and negativehalf-axesx3,aswellasin thezero-
point(0,0,0).One should repeatagain:these singularitiesconsistsolely in the factthat
the values ofthe m onopole potentialat the axis x3 are a function ofspatialdirections
thatcharacterizepossiblewaysofapproachingthesepoints(0;0;z).Thesam em ay beex-
pressed asassertion thatthem onopolepotentialprovidesuswith an exam pleofquantity
which isnota single-valued function ofspatialpointsattheaxisx3.

Allpointsofthepositivehalf-axisx3 areexactly alikewith respecttotheirdiscontinu-
ity properties.Therefore,asapossiblem ethod todescribethis,onem ay try thefollowing
form ulation:thehalf-axisx+3 provides2� directionsofdiscontinuity.A com pletely anal-
ogous statem ent concerns the negative half-axes x�3 . Finally, the nullpoint gives us

7It is som ewhat surprising that so sim ple function as gcos� tells us a lot about the m onopole and

containspotentially a greatdealofinform ation concerning the m agneticcharge.
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(2� 
 �)irregularity directions.Thus,theSchwingerm onopolepotential,in a whole,can
beschem atically sketched by

A
S
� !

8
><

>:

x
+

3 � (+2�)g
0 � (+2� 
 �)g
x
�

3 � (�2�)g
(2:6)

wherethesigns"+" and " �" serveto rem ind usofthesgn(z) in theA �(z)= g sgn(z)
;justthe function sgn(z) leadsusto distinguish the x+3 and x�3 half-axeswhen charac-
terizing them onopolesingularities.

3. T he D irac and W u-Yang’s representations

Now,from the sam e point ofview,we are to analyze Cartesian and sphericalpictures
forthe Dirac gauge. The Dirac potentialis as follows (in the following,let~n be equal
(0;0;+1))

~A
D (+ ) = g

[~n � ~r]

r(r + ~r~n )
= g

�x1 ~e2 + x2 ~e1

r(r + x3 )
: (3:1)

In contrastto theSchwinger’scase,herean indeterm inacy 0=0 islocated only attheneg-
ative half-axis x�3 as wellas at the zero-point,while the ~A D (+ ) has no discontinuity at
thepositiveone: ~A D (+ )(x+3 )� 0.

Applying thelim iting procedureaboveto the ~A D (+ ),oneeasily produces

~A
D (+ )(x�3 ; ~m )= 1 (�2g)(m 2 ~e1 � m 1 ~e2)� 1 (�2g)~e� ;

~A
D (+ )(~r= 0; ~m )= 1 g (m 3 � 1) ~e� : (3:2a)

In thesphericalpicture,theDiracpotentialis

A
D (+ )

� = g (cos� � 1)

correspondingly,itssingularitiesarecharacterized by

A
D (+ )

� (~r= 0) = g(cos� � 1); A
D (+ )

� (x�
3
; ~m ) = �2g : (3:2b)

Itistheabsence ofdiscontinuity atthepositivehalf-axisx+3 (when ~n = (0;0;+1))that
singlesoutthe Dirac gauge ~A D (+ ). In com parison with the Schwinger’s thatissingular
both in thex+3 and x�3 half-axis,theDiracgaugeseem slesssingular.

So,at�rstglance,the D -gaugelookspreferable to the S-gauge;buton closerexam -
ination we willsee thatitishardly so. In particularly,this(good atthe x+3 -axis)gauge
can besketched by (com pareitwith (2.6))

A
D (+ )

� !

8
><

>:

x
+

3 � 0
0 � (+2� 
 �)g
x
�

3 � (�2�)2g :
(3:2c)

In the sam e tim e it should be noted that,by som e intuitive considerations,the Dirac
gaugeappearstobeequivalenttoSchwinger’sbecause,in asense,theDiracdiscontinuity
at x�3 looks m ore intense than Schwinger’s: to realize this it su�ces to take notice of
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the factor2g at(3.2c)in contrastto the factors:+g and �g in (2.2).Thiswould m ean
thatthrough the transform ation S-gauge into D -gauge one hasm anaged to reduce the
discontinuity setfrom f x

+

3 � (0;0;0)� x
�

3 g into f (0; 0; 0 )� x
�

3 g,butin the sam e
tim eonehasaugm ented a power(orintensity)oftherem aining discontinuity set.

In addition to the above, it should be rem inded that the Dirac potential(with ~n

speci�ed as(0;0;�1))isgiven by

~A
D (� ) = g

[�~n � ~r]

r(r � ~r~n )
= �g

�x1 ~e2 + x2 ~e1

r(r � x3 )
(3:3a)

and,in turn,ithasa 0=0 indeterm inacy atthepositivehalf-axisx+3 ,which leadsto

~A
D (� )(x+3 ; ~m ) = 1 (+2g)(m 2 ~e1 � m 1 ~e2 )� 1 (+2g)~e� ;

~A
D (� )(~r= 0; ~m )= 1 g (m 3 + 1)~e� : (3:3b)

Instead of(3.2b)now wehave

A
D (� )

� = g(cos� � 1) !

8
<

:

A
D (� )

� (x+3 ;~m ) = +2g

A
D (� )

� (0;~m ) = g(cos� + 1):
(3:3c)

Now,itisthe pointto introduce the W u-Yang potential[6]. Itisdeterm ined by the
following constituentform

~A W Y =

(
~A (N ) = ~A D (+ ) if 0� � < �=2;
~A (S) = ~A D (� ) if �=2< � � � :

(3:4)

Asevidenced byitsde�nition,thispotential~A W Y hasnodiscontinuity both in the x
+

3 and
x
�

3 half-axes.But,in author’sopinion,itwould beuntenabletojustify preferableutilizing
thelattergaugeonly.Thereason isthatoneshould givespecialattention tothefollowing:
in (W Y )-gauge,som ediscontinuity occursatthe(x1 � x2)-planeand thism ustbetaken
into account.Oneshould rem em berthattheterm ‘discontinuity’itselfim pliesthatthere
is,atcertain points,any dependenceon possibledirectionsofapproaching them ;and just
so theW u-Yang potentiallooksatthe(x1 � x2)-plane:

A
W Y
� (� = �=2+ 0) = g (�1); A

W Y
� (� = �=2� 0) = g (+1): (3:5)

4. H ierarchiam ong the D irac,Schw inger,W u-Yang’sgaugesand

m easure ofthe m onopole irregularity

The whole situation with the m onopole gauges (described in Sections 2 and 3) can be
reform ulated and sum m arized as follows. OriginalS- and D -gauges provide us with
strong singularities concentrated along the x3-axis. In going from the S-and D -gauges
to theW u-Yang’swescatterthepointsofdiscontinuity overthe(x1 � x2)-plane,so that
thisplaneturnsoutto be�lled up with irregularity points.Theselatterarelesssingular
thatform eronesbecause these new irregularitiesare only two-valued ones;however,as
a way ofcom pensation,thenum berofsuch irregularpointsbecom esm uch m oregreater.
So,each ofthesethreegaugesisequally singular,with itsown characterofdiscontinuity,
varying only in location.Thecasem ay beillustrated by thefollowing picture
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Certainly,such considerationsarehinting and intuitiveratherthan exactand conclu-
sively form ulated argum ents.Evidently,thatthewholesituation would bem oresatisfac-
tory ifwe could determ ine a m athem atically m ore strictcharacterization form easuring
certainam ountofsingularitycarryingbythosem onopolepotentials.Itisunderstablethat
oneshould expectan U(1)-invariantcharacterofthatdesireable m easureofsingularity.

So, the im m ediate task to solve is invention ofa certain m athem aticalprocedure
clarifying and rationalizing thism atterthrough som e specialheuristic construction. To
begin with som esum m arizing steps| onem ay listallthreegaugesthrough thefollowing
schem aticgraphs(ofwhich exactform doesnotm atterto us,ratherlocation ofpointsof
discontinuity isessentialonly)

Fig.2
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Fig.3
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Continuing thisseriesofgraphs,else one type ofpicture m ay benaturally suggested
(itm ightbecalled anti-(W u-Yang)gauge)

Fig.4
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Obviously,U(1)-gaugetransform ationsacte�ectively justwithin a �xed valueofthe
param etreg,and allthem ore| theseparation ofg’sinto positive and negative onesis
very substantial(in theabove�gures,thepositivevaluesg’sarem eant).

So,the question ofspecialinterest is | how would one substantiate correctness of
theabove claim thatallthreepotentialsareequally singularones? W hatcould serve as
a m easureforproperquantitative evaluation oftheirsingularproperties?

A possible answer is alm ost evident at once. Indeed,after allthe above steps and
transform ations,the problem hasbeen e�ectivelly reduced to a neatifnottrivialtask:
nam ely,forexploration into thesingularitiesoneshould com pareallthem onopolefunc-
tionsA � (forde�nitenesswe willdiscussthe case g > 0 )with a non-singularpotential.
It should be rem em berred that allthose functions fg(�) ought to be contrasted with
the situation free ofsingularity,i. e. when a function f0(�) has the regular boundary
conditions:

f
0(� = 0) = f

0(� = �) = 0: (4:1)

Thelatterindicatesthatdealingwith them athem aticalproblem ofsingularity,weshould
ratherregard thosetwo values� = 0 and � = � oftheinterval[0;� ]asidenti�ed ones8.

8They certainly representdi�erentregionsin the geom etric3-spacex1;x2;x3;butinstead we m ean

som ething very di�erent: a space offunctions with speci�c (null) boundery properties and given at

the interval[0;� ],which adm itidenti�cation ofitsbounding points.
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Thus,allthis m ay be reform ulated m athem atically as follows: any regular problem
m ay be associated with a space ofcontinious functions on thatinterval. Thatis,every

Abelian situation,nothavingatallanydiscontinuityatthex3 axis,can beassociated with

a function f0(�)ofnullboundary conditionsatthisaxis

lim
atx3� axis

A
R eg:

� = 0 : A
R eg:

� (�) ! f(0)= 0; f(�)= 0: (4:2)

Evidently,theabove statem entre
ectsonly the following requirem ent:(ofcourse,in its
the m ostsim ple and particularform ):in any regular case,the electrom agnetic potential

A 0
� m ustapproach zero aswe approach the x3-axis(along any direction).
Itisnatural(ifnotobvious)the furtherassertion: in any irregular case,the electro-

m agnetic potentialA � m ay notapproach zero aswe approach the x3-axis:

lim
atx3� axis

A
Irreg:

� 6= 0 : A
Irreg:

� (�) ! f(0)6= 0; f(�)6= 0: (4:3)

Onerem arkofprinciplem ustbegiven.Indeed,iftheoriginalelectrom agneticpotential
A
R eg:

� hasbeen previously subm ited to a gaugetransform ation in accordancewith

A
R eg:

� ! A
0R eg:

� = A
R eg:

� � i
e�h

e
S @� S

� 1 (4:4a)

then the question asto whethera given potentialA � isregularorirregular| isto be
solved in a di�erentway:nam ely,in any regularcase,the electrom agnetic potentialA 00

�

m ustbehaveso thattherelation oftheform

lim
atx3� axis

"

A
0R eg:

� + i
e�h

e
S @� S

� 1

#

= 0 (4:4b)

holds.In turn forallirregularcasesthisrelation m ustbeviolated (by di�nition):

lim
atx3� axis

"

A
0Irreg:

� + i
e�h

e
S @� S

� 1

#

6= 0: (4:4c)

Now,turning again to them onopolecase,onecan easily realizethatallthem onopole
potentials,being listed above,have the sam e one feature: each ofthem m ay be related
to space offunctionsgiven on the interval[0; � ](when the point � = 0 isidenti�ed
with � = � ) and having only one point ofdiscontinuity. M oreover, it is evident at
a glance thatthe intensity ofthe relevantdiscontinuity rem ainsthe sam e aswe go over
from onepotentialtoanother,justvaryingin theirlocation.An additionalrem ark should
be given: signi�cantasthe locally achieved continuity according to W u-Yang approach
m ightseen,itisnotasim portantasthe plain m athem aticalfactthatto each ofgauges
used therecorrespondsalm ostjustthesam eFourier[0;� ]poblem with only singlepoint
ofdiscontinuity.

Thisobservation should be form alized in a suitable notation. To thisend,one m ay
take the following de�nition fora m easure ofsingularity (aswillbe seen,itisinvariant
underany gaugetransform ations):

�inv:(A �)= �inv:[f(�)]
def
=

1

2
[f(x0 + 0) � f(x0 � 0)] (4:5)
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wherex0 denotesapointofdiscontinuity,and�inv:(A �)designatesam easureofsingularity
ofthepotentialA � atsuch a point.Then,forthe m onopole potentialsdescribed above,
wewillhave

S � gauge: f(� � 0)= �g ; f(0+ 0)= +g ; �inv:(A S
�)= + g ;

D � gauge: f(� � 0)= �2g ; f(0+ 0)= 0; �inv:(A D
� )= + g ;

D 0� gauge: f(� � 0)= 0; f(0+ 0)= +2g ; �inv:(A D 0

� )= + g ;
(W Y )� gauge: f(�=2� 0)= �g ; f(�=2+ 0)= +g ; �inv:(A W Y

� )= + g :

Allthe above types ofdiscontinious functions in the interval[0; � ]com e under
theem inentDirichlettheorem ’sconditions:| letuswriteoutitin full.

T he D irichlet theorem :
Ifafunction f(x)isgiven on segm ent[��;�],beingbounded,piecewisecontinuousand

piecewise m onotonic one,then its trigonom etric seriesconvergesatallthe points ofthe

segm ent.IfS(x)representsa sum ofthe trigonom etricseriesforthe function F(x),then
atallthe pointsofcontinuity ofthisfunction,the equality S(x)= F(x)holds;whereasat
allpointsofdiscontinuity (there m ustexistjusta �nitnum berofthem )one getsonly

S(x) =
1

2
[F(x� 0) + F(x+ 0)]: (4:6a)

In addition,the identity

S(�) = S(��) =
1

2
[F(� � 0) + F(� + 0)] (4:6b)

holds.
Theabovelim itationson functionsassum ed in thistheorem areoften called theDirich-

letconditions.Itshould beam phasized thatthey includeessentially both piecewisecon-
tinuity and piecewise m onotonity,and none ofthem cannotbe violated orwaived. Itis
obviousthatin (reasonable)physicalapplications,likewizein thesituation underconsid-
eration,theseDirichletconditionsarelikely to besatis�ed.

Finally,turning to theantiW u-Yang potential,wenoticetwo pointsofdiscontinuity:
thoseare� = 0(�)and � = �=2.Takingin m ind thisexam ple,am oreextendentde�nition
for�(A �)m ightbesuggested:

�inv:(A �)= �inv:[f(�)]
def
=

X 1

2
[f(xi+ 0) � f(xi� 0)] (4:7)

wherexi denotesallpointsofdiscontinuity (heretherearetwo ones).Thus,onehas

f(�=2� 0)= +g ; f(�=2+ 0)= �g ; and f(� � 0)= �2g ; f(0+ 0)= +2g

and further

�inv:(A
anti(W Y )

� ) =
1

2
g [(�1� 1) + (2+ 2)]= + g ;

i.e.thesam evalue�inv:(A
anti(W Y )

� )= +g hasbeen found again.
Thelatterexam plehasbeen ofunexpected interestbecauseitshowssom epecularity

ofthe above quantity �(~A). The m atter is that from intuitive viewpoint,the case of

the potentialA anti(W Y )

� seem s m uch m ore discontinuous in com parison with allthree

12



previousones,asitcontainstwo singularpointswhereaseach ofthe othersexhibitonly
onepoint.However,theresulthasturned outtobeexactlythesam e.W hatisthem atter?

Thisexam plepointsto a reasonablerequirem entforelseoneadditionalcharacteristic
to describeothersidesofthesingularitiesencountered above:

�addit:(A �)= �addit:[f(�)]
def
=

X 1

2
jf(xi+ 0) � f(xi� 0)j : (4:8)

Thus,onehas
�addit:(A �)

anti� W Y = +4g : (4:9)

To clarify and spellout allthe sense ofthe two quantities �inv: and �addit:,let us
introduce,forheuristicalpurposes,certain analoguesoftheused abovem onopolegauges
foran arti�cialsituation when any electrom agnetic �eld (i. e. ~E and ~B )vanish. Those
im aginaryelectrom agnetic�eldsm ay berepresented justby certain unphysicalpotentials.
Thosem aybesketched by thefollowing�gures(supposingthatfortheSchwinger’sgauge,

theelectrom agneticpotentialvanishes:A (0)S

� � 0)

Fig.5
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Correspondingly,onehas

�inv:(A
(0)W Y

� )= g[(f(0+ 0)� f(0� 0)) + (f(�=2+ 0)� f(�=2+ 0))]=

g [�1� 1+ 1+ 1]= 0 ; and �addit:(A
(0)W Y

� )= +4g

those two relations can be interpreted as follows: (A) �inv:(A
(0)W Y

� ) = 0 points to
the absence ofany realsingularity atvacuum -like state ofelectrom agnetic �eld,though
A
(0)W Y

� isnotnull; (B ) �addit:(A
(0)W Y

� )6= 0proves�addit:asacharacteristicofsingularity
propertiesofgaugetransform ationsinvolved here.

In caseofA (0)D

� ,two relations

�inv:(A
(0)D

� )= (g � g)= 0; �addit:(A
(0)D

� )=jg� g j= 0:

m ay be interpreted in a sim ilar way: �inv:(A
(0)D

� ) = 0 conform s to (A) above;and

�addit:(A
(0)D

� )= 0 correspondswith thatA (0)D

� hasno singularity in continuity properties
attheinterval[0;�](thereby,itisin accoradancewith (B ) above.
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5. O n singulatities, A haronov-B ohm e�ects and som e inherent

requirem ents im plied by the conventionalgauge principle

Som eim m ediateconsequencesoftheaboveconstracted twom athem aticalquantities�inv:
and �addit:m ightbeofnoticeableutility in quiteotherphysicalphenom ena ofm uch m ore
generalized nature.Atthatpoint,we aregoing to passaway from the m onopolem atter
and todealwith certain aspectsofthewellknown,and extensively learntin theliterature,
Aharonov-Bohm e�ectand willdiscussitin som ewhatnew term s.Sim iltaneously weshall
touch on theconventionalgaugeprinciple’sinherentstructure.

Results obtained in that way,though in certain their sides are not without lacking
in rigour,seem s attractive and quite plausible. In any case,those developm ents hold
prom ise ofappreciable progress in clearing up,even ifnot explaining away com pletely,
and de�nitiveresolvingtheselongstandingparadoxicalphenom ena on notoriously known
and predicted asphysically observable m anifestationsofunphysicaland subsidiary �eld
A 0
�(x)related tovanishing �eld (~E ;~B )).Justsuch aparticularaspectofthewholem uch

m ore com prehensive m atterofAharonov-Bohm e�ectwillbe m eantin the following. In
turn,on thatlineofargum ents,aspeci�cview on variousm onopolegaugeswillbeworked
out9.

Letusbegin from thevery generalities.So,itm ustbeaccepted thatunderallcircum -
stancesany entity,ifitisconsidered justasa m athem aticalconstructbutnotexisting
in reality,should notbe a sourse oftension and contradiction even atthe leveloftheo-
reticalargum entsorm entalexperim ents. Ifthe inverse arises(asitisso now)then,in
the�rstinstance,oneoughttotakenoticeofapossibly wrongunadequateunderstanding
orinterpreting ofthesituation and henceto look into,in the�rst,placejustthoseaspecs
ofthe problem ,ratherthan to bring out,som ewhatroutinely,any new con�rm ationsto
such an already �xed paradox.

To clarify m ore exactly whatIm ean here,letuslook atjustone side ofthe m atter.
That is the following: an arbitrary U(1)-gauge transform ation | at the levelofboth
theelectrom agnetic 4-potentialA �(x)and thewave functionsfora quantum m echanical
particles placed in the �eld ofa m agnetic charge | as a m atter offact carries always
a certain am ountofirregularity (orm ay be betterto say | singularity;the latterterm
itselfm ightbeeasily extended so thatto coverallthe changesproduced by thosegauge
transform ations).In otherwords,any explicitly given pictureofa chosen physicalsystem
alwaysbearsa m ark which isin exactcorrespondance with a respective gauge.

Unfortunately,am ong physisists,m ainly an idea ofgauge invariance itselfhas been
�xed in m ind | so strongly that,usually,they passoversom e itsinherentpeculiarities
and subtleties which accom pany this undoubtly grand (m athem aticaly and physicaly)
structure. In particular,the substantiala�ecting ofthe relevantrepresenting picture of
a physicalsystem (i.e. an alteration ofregularity properties),though being accepted
and recognized as such,seem s often less signi�cant. As a sequel,in m ajority ofcases,
they incline to detractfrom the necessity ofthe accurate following it,so thatoften this
alteration turnsoutto be notrem em bered atall. Butfrom thisattitude only one step
rem ainsto face(unexpectedly justat�rstsight)theparadox on physicalm anifestations
ofnotexisting �eldsand further| a variety ofAharonov-Bohm e�ects.

Evidently,theabovequestion ofwhetherthedi�erentgauges(Dirac,Schwinger,W u-
9Toavoid m isunderstandingitshould bestressed thatthesubsequentpartofthework bearscharacter

ofdiscussion ratherthan strictconclusiveresults.
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Yang’s)are justdi�erentrepresentatives fora unique physicalobjectornot| m ay be
quali�ed as beloning to the sam e problem s which exist and m anifest them selves yet in
situationswith no m agnetic charge. In thisconnection,the very generalview m ightbe
claim ed thatnaturehardlyproducessoextensively really di�erentphysicalobjects,which
originate from one thatand which can be obtained trough such a non-trivialexploiting
ofthe U(1) gauge transform ations. Instead I think one should have worked out such
aviewpointthatcould guaranteeany gaugetransform ation willnotbeathing producing
physicale�ects10.

So,ourim m ediateconcern isthequestion | how oneshould re
ectand actin order
to selecta properrepresentativeA proper

� from thewholesetofpossiblecandidates

(

A
proper
� � i

�hc

e
U(x)

@

@x�
U(x); U(x)2 U(1)loc:

)

: (5:1)

Butitisthem om entto rem ind thatdi�erencesbetween allelem entsofthisset(5.1)
are in evidence and they can be im ediately seen: those are their boundary condition
properties(orin otherterm s,theirsingularities).Thereasonsforpassing over,generaly,
such peculiaritiescan bequiteeasily understood.Seem ingly thoseare:�rst,theautority
ofagaugeinvarianceprincipleitself;second,fam iliarand im bibed from thevery begining,
the quantum -m echanicalinterpretation ofa square m odulus j	(x) j2. These both lie
equally at the bottom ofour understating and even ignoring such m inor alterations in
boundery properties. Especially the second one detracts from the im portance ofthose
subtleties.Incontrust,furtherIshallsupposethatthetruelieswithin justthoseboundary
condition alterations.

Justin thispoint,theaboveintroduced quantities�inv:(A �)and �addit:(A �)havetheir
practicalside11.The�rstm easure�inv:(A �)providesuswith a generalcharacteristic for
thewholeclass

(

A
proper
� � i

�hc

e
U(x)

@

@x�
U(x);	 0(x)= U(x)	(x);U(x)2 U(1)loc:

)

(5:2)

the �inv:(A �) rem ains the sam e for allthose electrom agnetic potentials related to each
otherbym eansofanygaugetransform ations(oneshouldrem em berthosem aybepiecewize
continuousaswellasm onotonicones).In otherwords,thism easure�inv:(A �)cannotbe
changed by the use ofany,even with som e specialpurposesconstructed,singulargauge
transform ations;therefore,thisquantity can serve theinherentcharacteristic ofphysical
system itself.

In contrast to this,the second m easure �addit:(A �) generally changes when passing
from one gauge to anotherjustthrough the use ofany irregulargauge transform ations.
Thereforesuch am easurecan servetotracetheuseofany singular(piecewisecontinuous)
gaugetransform ations.

By the way,a quite determ ined hierarchy between them (m easures)m ightbe presu-
posed in advance:in every separateexam pleofaphysicalsystem ,afterwehavecalculated

10Ifthe inverseweretrue,fantasy and ingenuity ofnature would exceed any reasonablelim itsbeyond

ourexpectations,to say the least.
11Itisrathersurprising thatthe technique,based on the use ofthem ,turnsoutto be geared in such

a perfectfashion to handling thism atter.
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its concom itant quantity �inv:(A �) and then set allvarious gauges into correspondence
with thevaluesofthem easure�addit:(A �),wem ay expectthattheset

n

�addit:(A
U
� ); U 2 U(1)

o

im plies a certain m inim um value; the lowest bounding evidently exists | this seem s
m ore than plausible,and further it should coincide with the value of�rst (invariant)
m easure.However,thislowestboundingvalueof�addit:(A �)yetdoesnotsetjustonebasis
apartfrom alltheothers,itprovidesusonly with a setofcandidatesto preferable one.
Allthese candidates can be re�ered to each other by m eans ofgauge transform ations;
and what is m ore,such transform ations are form ed by either piecewize continuous or
globally continuousfunctionsof3-space coordinatesonly;and presupposedly neverthey
arecontinuousfunctionsof3-spacegeom etricpoints.

Under all these circum stances, the single and only way out m ay be put forward:

nam ely,thata preferable basiswillbe discovered ifthere existindeed a continuousfunc-

tion of3-space points (the latter m erely could be a�ected and even destroyed by the use

ofa singulargauge transform ation).Thus,the deciding (and essentially only rem aining)

step in searching a preferable gauge consistin the following: one ouhgtto �nd a gauge

withoutsingularity12.
In other words, looking at the behaviour of relevant potentials or wave functions

we would �nd thatthose are single-valued functionsof3-space geom etric pointsjustin
a unique basis. This conjecture (and conclusion) seem s quite justi�ed. M oreover,this
assum ption on existence ofa gauge with its concom itant single-valued electrom agnetic
potentialsand likewize single valued wave functions,seem sinevitable and even very de-
sirable;otherwise theconceptofsingle-valued physical�elds(potentials,wave functions,
andsoon)even teoreticallycannotvediscussed.Theproblem in issuecanbereform ulated
di�erently: either we m anage to arrive ata deternination ofa gauge being better than
allotherorinevitably we have to reconcile ourselvesto a variety ofphysicalpredictions
wherejustonethatwould bedesirable.No otherway outexists.

Inthisconnection,oneshouldtakespecialnoticeofthefactthatsuch anindeterm inacy
substantially touchesthe physicalgauge principle itself. Indeed,the situation which we
faceherem ay besketched asfollows

if g = 0 :

f‘short0gaugeprinciple � a preferablebasisg = GAUGE PRIN CIPLE

if g 6= 0 :

f‘short0gaugeprinciple � no preferablebasisg = W hat is this?

But not having any preferable basis, in the second case, what is the m eaning of
thephysicalidentifyingofallthepicturesasdescribing thesam eonesituation though in
variousgauges? Them athem aticalsituation underconsideration (speci�ed by allowance
ofany not rem ovable singularities) does not provide us with a su�ciently justi�ed cri-
terion abouta certain physically invariantessence which justcan be described in m any
ways through the use ofvarious gauges. So,in such a new and at the �rst sight only

12Rem em ber that here,for the m om ent,only a situation free ofany m agnetic charge or any other

singularcases,isdiscussed.
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slightly altered situation,any counterpartofthesecond essentialconstituent(seeabove)
in the ordinary gauge-invariance principle cannotbe broughtout. Forthese reasons,in
m y opinion,the case in issue should be associated with a double (two-faced)statusfor
sym m etry transform ations ofthe group (here) U(1)loc: rather then conventionalunique
one:

G = U(1)anti� gauge 
 U(1)gauge instead G conventinal= U(1)gauge : (5:3)

Itisnouseblinkingatthefactthatafterany(notrem oved)singularitieshad been allowed
in physics,then alloursubsequentattem ptsto retain the conventionalgaugeinvariance
principleunchanged assuch weredoom ed tofailure.In otherwords,onem ay say thatthe
‘innocent’allowanceitselfofsustantially singularpotentials(which cannotbeapproached
by single-valued functionsof3-spacegeom etricpoints)turnsouttobeutterly destructive
to the essence ofold and standart gauge-invariance principle, i.e. translating it into
som ething totaly di�erent. Thus,eitherone should rejectthe singularities(the sim plest
representative ofwich is�inv:(~A �(x))6= 0)considering them asunphysicalones,orone
ouhgtto acceptphysicswith an anti� gauge 
 gauge sym m etry asabovein (5.3).

In other words,the view point m ay be advanced (this claim touches certain sides
ofthe Aharonov-Bohm phenom ena too) that gauge choice-based paradoxes should be
regarded in som e extent as a m isunderstanding arisen out ofnotsu�ciently exact and
elaborated term inology ratherthan from any actualcontradistinction within thephysical
theory itself. Asa m atteroffact,justm aking the term inology used m ore accurate and
precisem ightaxplain away paradoxicalaspectsofalle�ectsofthatkind.

6. M etodology conclusions and discussion

Thus,thearticlehasbroughttogethersuch apparently unrelated ideasastothem onopole
charge and old conventionalFourierseriesanalysis;in particular,the Dirichlettheorem
seem sm ostsigni�cantin thisconnection. In the authoropinion,the plain and striking
factisthatthem onopolesituation entirely com esunderthispurely m athem aticaltheory
with m any its concom itant subtleties ofboth m athem atics and physics. So,just going
back to som eclassicalfundam entalsofthistheory leadsus,asm ightbehoped,to a con-
structivereform ulation ofcertain purely physicalm onopoleproblem s.Such a synthesisis
alwaysattractiveto theoreticians;them oreso asthenew insightgained holdsprom iseof
furtherprogress,which could beofgreatim portance in,forexam ple,understanding the
interrelationship am ong singularities (in particular,m onopole’s),the concept ofsingle-
valuednessofwave functions,and gaugeprinciple. Even ifthislasthope isnotful�lled,
oroutcom esachieved turn outto be less than expected,one willlearn m ore aboutthe
natureofm onopolesand how they should berationalized soastojudgeitsfurtherevalua-
tion.In any casesom einteresting lessonscan belerntfrom theabovesuggrsted approach
to the m onopole m attter,which m ightsave usfrom having unjusti�ed expectationsand
from dwelling too m uch on elim inations ofthe e�ects ofsingularities. that connot be
rem oved in principle.

In addition,om e m ay note thatthe intrinsic potentialpowerofthe approach based
on the Fourie analysis is that no assum ption regarding the nature ofthe any underly-
ing equationsarenecessary,so thatvariousphysicalsystem sareautom atically included.
De�nitely,theabovetrearting,whilesetting a pattern forpossibleconsiderationson that
line,adm itsfurtherexteningand developingtovarioussituationswheresom esingularpo-
tentialscould occur. In so doing,certainly,the arrived generalizationscan considerably
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di�erfrom thepresentvariantin appearance,de�nitions,term inology,and elsein a num -
berofcharacteristics,butthebasicspiritseem ingly isgoingtobethesam e:nam ely,that
thesingle-valuednessofpotentialsand wave functionswith respectto 3-space geom etric
pointsand requirem enttotraceaccurately whereand how thisproperty ism odi�ed,both
areto beconsidered asa basisforany assessing extentofsingularity ofevery situation as
wellasvariuosgaugestransform ations.

Som em orepracticalsidesofthem onopole’spresenceconcerning peculiaritiesofwave
functions ofquantum -m echanicalparticles a�ected by the m onopole potentialwillbe
considered in asepatatepaper.HereIonlywish notethatthefeaturesoftheS-,D -,(W �

Y )-gauges�nd theirnaturalcorollary in boundary condition propertiesofcorresponding
wave functions.In particularly,the com m on argum entto justify applying the(W � Y )-
approach toquantum -m echanicalparticle-m onopoleproblem isthatitallowsustogetrid
ofdiscontinuity ofwave function (atx3 axis). In the sam e tim e,they passoverthe fact
thatsom ediscontinuity appearsatx3 = 0plane.M oreexactly,they say thatin theregion
ofoverlapping,thefunctions	 (N )(x)and 	 (S)(x)vary in phasefactorexp(2ieg=h),which
is not essentialto any physically observable quantities. However,it should be stressed
thatparticlewavefunctionsin theS-and D -gaugeshaveavery specialviolation,nam ely,
both ofthem undergo exponentialkindsofdiscontinuity,which are,by the sam e token,
irrelevantto physically observablequantitiesasifwehaveutilized theW � Y gauge.
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