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Towards Schwinger production of magnetic monopoles
in heavy-ion collisions
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Magnetic monopoles may be produced by the Schwinger effect in the strong magnetic fields of
peripheral heavy-ion collisions. We review the form of the electromagnetic fields in such collisions and
calculate from first principles the cross section for monopole pair production. Using the worldline instanton
method, we work to all orders in the magnetic charge, and hence are not hampered by the breakdown of
perturbation theory. Our result depends on the spacetime inhomogeneity through a single dimensionless
parameter, the Keldysh parameter, which is independent of collision energy for a given monopole mass. For
realistic heavy-ion collisions, the computational cost of the calculation becomes prohibitive and the finite
size of the monopoles needs to be taken into account, and therefore our current results are not applicable to
them—we indicate methods of overcoming these limitations, to be addressed in further work. Nonetheless,
our results show that the spacetime dependence enhances the production cross section and would therefore
lead to stronger monopole mass bounds than in the constant-field case.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Magnetic monopoles, hypothetical particles with a single
magnetic pole, are present in generic classes of theories
beyond the Standard Model, and their existence would
explain the quantization of electric charge [1-3]. Roughly
speaking, there are two different types of magnetic monop-
oles: solitonic and elementary. Solitonic monopoles, such
as 't Hooft-Polyakov monopoles [4,5], which exist in all
grand unified theories (GUTSs), are smooth semiclassical
solutions of the field equations with a nonzero physical
size. Their mass is determined by the parameters of the
theory, and in typical GUTs, it is very high, above
10'® GeV. There have been attempts to construct theories
with lower mass solitonic monopoles [6—12], which would
bring them within the reach of particle experiments. In
contrast, elementary Dirac monopoles [13-16] appear as
fields in the Lagrangian, in the same way as any Standard
Model particle, and therefore the bare particles are point-
like. Their mass is a free parameter, only constrained by
experiments.
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At large distances the properties of magnetic monopoles
depend only on their mass, m, and two discrete parameters,
determining their spin, s, and magnetic charge, g. In
principle they may also have an electric charge [17-19].
In contrast, the short-distance details of magnetic monop-
oles vary depending on the theory, in particular depending
on whether the monopoles are elementary particles or
semiclassical solitons.

The possibility of producing magnetic monopoles in
particle colliders has been considered extensively [20,21]
and is currently the focus of a dedicated experiment at the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC), MoEDAL [22]. In the
absence of a positive discovery, these experiments place
upper bounds on the monopole production cross section. To
turn these into constraints on the theory, one would need a
reliable theoretical description of the monopole production
process. It is conventional for experiments to report mass
bounds based on the tree-level Drell-Yan cross section

Opy = ﬁ (1)
127E*’

where g, is the quark electric charge and E is center-of-mass
energy, even though it is known to be inapplicable. The
difficulty is that magnetic monopoles are necessarily
strongly coupled due to the Dirac quantization condition
[1], which inversely relates magnetic and electric charges,
g and e, by

eg = 27un, ne<z. (2)
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Thus the magnetic fine structure constant is ¢*/4x =
n/e* ~ 34> 1, implying that perturbation theory breaks
down.

It is believed [23,24] that in proton-proton collisions,
the production of solitonic monopoles, such as GUT
monopoles and other 't Hooft-Polyakov monopoles, is
suppressed by

O ppoit X e~4a o 10—236’ (3)

independently of collision energy. This overwhelming
factor would rule out the production of solitonic magnetic
monopoles in proton-proton collisions, even for very high
collision energies and luminosities. The suppression can be
understood as arising from the large number of degrees of
freedom (d.o.f.) in the final state compared to the initial
few-particle state, or from the exponentially small overlap
between the hard initial state and the spatially extended
final state. Although Eq. (3) is somewhat conjectural for
magnetic monopoles, it has been explicitly demonstrated
for the analogous processes of scalar vacuum decay [25],
semiclassical (B — L) violating processes [26—-28] (though
there has been some dispute in this case [29,30]) and scalar
soliton production [31-34].

For elementary Dirac monopoles these arguments do not
apply. However, once dressed, elementary monopoles are
far from pointlike. It has been argued that photon-magnetic
monopole interactions are effectively delocalized on the
scale of the classical radius, or Thompson scattering length,
of the monopole, ry = ¢*/(4xm) > 1/m [35-37]. The
original argument of Ref. [35], in an S-matrix language,
relies on the Thompson formula [38,39], the Kramers-
Kronig dispersion relations [40] and the optical theorem, all
of which are valid beyond the weak coupling expansion.
Note that for weakly coupled particles, such as electrons,
the classical radius is smaller than the Compton wavelength
and hence is dynamically irrelevant. Thus it is the strong
coupling of magnetic monopoles which leads to their large
effective size.

Such a dressed elementary monopole state will have an
exponentially small overlap with any hard state with energy
E ~m. As a consequence, one would expect the cross
section for elementary monopole production from a hard
initial state also to be exponentially suppressed,

‘/deMM tEx ,

e—2Erq < e—4/a (4)

where O is some operator characterizing the interaction.
As long as O is not exponentially large, the exponential
suppression should not depend on it. This argument follows
that of Landau [41-44] (see also Sec. 7 of Ref. [45] for a

recent discussion). In going from the second to the third
line we have assumed the monopole-antimonopole state,
Wuir» to be a smooth function, varying on the scale r and
have used the Riemann-Lebesgue lemma (see also [32]).
On the third line we have used that £ > 2m for monopole
production to be kinematically possible. Of course this is
not a complete argument, but it means that mass bounds
obtained by assuming the tree-level Drell-Yan cross sec-
tion (1) may be off by many orders of magnitude.

In heavy-ion collisions, none of these arguments for
exponential suppression apply. This is because the funda-
mental process of magnetic monopole pair production does
not proceed from a hard initial state with a small number of
d.o.f. Instead, pair production proceeds by the quantum-
mechanical decay of a classically occupied electromagnetic
field, the Schwinger mechanism [46—50]. This nonpertur-
bative process cannot be reduced to a sum over processes
involving small, finite numbers of photons.

The magnetic fields present in heavy-ion collisions are
the strongest in the known universe [51]. Stronger fields
give a greater probability of pair production, so heavy-ion
collisions provide the most promising terrestrial possibility
of producing magnetic monopoles. A reliable computation
of the production cross section for magnetic monopoles in
these collisions is thus of high experimental and theoretical
interest. If this can be achieved, then, at particle colliders
such as the LHC, it will be possible to confirm or rule out
the existence of magnetic monopoles with masses in a
certain, computable range.

A comprehensive review of the electromagnetic fields
in heavy-ion collisions can be found in Ref. [51]. Two
electron-stripped ions (commonly lead, gold or uranium)
travel towards each other at highly relativistic speeds,
generating strong electromagnetic fields. After the colli-
sion, a quark-gluon plasma (QGP) is believed to form
within a time 7, ~ 0.2-0.6 fm/c [52] (at LHC energies).
However, for ultrarelativistic collision energies the mag-
netic field is expected to decrease in strength significantly
from its peak magnitude before QGP formation: for TeV
collisions at LHC the decay timescale for the magnetic field
is O(107° fm/c). As a consequence, we do not expect the
QGP to have a significant effect during the time which
monopoles are most likely to be produced, so we do not
include this in our analysis. Furthermore as the timescales
we consider occur well before thermalization (which is
necessarily after the time of QGP formation), we do not
include finite-temperature effects.

Bounds on monopole masses that do not rely on
perturbative techniques are currently scarce and lenient.
The earliest reliable bounds arise from the expectation that
sufficiently light monopoles would be produced thermally
during reheating [53-55]. Using experimental bounds on
monopole flux [56-58] and noting that the universe during
reheating must have been hotter than during big bang
nucleosynthesis, the mass bound m 2 0.45 GeV can be
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obtained. In Ref. [59] somewhat stronger bounds were
obtained by considering Schwinger production, giving a
lower bound of O(1 GeV) dependent on the monopole
charge.

The most stringent mass bounds have been obtained by
considering Schwinger production in relatively low-energy
(v/Synv & 17 GeV) heavy-ion collisions at the Super Proton
Synchrotron (SPS) [59,60]. A magnetic field constant in
both space and time was assumed, in addition to a finite
temperature. In such collisions QGP formation occurs over
a timescale comparable to the decay time of the fields, so it
was argued there that thermal affects should be taken into
account. For LHC collisions, however, these assumptions
are not expected to be valid.

In this paper we relax the constant-field assumption and
consider monopole production in the inhomogeneous
electromagnetic fields in ultrarelativistic heavy-ion colli-
sions. We present approximate analytical expressions for
the fields that fit well to direct numerical integrations for
ultrarelativistic collisions. For reasons outlined above, we
neglect thermal effects.

Schwinger production in inhomogeneous fields at weak
coupling has been subject to previous study [61-68]—
results indicate that spatial inhomogeneity tends to sup-
press production whilst time dependence enhances it. We
argue that due to the form of the magnetic fields in heavy-
ion collisions, when considering monopole production, the
effects of time dependence dominate over those of the
spatial dependence, leading to strongly enhanced produc-
tion over the constant field case. Furthermore, our results
suggest that the effect of the time dependence on the
functional form of the production probability is indepen-
dent of collision energy for a given monopole mass.

A careful consideration of the validity of our approx-
imations shows that the parameter regions in which our
results are valid are unfortunately unobtainable in real
heavy-ion collisions. This is due, in part, to the particular
values of charges and radii of stable nuclei that happen to
exist in nature. In an alternative universe where signifi-
cantly higher nuclear charges are possible, our approx-
imations are sound and predict rather large production cross
sections for magnetic monopoles. If we naively extrapolate
our results beyond their region of applicability, to leading
order in an expansion in monopole self-interactions they
suggest that one could produce monopoles in the hundreds
of GeV mass range at the LHC (see Fig. 9). Further, higher-
order corrections only seem to enhance the cross section.
Despite the breakdown of our approximations, we provide
answers to important questions regarding the effect of field
inhomogeneity on monopole production, and reveal the
next steps required to obtain reliable mass bounds in the
LHC era.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we outline
our general approach to the computation of the monopole
production cross section, briefly reviewing the worldline

instanton formalism as applied to magnetic monopoles. In
Sec. III we calculate the electromagnetic fields in ultra-
relativistic heavy ion-collisions and find a simple fit to their
functional form. Armed with this, we compute the world-
line instanton in Sec. IV, analytically and numerically in
certain regions of parameter space. Appendix A gives
details of our numerical discretization. In Sec. V we discuss
the consequences of our results for magnetic monopole
searches and in Sec. VI we conclude.

Throughout we use units such that ¢ =hA=¢; =
kB — 1

II. GENERAL APPROACH

If magnetic monopoles exist, then magnetic fields can
decay into magnetic monopole pairs [49]. This is the
electromagnetic dual of Sauter-Schwinger pair production
[46-48].

Schwinger pair production can be formulated as a
vacuum decay process. In this case the so-called false
vacuum, |Q), is the vacuum state in the absence of the
external field. It contains no charged particles. The prob-
ability of the decay of this state is given by

P=1-|{QS|Q)] =1 -eHmiW), (5)

where § is the S-matrix including the external field and W
is defined by ¢V := (Q|S|Q). For slow vacuum decays,
when the decay rate is much slower than other relevant
timescales, the calculation of P can be formulated in
Euclidean time [69-72]. In this case

P ~ 2Im(Wyg), (6)

where W is defined by e "z := (Q|S;|Q) and Sy is the
Wick rotated “S-matrix,” again including the external field.

In the following we consider Schwinger pair production
to be the only mechanism of pair production. Thus our
results provide a lower bound on the true cross section of
pair production. The problem then factorizes into (i) the
calculation of the electromagnetic field as a function of
the collision parameters and (ii) the calculation of the
probability to produce magnetic monopoles from a given
electromagnetic field.

We will treat the electromagnetic field of the ions as a
classical background or external field. We include the effect
of quantum photon fluctuations to the pair production
process itself, though we do not include contributions from
fluctuations inherent to the ions. With this assumption, the
cross section for magnetic monopole pair production takes
the form,

ML 2bP(FR(V5. D) )

where the factor of 2zb is simply the geometric differen-
tial cross section, and F{'(\/s.b) is the classical
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electromagnetic field. Note that it does not matter whether
or not the ions actually collide, as strong electromagnetic
fields are also produced by near-misses. We leave deter-
mining F5;'(y/s, b) to Sec. III. For the rest of this section,
we will outline the calculation of the probability of pair
production for a given electromagnetic field.

Magnetic monopoles couple to the gauge field which
generates the electromagnetic dual field, F* := %e"”ﬂ"F o
where ¢#/7? is the Levi-Civita symbol, €”123 = 1,

- -B, -E; 0 E
-By E, —-E, 0

The dual gauge field, A,, satisfies F w = 5‘”;\,, - 6‘/\”, and
is simply a rearrangement of the usual two d.o.f. of the
photon field—it contains no extra d.o.f.

We first consider elementary, scalar magnetic monop-
oles, ¢, with charge g and mass m. The introduction of the
external field, AS¥', is achieved by shifting the gauge field in
the covariant derivative of ¢». The Euclidean Lagrangian for
the photon field, A,, coupled to spin O monopoles is then

1
['s: = 4 ;w ;41/+D¢(D ¢)

+mrpd* + (¢¢*) (8)
where F,, = 0,A, — 0,A, is the field strength and [N)ﬂ =
0, + ig~f,"t + igA” is the dual covariant derivative. The
indices ¢ and v run over 1,2,3,4 and we keep all indices
down for tensors in Euclidean signature.

Using the electromagnetic duality symmetry in the form

FF, = F JF > We may dualize the photon kinetic term,
|

writing the whole Lagrangian in terms of A 4+ At this point,
given the gauge field is integrated over, the tilde is merely
notational and one may drop it entirely, resulting in the
Lagrangian for scalar quantum electrodynamics (SQED) at
strong coupling, except with external field A/‘i’“ rather than
AZX. The result is that we calculate the Schwinger pair
production of (strongly coupled) electrically charged par-
ticles from a time-dependent external electric field, but we
refer to their charge as the magnetic charge g and to the
external field as the magnetic field B. The duality trans-
formation in this case is simple because we do not treat
the electrically charged particles of the heavy ions as
dynamical—their interactions with the magnetic monop-
oles are assumed to be entirely through Af,’“.

We will assume in the following that the scalar self-
coupling, 4, is sufficiently small that we may ignore it, at
least in the range of energies considered. Of course photon
loops will generate this term. However, the term is a
pointlike interaction between scalar loops (given no exter-
nal legs) and, in the dilute instanton approximation that we
will make, such loops are subdominant and are neglected.
Note that for spin 1/2 elementary monopoles no such term
would arise, the Euclidean Lagrangian being,

1 -
Ls:l/Z = 4 /wF/w + l/_/(l) + m)llh (9)

where the Feynman slash here denotes contraction with
the 4D Euclidean gamma matrices (see Ref. [73] for a
definition). The dualization of this Lagrangian is exactly as
for the spin O case, resulting in quantum electrodynamics
(QED) at strong coupling and with external field Af}“.
By purely formal manipulations, the partition functions
for QED and SQED can be reexpressed exactly as path
integrals over interacting worldlines [50,74]. This repre-
sentation is valid to all orders in g. For SQED it reads

= —log[l +ZmH (/ dsa/px & SsuiAy 18D ey §  diidat G (ax >)] (10)

The functional integrals over the xj := xj(z) are over
closed worldlines in 4D Euclidean space. The s; are often
referred to as Schwinger parameters and G, is the free photon
propagator. The Euclidean worldline action is given by,

- 1 1
Sh; ;AN = — + —

2 drx,x, — lg/ A%, du

/ /d/|x. reEo

where in the last term we have inserted an explicit expression
for G,, in a generic R; gauge and noted that the gauge
dependent terms vanish for closed worldlines.

The last term in Eq. (11) is a double integral over the
worldline, weighted with the photon propagator. It accounts
for the interactions between different points on the world-
line. For coincident points there is a UV divergence
[75-78], proportional to the length of the worldline and
hence a power-like divergence. It can be identified with
the usual UV-divergent contribution to the charged
particle self-energy, which is removed by adding a mass
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counterterm. For worldlines without self-intersections or
kinks, this is the only divergence of this term. Various
regularization schemes exist, and, just as in the field
representation, the powerlike divergence is absent in
dimensionless regularization schemes.

For spin 1/2 monopoles, Egs. (10) and (11) are modified
by the addition of spin-dependent terms in the action
[74,78,79]. However, in the presence of weak external
fields these terms are subdominant in powers of the weak
field relative to the spin O part. For weak, constant, external
fields, they contribute to the semiclassical prefactor, simply
resulting in an overall factor of the number of d.o.f. of the
final state [50,80]. For spacetime-dependent fields, the
spin-dependent corrections could be more complicated than
this and are worth understanding, but they are nevertheless
subdominant so we do not treat them further here.

For sufficiently weak external fields, the probability of
pair production is exponentially small. In this case, one
finds that the pair production is well described by the
leading nonzero term in a virial (or cluster) expansion of
Eq. (10). Higher order terms are exponentially suppressed
relative to this leading term. In the leading term, the
imaginary part of the integral is dominated by a saddlepoint
of the action, a worldline instanton x},“S‘. The action

Sinst — S[x}j‘s‘; Sinst;A'th] (12)

of this worldline instanton gives the exponential suppres-
sion of the probability,

ImWp ~ e S, (13)

Integrating over quadratic fluctuations about the instanton
gives the prefactor of the exponent, to leading order.

The combination of the semiclassical approximation and
the virial expansion are together referred to as the dilute
instanton approximation, which we will make in what
follows. The validity of this approximation relies on the
dominance of a single worldline instanton in the integral
over all worldlines. Thus we require the usual condition for
semiclassicality,

Sadnst; ginst; A > | (14)

inst inst

where x,* and ™" are the saddlepoint values, i.e., the
worldline instanton. Further, we require that all scales of
the worldline instanton are large compared with the scale
on which small, virtual monopole-antimonopole pairs
become important,

. ; r

Min[Re(xj* (2))] > . (15)
where Rc(xf(z)) is the radius of curvature (the inverse of
the Gaussian curvature) of the worldline instanton at a point
7. The size of virtual monopole-antimonopole pairs, r, is

estimated by equating the rest mass of a monopole-
antimonopole pair, 2m, to their Coulomb attraction,
g*/(4zxr), resulting in r = r /2. Equation (15) is important
to ensure that the effects of virtual monopole-antimonopole
pairs can be factored out of the instanton calculation,
affecting only the running of couplings [80]. Note that
when this condition is satisfied, the scales of the worldline
instanton are also much larger than the size of a dressed
elementary monopole. We make no approximations with
regard to the coupling, g.

So far in this section we have only discussed elementary
monopoles. Solitonic monopoles are bound states of
elementary fields and do not have their own local field
operator appearing in the Lagrangian. Their size is generi-
cally of the same order as the classical monopole radius
[37]. Hence, when Eq. (15) is met, solitonic monopoles are
much smaller than the minimum radius of curvature of the
worldline instanton. In this case solitonic monopoles can be
described by an effective field theory identical to that of
elementary monopoles [49,81-83], meaning that our cal-
culations are also applicable to them. This is because only
the photon and graviton are massless and hence at long
distances all monopoles with the same mass, spin and
charge look the same.

III. ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELDS

With current and future magnetic monopole searches in
mind, we will consider electromagnetic fields in heavy-ion
collisions at ultrarelativistic energies. ALICE, ATLAS,
CMS, LHCb, and MoEDAL may all be able to detect
magnetic monopoles produced in heavy-ion collisions at
the LHC, as their experimental signatures are extremely
distinctive: they are highly ionizing and follow parabolic
tracks in uniform magnetic fields. In particular, the trapping
detectors of MoEDAL are ideally suited for monopole
detection because they have no background noise [22]. For
the most recent (2018) lead-ion collisions at the LHC, the
center of mass energy per nucleon, ,/syy, was equal to
5.02 TeV, amounting to a very large Lorentz factor,

e ~ M 0675, (16)
2mp

In the following, we will therefore assume that y > 1.

The electromagnetic fields in ultrarelativistic heavy-ion
collisions have been studied by many authors and are
reviewed in Ref. [51]. The electric fields of the ions are
length contracted, being localized into an angular region of
size O(1/y) about the perpendicular to the direction of
motion [84]. A magnetic field is induced perpendicular to
both the electric field and the direction of motion. In the
ultrarelativistic limit, the magnetic field is of the same
magnitude as the electric field. The strength of the
electromagnetic fields are enhanced by the use of ions
with large atomic numbers, Z > 1.
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FIG. 1. Magnetic field component, B, and electric field component, E/, near origin of coordinate system for a collision of two lead

ions with center of mass energy per nucleon equal to 5.02 TeV and impact parameter 2R. Note that x! = x> = 0 here.

To describe the collision, we use lab coordinates with
spacetime origin at the point of closest approach of the two
ions. The beam axis points along the x* direction and the
impact parameter points along the x' axis. Peripheral
collisions (or even near-misses) lead to the largest magnetic
fields. In this case there are only O(1) participant nucleons
in the collision and the spectator nucleons dominate the
field up to O(Z~") corrections, which we drop [85]. We do
not include the conductivity of the ions as this does not
significantly affect the fields at very early times when the
magnetic field is greatest [86]. We also neglect quantum
corrections to the heavy-ion generated fields, as these are
expected to be small [87].

In the calculation of the electromagnetic field due to the
ions, we adopt a mean-field approximation, treating the
nuclei as a classical Woods-Saxon charge distribution,

A

T )

pws(r,R,a) =

where r is the position from the center of the nucleus, the
parameters R and a are taken from experiment and A is
merely a normalization. For numerical evaluations, we
adopt the values R = 6.62 £0.06 fm and a = 0.546+
0.010 fm for lead-ions, based on data from low-energy
electron-nucleus scattering experiments [88,89].

The spectator nuclei move on inertial trajectories and
hence, to calculate their electromagnetic fields, one need
only boost the Coulomb field (or use the Liénard-Wiechert
potentials) and integrate over Eq. (17). At the spacetime
origin of the coordinate system the electric field cancels,
by symmetry, while the magnetic fields of the two nuclei
double up. At this point the magnetic field points in the x?

direction. Its magnitude here is the global maximum of all
of the components of the electromagnetic field and is
proportional to y. It is the field in the neighborhood of this
point that is most likely to produce magnetic monopoles, if
such particles exist. As such, it is important to know how
the magnetic field dies off away from this point, and how
the other components of the electromagnetic field increase.
By scaling the integrals determining the electromagnetic
field, one can show the following parametric relations

OF,, OF, F

uv uv
ox'  ox* R’
OF,, OF, F, )
x>  ox® R/y’

where F,, is any component of the electromagnetic field
and we have taken R ~ b ~ a, in that all are proportional to
zero powers of y. Thus for very large y the electromagnetic
fields are localized to a region of size O(R/y) in the x* and
x° directions and of size O(R) in the x! and x? directions.
As we will see, the pair production process is localized
to within a region of size O(R/y), hence we can drop
dependence on the x! and x? directions and focus on the
x* and x° dependence.

In this case only two components of the electromagnetic
field are nonzero, B, and E;. The electromagnetic dual of
this field configuration is given by E, = B, and B, = —E;.
The results of performing the integrals of the Liénard-
Wiechert potentials over the Woods-Saxon distributions are
shown in Fig. 1. The corresponding scalar invariants are
given in Fig. 2. Inspired by the field configurations for
pointlike charges, we find that the results can be well
approximated by
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B 1 1
5= 2 ((1 + @ (x0 = x*/v)?)? - (1+ (2% + x3/v)2)3/2>’

e _B 1 _ 1 o
1=5 1+ (=022 (1 + @ + 2 Jv)2) 2 ) (19)

where B is the value of the magnetic field at the spacetime
origin, v ~ 1 is the ion speed and w is a fit parameter. Both
depend on the particular heavy-ion collision considered
through b and y (or /). In Fig. 3 we show the magnetic
field along with our fit at x> = 0. Relative deviations from
our fit are only a few percent, so we do not complicate our
fit function to account for them.

The largest cross section for pair production will occur
for the largest values of the magnetic field. For b < 2R, B
increases linearly with b, reaching a maximum at b, &
1.94R before decreasing again. The value of b, can
be shown to be independent of y. About this maximum,
we find

B(b,y) = B(bmax-7)

1 Cpy 2 3
1 —-——== — —
X ( 7 R2 (b bmax) + 0<b bmax) ’

(20)

where the numerical coefficient cg, ~ 1.37 is found by a
quadratic fit to the numerical data and, like b, is
independent of y.

(LFy F*™)"/GeV?

0.04 1

-0.02 1 13

~0.04 12

-0.06 |
-0.06 -0.04 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06
2°/GeV!

FIG. 2. Plot of the nonzero scalar invariant of the electromag-

netic field, %F Wk = B2 — E2. In this plane, the other scalar

invariant, %F WF”” = E . B, is zero and away from this plane it is

suppressed relative to %F "E, by 7.

For fixed b, the magnetic field is a linearly increasing
function of y. For b = b,,,, we find

Zevy
B(byx.7) ~ cp——, 21
( max }/) CB 271'R2 ( )

where we have written the result in terms of that for
pointlike ions, and the numerical coefficient cp ~ 0.78 is
independent of y. This expression, evaluated at SPS and
LHC energies agrees well with the results shown in Fig. 2
of Ref. [87].

The second parameter of the fit, w, is of order y/R, as is
clear from Egs. (18). We find

vy

- 22
(1)R7 ( )

a)(bmax’ y) ~C
where the numerical coefficient ¢, =~ 0.92 is independent
of y. For b <b,. we find that @ is approximately
independent of b, whereas for b 2 b, it decreases
approximately linearly,

0(0.7) %) (1= 2000 b (0= ). (23

where c¢,; ~0.25 and is independent of y for y > 5. Of
course the transition is not as sharp as the step function
suggests, but is smoothed over a region of size a [see
Eq. (17)]. That w is smaller for b Z b, than for b < by«

BQ / GeV2

A
A
A
A

4 -2

FIG. 3. Plot of the magnetic field, B,, at the spatial origin of the
coordinates for a collision of two lead ions with center of mass
energy per nucleon equal to 5.02 TeV and impact parameter 2R.
Note that x! = x*> = x* = 0 here. Our fit, Eq. (19), is shown as a
continuous red line alongside the results of performing the
numerical integrals, as black crosses.
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will lead to a reduction of the production cross section for
near misses with respect to peripheral collisions.

In our calculations of the fields, we have not included
event-by-event fluctuations in nucleon positions, which
cause deviations from our mean-field results [87]. How-
ever, inclusion of these effects does not change the scaling
relations outlined above: the field variation in the transverse
direction varies over a larger distance (by a factor of ~y)
than the longitudinal fluctuations, and the approximate
analytic expression for the time dependence still holds.
Furthermore, at the spacetime origin, the longitudinal
component of the magnetic field, and the components of
the electric field, remain at least an of magnitude smaller
than the transverse magnetic field.

IV. THE WORLDLINE INSTANTON

In this section we determine the worldline instanton for
the field in a high-energy heavy-ion collision, and calculate
the corresponding exponential dependence of the pair
production probability. This is given by

P~ De™5, (24)

where S is the classical action (11) evaluated at its
saddlepoint, and D is the semiclassical prefactor, given
by a functional determinant.

The fields of interest are those given in (19). To find
instantons we perform a Wick rotation x° — ix,, yielding
the Euclidean fields

pi=-" : +
2 \(L+ @ (ing —x3/0)?)?

1
(1 + O)z(iX4 + X3/U)2)3/2> '

B ! :
Ef = 2 ((1 + @ (ixg —x3/0)2)2 (1 + @ (ixg + x3/v)2)3/2>' -

The extra factor of —i in the magnetic field is a
conventional choice accounting for the derivative with
respect to imaginary time in the definition of the (dual)
field tensor [50]. For these specific fields, it makes both EX
and BF purely imaginary. Therefore the Euclidean world-
line instanton equations are purely real,

X, = —igsFE %, (26)
where
0 O 0 0
0 0 -rf BE
FE = b 27
s 0 EFf 0 0 27)
0 -BY 0 0

and the indices ¢ and v run over 1,2,3,4, with the 4
component last.

Instanton solutions take the form of closed solutions to
the Euclidean equations of motion. From the symmetry of
the field it is clear that such a solution exists in the plane
x; = x3 = 0, where the fields reduce to

—iB
(1= (@)
EE(x,5 = 0) = 0. (28)

Bg(xlﬁ =0)=

The instanton equations then reduce to those in a purely
time-dependent magnetic field. This feature of instantons in
fields where the spatial variation is perpendicular to the

direction of the field has been noted previously in Ref. [90].
As the exponential dependence of the pair production
probability is determined completely by the action of the
worldline instanton, the effects of the inhomogeneity in
the transverse spatial directions will only contribute to the
production probability at the level of the prefactor. This
considerably simplifies the problem of computing the pair
production probability: Schwinger production in fields that
vary along a single spacetime dimension have been widely
studied [61-68].

Henceforth for notational convenience all fields will be
implicitly Euclidean unless otherwise indicated.

Following Ref. [50] we treat the worldline self-
interaction term separately, writing the action (11) as

S[x,. s] = So[x,.s] + AS[x,] (29)
where

m2s 1 1

So[st] 3274‘5 0 dT).Cﬂ)'Cﬂ
1 -
—ig / drA,, (30)
0
2 1 1 . . /
g 5, (0)5,(7)
AS == d d ———~—~ 7 31
)= | [ wo) —xp Y

In Secs. IVA and IV B we assume that |AS| < |Sy| when
evaluated at the saddle point. Note that this is not a
perturbative expansion in g; the precise conditions for this
relation to hold will be examined at the end of Sec. IV B.
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In Sec. IV C we perform a full calculation treating AS to all
orders, numerically.

A. Worldline instanton without self-interactions

It is convenient to choose a gauge such that the dual
electromagnetic potential is

~ iBx
At =24 5 32
: 1 — (wx4)? " (32)

Note that Eq. (31) is gauge invariant, due to the worldline
being closed, so we are free to choose a gauge. Ignoring the
self-interaction term the worldline instanton stationarizes

m?s 1 1
s|l=—+—

S
ol 2 "2 Jo

" dzx,x,

)'('2)6'4
V1= (a’x4)2'

Worldline actions of this form have been extensively studied
by Dunne et al. [66,67]. In order to follow the general
prescription outlined in Ref. [67] (motivated by the work
of Keldysh on ionization in inhomogeneous fields [91]) we
define the dimensionless Keldysh parameter

1
+gB | dr (33)
0

ma

e=t, (34)

We choose to use & instead of the more conventional y in
order to avoid confusion with the Lorentz factor. The
physical interpretation of ¢ when considering monopole
production in heavy-ion collisions is discussed in Sec. V.

It was shown in Refs. [66,67] (in the context of electron-
positron pair production) that, at the saddle point, the non-
self-interacting action (33) evaluates to

V1=y?

9B J-1 ym
m2
- ;T: [E(-&)-K(-&).  (35)

where E and K are elliptic integrals, and x,(,o) denotes

the worldline instanton for the nonself-interacting action
(detailed below). This result is shown as the red curve
in Fig. 4.

As £ -0,

Solxu] = == (36)

the constant-field result is obtained. For a rapidly varying
field (£ > 1),

(eB/m?)S

-0.5+

FIG. 4. Plot of the worldline instanton action as a function of
the Keldysh parameter in various levels of approximation. The
red line is the result without self-interactions, Eq. (35), the green
line includes the leading correction from self-interactions,
Eq. (54), and the blue line gives the numerical, all-orders results
of Sec. IV C, for ¢B/m? = 1. The all-orders result (blue) lies
almost exactly on top of the next-to-leading approximation
(green), dipping slightly lower for larger £ Unfortunately we
were unable to push the numerical calculation to larger & (see
Sec. IV O).

4m? B dm

(0)y _, 4m” _ 4m
gB¢

Solxu”] (37)
The functional form of the pair production probability—
notably the mass dependence—changes in the limit of
strongly time-dependent fields. This has important impli-
cations for the production of high-mass monopoles in
heavy-ion collisions, discussed in Sec. V.

In Refs. [66,67] the fluctuation prefactor D [see Eq. (24)]
for fields of the form (28) is also calculated, and is given
approximately by

V2r(gB)3/?
3272
y (1+4¢&2)%4
E(-&)/(1+&)K(-&)-(1-E)E(-&)

D%(ZS"— 1)V3

(38)

where s is the monopole spin and V5 is the spatial volume
factor. However, for our case the x3 dependence of the field
will modify the prefactor to leading order in y. This is
because the prefactor involves the determinant of fluctua-
tions about the instanton, and fluctuations in the xj
direction will feel this dependence. A full calculation of
the prefactor for our fields should be possible and is
planned for further work.

However, for the purpose of obtaining order-of-
magnitude estimates, we note that the {-dependent part
of the prefactor is equal to 1/£ to within an O(1) factor
for all &: the prefactor is of the same order as that in the
locally constant field approximation (LCFA) regardless of
the magnitude of the Keldysh parameter. Noting this, we
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propose using the LCFA to approximate the prefactor also
in the spatial directions (see Appendix B for details). In this
approximation the curvature of the field at its maximum
determines the prefactor. Denoting the much slower decay
rate of the field in the x; and x, directions as Q <« w, we
therefore expect

(2s +1)(gB)*

D N2 a4 9~
1873 m* w* Q2

(39)

to provide a reasonable estimate of the prefactor, up to an
O(1) multiplicative factor.

The shape of the worldline can be determined using a
method closely related to that used in Ref. [66]. Contracting
the Euclidean equations of motion (26) with x, shows
that x,X, is a constant of motion, and varying the action
with respect to the Schwinger parameter s shows that its
saddlepoint value satisfies

s = X,%,. (40)
Using the symmetry properties of the field, Eq. (26)

simplifies significantly; the nontrivial relations remaining
are

T = .
. _ 9B 85X
M T = P )
s7 = (%) + (%a)? (43)
Integrating Eq. (41) gives
PR (44)

m /1= (ox,)?

and combining this with Eq. (43) gives

B =st1-—2 ). 45
(i) ( 1_(wx4)2> (45)

This can be integrated directly to give an explicit proper-
time parametrization of x4(z) and x,(z) in terms of Jacobi
elliptic functions. However, the shape of the worldline in
the x,-x4 plane can be seen more clearly from the implicit
expression

de\2  §2 — ()2 §2
<§3> - (x2(>22> RO

Substituting Eq. (44) gives

&) = (3) gm0 @

This can be readily checked to describe an ellipse:
comparison with standard expressions gives the semimajor
axis aligned along xy:

1
P —— (48)

9B \/1+ &
and the semi-minor axis aligned along x,:

m 1

oF-Te (49)

a

In corroboration with results from previous analyses
[66,67], the time dependence of the magnetic field con-
tracts the worldline instanton and increases its departure
from the circular constant-field result. The time dependence
of the field can be parametrized by the Keldysh parameter
£, and the constant-field result is obtained smoothly in the
limit £ — 0. Plots of the non-self-interacting worldline
instanton for different values of the Keldysh parameter are
shown in Fig. 5.

B. Self-interactions to leading order

Section IV A was largely a reproduction of known results
for Schwinger production in time-dependent fields. In this
and the following section we extend the calculation to
account for worldline self-interactions. In this section we
start by considering just the leading order corrections from
worldline self-interactions, which give a contribution to
the action

2

By

FIG. 5. Elliptical worldlines stationarizing the nonself-interacting
action (33) for different values of the Keldysh parameter, &.
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This self-interaction term was originally studied in a similar
context in Ref. [50], where they considered a constant
external field. As the nonself-interacting worldline instan-
ton (47) stationarizes Eq. (33), the leading order correction
can be computed by evaluating AS over the elliptical
worldline described by Eq. (47).

cosf@cosl +

The self-interaction term is independent of the choice
of worldline parametrization, so we may choose to para-
metrize the nonself-interacting worldline instanton xflo) in

terms of the cylindrical polar angle 6 = tan~! (x4/x,):

(0,c0860,0,1/1 + & sind). (51)

~ gB(1+ &)

With this parametrization the leading order correction
may be expressed by

+ (14 &)sinfsin¢

2n 2n
xD / do / de/
871

This integral may be expressed as a double contour integral in the complex plane by performing the substitutions z = e

Z _ 619’

1+ &)[cos@ — cos')> +

. 52
[sin @ — sin &']? (52)

19

The integral can now be performed using the residue
theorem. As the integrand is explicitly symmetric under
7 <> 7/ the order of integration is unimportant. The pole at
z = 7/ corresponds to the expected divergence from coinci-

0 _ 9 , (Z+ D)2+ -1 +E)(Z-1)(*-1)
=gt ﬂ -+ D+ D7 -+ D=z )
|
o T HE(E) ~ K=
gB &
s 7, L
+8< 1+§+m>. (56)

dent points [75-77], which may be removed by adding a
mass counterterm as previously discussed in Sec. II. After
subtracting this divergence, and noting that £ > 0 for all
physical cases, we find

g

ASEY) = -2 ( 1+&+ (54)

1
8 Vi1+ §2> '
This tends to the known result for the circular worldline
[50], in the constant-field limit & — O,

2
Oy __9

limAS = . 55

51_)0 ] = 4 (55)

We have also verified its agreement with a numerical
evaluation of the integral with an explicit short-distance
regularization and counterterm following Ref. [76]. It
qualitatively matches a numerical evaluation of the correc-
tion for fields with a similar time dependence presented in
[92], universally enhancing production probability, with a
stationary point at £ = 0 and linear ¢ dependence in the
large-£ limit. As in the constant-field case, the leading order
self-interaction term is scale-invariant; it is only a function
of worldline shape.

The exponential dependence of the monopole pair
production probability in a high-energy heavy-ion collision
is thus, to first order in the worldline self-interaction,

This is shown as the green curve in Fig. 4.

Examining the limits of this expression highlights the
conditions under which the assumption |AS| < |Sy| is
valid: as £ — 0 we retain the constant-field case, where
the condition is

B

drm

5 < 1. (57)

However, for strictly constant fields, all higher order
corrections vanish due to symmetry [50], and hence this
condition is in fact not necessary. For £ > 1, the condition
becomes

gBE  go®
32m>  32B

< 1. (58)

Note that both of these conditions may be achieved for
any value of the monopole charge, g; the application of
perturbation theory in the self-interactions does not require
weak coupling. On the other hand, condition (58) always
fails at high enough ¢, indicating that the leading-order self-
interaction correction is then no longer sufficient.
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C. Self-interactions to all orders

Going beyond treating the self-interactions perturba-
tively, in this section we present our calculation of the
worldline instantons taking self-interactions into account
to all orders. In this case the equations of motion are
integro-differential, due to the nonlocal nature of the self-
interactions. Due to the lack of symmetries, these equations
are rather hard to solve and hence we resort to a numerical
approach, following Ref. [83] (see also Ref. [93]). We
discretize the worldline, approximating it by a finite but
large number of points, N > 1. The equations of motion
are then simply N nonlinear algebraic equations which we
solve iteratively, using the Newton-Raphson method.

The self-interaction is singular at short distances, and
hence needs regularization. We follow the approach of
Ref. [76] and introduce an explicit cutoff scale, a. However,
for numerical stability we modify the counterterm follow-
ing Ref. [83] (see Appendix A for details). By solving the
equations of motion for a range of cutoff scales, we can
then extrapolate to the a — 0 limit, which we do following
Ref. [83]. The explicit discretization of the action that we
use is given in Appendix A.

The number N must be chosen such that the distance
between neighboring points, |dx’| := |x"*! — xi|, is much
smaller than the smallest scale in the problem, the cutoff, a.
Note that for a continuous worldline, the global reparamet-
rization symmetry 7 — 7 + ¢ means that x,X, is constant.
Thus, to leading order in 1/N, |dx'| is independent of i and
hence equal to L[x]/N, where L[x] is the length of the loop.
Further, the cutoff ¢ must be chosen to be much smaller
than any other scale in the problem. In summary we require

LIx]

T <a <K Min[K, Rc(.x; l)], (59)

where R (x; ) is the radius of curvature of the worldline at
the point i. We mostly used N = 2!2 points to describe the
worldlines, though we also compared this to other values of
N in checking the N — oo behavior.

The blue curve in Fig. 4 shows the resulting instanton
action for g°B/m? = 1. One can see that the agreement
with the leading-order corrected result (56) is good, and the
full action appears to be slightly lower. We were not able
to reach higher & where the higher-order corrections are
expected to become more important, as for large & the
worldlines become highly curved and it was not possible to
maintain the necessary hierarchy of scales, Eq. (59).

Figure 6 shows the full action in the parameter region
(¢*B/m?*, &) € ([0,1],[0,2.5]). For the reasons discussed
above, we were not able to obtain results for the top right
corner of the plot. We leave the numerical investigation of
larger ¢’ B/m? and ¢ for future work.

Our numerical results show remarkably good agree-
ment with Eq. (56). Thus, at least in the regime we
have considered, higher order terms in ¢>B/m? are small.

2.5 -
2.0F
15}
&t 2 )
) b
L 2.8 4
- 3\
0'0 L A\ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 -
0.0 0.2 0. 0.6 0.8 1.0
QSB/mZ

FIG. 6. The worldline instanton action, S, scaled by gB/ m2.
The contour plot shows the action is largest at the origin, for
constant, weak fields, and decreases away from that, faster in the
direction of £ than ¢>B/m?. Here the numerical, all-order results
are shown in blue alongside, in dashed red, the analytic
approximation containing only the leading-order correction
due to self-interactions, Eq. (56). Their close agreements shows
that higher order corrections are small in this region of parameter
space. In the top right, where the numerical results are absent, we
were unable to obtain numerical solutions to the instanton
equations due to the breakdown of Eq. (59).

This might have been expected, given that all higher order
terms in ¢°B/m? vanish at & = 0 [50]. However, extrapo-
lating the O(g’B/m?) corrections to large &, one sees that
they eventually dominate over the leading order term,
making the action negative. Thus it is clear that higher
order corrections must become important for large £.

In Fig. 7 we also show the effect of interactions on the
shape of the worldline instanton. In the region of parameter
space we have been able to explore numerically, inter-
actions lead to a modest increase in the curvature of the
worldline instanton. As we will discuss in Sec. V B 2, this
suggests that self-interactions do not prevent the break-
down of the small monopole approximation at large &.

In this work we have used only a modest amount of
computer resources, around 10 000 CPU hours. In order to
extend our numerical results to larger values of & and
¢°B/m?, more computational resources are needed to
resolve the higher curvatures of the worldlines. For the
algorithm that we have adopted, the computational resour-
ces scale with the number of points as N2. To maintain a
given precision with evenly distributed points, the number
of points should scale inversely with the shortest length
scale, or linearly with the maximum curvature of the
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FIG. 7. The worldline instanton to all orders in the self-
interactions at (g*B/m? &) = (1,1), shown in blue. This is
compared to the analytic result without self-interactions, i.e.,
at (¢°B/m?, &) = (0,1), in dashed red. Self-interactions give a
modest increase to the maximum curvature of the worldline
instanton.

worldline. For k = 0 and large £ the maximum curvature of
the worldline scales as & [see Eqs. (48) and (49)], and for
nonzero x our numerical results suggest the scaling is even
stronger (see Fig. 7). Assuming the best case scenario, that
the curvature scales as 53, the computational resources
required therefore scale as £, which makes going to larger
& very expensive. Given also the nonlocal nature of the
equations, the problem does not lend itself well to paral-
lelization, hence we leave the numerical investigation of
larger £ for future work.

V. CONSEQUENCES FOR MONOPOLE SEARCHES

A. Temporal “inhomogeneity’’ as a property
of the monopole

The key result from Sec. IV is Eq. (56), the exponential
dependence of the monopole pair production probability.
The time dependence of the field of the heavy-ion collision
enters the rate, and the corresponding worldline instanton,
through a single dimensionless parameter &, defined in
Eq. (34) in terms of the peak value B of the magnetic field
and the decay constant w of the field’s time dependence. As
discussed in Sec. I, for peripheral collisions (the type most
likely to produce monopoles), Egs. (21) and (22) give

Zevy
~ CBW, (60)

vy
x~cC,—, 61
e, (61)

where Ze is the heavy-ion charge, R is the heavy-ion radius
(in its rest frame), v is the ion speed, y = 1/v 1 — v* is the
Lorentz factor of the collision, and cp and ¢, are O(1)
dimensionless constants. It follows then that the temporal
“inhomogeneity” of the magnetic field in a peripheral
heavy-ion collision is given by

_ Co2mmR

~ . 62
cg Zeg (62)

The most striking consequence of this observation is that
the temporal inhomogeneity of the field is independent
of the energy of the collision. This may be understood by
considering that, while the temporal extent of the field
decreases proportionally to y, the increase in peak field
strength causes a contraction of the worldline instanton
that precisely cancels this effect. If the field “looks
constant”—i.e., does not vary significantly over the world-
line instanton—at any given relativistic energy, this holds
for all relativistic energies.

The Keldysh parameter (62) for heavy-ion collisions can
be expressed in an alternate form by utilizing the Dirac
quantization condition (2). This gives

R
o S I (63)

cg Zn’

where n is the Dirac charge of the monopole. The values
of R and Z are specific to the colliding species, so for a
given heavy-ion collision, £ is proportional to the ratio
of the monopole mass to the Dirac charge. Using the
commonly accepted values for lead-lead collisions at the
LHC of R = 6.62 fm, Z = 82 [89], and the numerical fits
¢, = 0.92 and cz = 0.78 obtained in Sec. III,

m

™ 3an Gev'

(64)
This suggests that, when considering production of monop-
oles with mass greater than ~2.4n GeV, the time depend-
ence of the magnetic field cannot be neglected at any
relativistic energy. The current best theoretical mass bounds
[59] are close to this scale, and many theoretical monopoles
(e.g., [4,5]) predict masses far greater. As a result, we
conclude that the effects of time dependence are crucial to
our understanding of potential magnetic monopole pro-
duction in heavy-ion collisions.

For heavy monopoles (such that £ > 1), the pair pro-
duction probability has exponential dependence (to leading
order in (mR)™")

4mR n *nmR
vy 2Ze*

InP~— (65)
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where we have dropped the dependence on the O(1)
constants, cg and c,,, for simplicity. Combining this with
Eq. (39) for an approximation to the prefactor gives, for
production of high-mass monopoles in peripheral heavy-
ion collisions,

do 225 + 1)0°y*n*Z}  _snn, o 6
db|,y ~ 02 R3 € e (66)

up to an O(1) multiplicative factor. The total cross section
can be obtained by including the impact parameter depend-
ence of the fields (see Sec. III) and then integrating over all
values of the impact parameter.

B. Limitations of current approximations

The properties of heavy ions and the form of the
magnetic fields in peripheral collisions are fixed, and,
along with the Dirac quantization condition, strongly
constrain the parameter space in which our results could
be applied. The only free parameters are the monopole
mass, m, its Dirac charge n, and the collision Lorentz
factor y, which for the LHC heavy ions is given in Eq. (16).
In this section we examine the assumptions made in Sec. [V
and show that there is unfortunately no region in this
parameter space where all our approximations are valid.

1. The semiclassical approximation

The results of Sec. IV are valid providing that the
conditions in Egs. (14) and (15) are met. The first of these
is the semiclassical approximation, requiring the stationary
value of the action to be large.

For high-mass monopoles, m > 2.4n GeV, the next-to-
leading order action (65) is proportional to mR > 1, so the
semiclassical approximation is satisfied as long as the
action is positive (ignoring the fine-tuned edge case). As a
result the semiclassicality condition is

8Ze?
oy <o, (67)
b
or, taking Z = 82 for lead,
nvy < 6. (68)

This condition is not satisfied in the LHC heavy-ion
collisions, because of their high Lorentz factor (16).

The breakdown of the semiclassical approximation
usually indicates unsuppressed particle production, as long
as all other approximations are under control at this point.
However, in our case (65) it happens because the self-
interaction correction becomes comparable to the tree-level
action and cancels it. Therefore it merely shows that one
needs to include the self-interaction to all orders, as was
done in Sec. IV C. However, in that section we were not
able to explore the relevant regime, due to the difficulty of

resolving the large hierarchy of scales that arises in
this case.

While our current work focuses on magnetic monopoles,
the need to include all orders in worldline self-interactions
at high inhomogeneities is also relevant when considering
Schwinger production of electrons. For high values of the
Keldysh parameter, the curvature of the worldline instanton
(scaled to its size) is so large that self-interactions cannot be
ignored even for weak coupling. This explains the apparent
“weak-field” divergence of the results in Ref. [92]: it in fact
corresponds to a departure from the small self-interaction
regime. Under such conditions, the nonself-interacting
worldline solution is no longer a good approximation to
the true saddlepoint solution of the full action. Increasing
curvature with increasing temporal inhomogeneity appears
to be a general feature of time-dependent fields [66], so our
current calculations and planned numerical work are rel-
evant to a wider class of Schwinger production scenarios.

2. Monopole size

The second approximation our calculation relies upon
is Eq. (15): the condition that the monopole size is small
compared to the radius of curvature of the worldline
instantons, validating our use of the worldline description
(discussed in Sec. II). Using the radius of curvature of the
ellipse (47), Eq. (15) becomes

2mRuvy
—5 < 1. 69

nZ%e? (69)
Assuming that the monopole mass is high, this is the most

stringent constraint, requiring (for lead-lead collisions)
mvy < 10 GeV. (70)

This limit prevents application of our results to any energies
relevant to modern heavy-ion collisions, and for the
energies at which the small-monopole approximation does
apply, the Lorentz factor is too low to justify the assump-
tions (from the fits in Sec. III) that the electromagnetic field
varies more slowly in the transverse directions. As a result,
we are unable at present to provide a reliable monopole
production cross section.

The inapplicability of our results to realistic heavy ion
collisions at present is shown clearly in Fig. 8. This shows
the regions in the y — m plane in which the small-monopole
and small self-interaction approximations respectively
hold, assuming monopoles with Dirac charge n = 1. The
boundary of the region in which the small-monopole
assumption is valid has a turning point meaning that to
probe y = 2 (which is necessary if we are to apply the fits
from Sec. III) we must move beyond the worldline method.

Figure 8 shows that the region in which the small-
monopole approximation applies lies almost entirely within
the region where the effect of worldline self-interactions
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FIG. 8. Plot showing the regions in the y — m plane in which the
approximations of semiclassicality (blue) and small monopoles
(orange) are valid (assuming the Dirac charge n = 1). Note that in
there is a turning point in the region of applicability of the small
monopoles approximation, preventing us from going to large
Lorentz factors.

are small. This suggests that moving beyond the small-
monopole approximation is of the highest priority. The
results of Sec. IV C showed that, at least in the region of
parameter space we were able to study, self-interactions
yield worldline instantons with somewhat higher curvature.
This implies that the small-monopole approximation breaks
down slightly earlier than suggested in Fig. 8.

C. Overcoming the small-monopole approximation

In this paper, we have adopted the worldline formalism
from the outset, as it provides a convenient framework to
include spacetime-dependent electromagnetic fields and to
consistently account for the strong coupling of magnetic
monopoles. However, the worldline instanton description
only accounts for the infrared physics of magnetic monop-
oles and hence necessarily entails a small-monopole
approximation. Although for slowly varying fields the
small-monopole approximation is justified, we have shown
that it breaks down for the spacetime-dependent fields
which are of relevance to the production of high-mass
monopoles (m > 2.4n GeV) in ultrarelativistic heavy-ion
collisions.

Overcoming the small-monopole approximation will
require explicitly accounting for the short-distance struc-
ture of magnetic monopoles. For ’t Hooft-Polyakov
monopoles, one can do this by performing an instanton
calculation in the full GUT field theory describing the
monopole of interest. In this case the short-range structure
of the 't Hooft-Polyakov monopoles becomes apparent.

In weak, constant magnetic fields, such a calculation has
been carried out in Ref. [49]. Going beyond this to the
spacetime-dependent fields of interest here, the same
formalism can be adopted, due to the reality of the
Wick-rotated fields, given in Eq. (25). Such a calculation
could be performed numerically using classical lattice field
theory techniques. Similar calculations have been per-
formed in Georgi-Glashow SU(2) theory investigating
the monopole-antimonopole potential [94,95], and in
electroweak theory in the context of the electroweak
sphaleron [96]—a saddle-point solution of the field equa-
tions that shares similarities with our instantons.

On the other hand, for elementary monopoles, the
effective monopole size arises from quantum effects, and
therefore including it would require a nonperturbative
quantum field theory calculation.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have computed the cross section for
magnetic monopole production in ultrarelativistic heavy-
ion collisions. Our results hold for collision and monopole
parameters such that the worldline instanton curvature is
large compared to the size of the monopole—this unfortu-
nately removes the possibility of applying our results
directly to real heavy-ion collisions at the LHC.

We have shown that, for Schwinger production of
magnetic monopoles, the only relevant spacetime inhomo-
geneities in the electromagnetic field are time dependence
and spatial variation along the beam axis, perpendicular to
the direction in which the field points. In the worldline
formalism, this feature of the spatial dependence means that
we do not find the exponential suppression present in
systems where there is significant spatial variation along
the direction of the field (such as in the electric field in a
heavy-ion collision, relevant for electron-positron pair
production). The temporal inhomogeneity, which is the
only relevant variation for computation of the worldline
instanton, is well-approximated by an expression for which
the exponential dependence of the pair production prob-
ability is known in closed form in the weak-field limit.

We have extended previous work on Schwinger pair
production in spacetime dependent fields [61-68] by
including the dynamical effects of the photon field, which
manifest as self-interactions in the worldline formalism.
These are important for application to strongly-coupled
monopoles. For the monopole production cross section,
we find

am’ 4[E(-&%) — K(=¢£%)]

O X exp|— 9B s
+g—2< 1+§2+;)] (71)
8 Vi+é/l
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Substituting parameter values relevant to heavy-ion colli-
sions results in Eq. (66).

Our result, in agreement with previous analyses, encodes
the temporal inhomogeneity of the field via a single
dimensionless parameter &£, defined by Eq. (34), which
depends on the mass m and charge g of the monopole, the
peak strength B of the magnetic field, and the field’s decay
constant . As expected, the well-known constant field
result [49,50] is obtained in the & — O limit.

As well as the properties of the monopoles, the total
cross section depends on three collision parameters: the
heavy-ion charge Z, its radius R, and the collision Lorentz
factor y. Both B and w are linearly proportional to the ions’
Lorentz factor, y, in the center of mass frame [Eqgs. (21) and
(22)]. This means that ¢ is independent of collision energy,
and for a fixed ion species can be considered to be solely a
property of the monopole. For collisions of lead ions, the
condition for the time dependence of the field to have a
significant effect is

m > 2.4n GeV (72)

where the integer n is the number of Dirac charge quanta
the monopole carries. If this condition is satisfied, taking
the effects of time dependence into account is crucial at all
relativistic collision energies.

Our results show that, when our approximations are
valid, the time dependence of the collision and the effects of
the monopole self-interactions both enhance the production
rate compared with the constant-field Schwinger process.
This suggests that if the calculation can be extended to
realistic LHC heavy-ion collisions, the mass bounds
obtained would be stronger than previously estimated
(see Fig. 9). At least for 't Hooft-Polyakov monopoles,

ag/nb
106 [
101
107

107

10—14 [

04M 1GeV

FIG. 9. The total cross section in heavy-ion collisions for
Schwinger production of magnetic monopoles with mass
m = 100 GeV, Dirac charge n =1 and spin s =0 is shown
here in blue. The huge enhancements from the time-dependence
can be seen by comparison with the locally constant field result
(see Appendix B) in dashed orange. Corrections from self-
interactions (not shown here) provide even greater enhancements
still. However, they also show the breakdown of our approx-
imations at all relevant energies (see Sec. V B).

500 1000 5000 1

this can be done by performing an instanton calculation in
the full field theory describing the monopole of interest.
This would provide theoretically sound predictions for
collider searches such as at the LHC.
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APPENDIX A: FINITE DIFFERENCE
FORMULATION

In this Appendix we give our discrete approximation to
the action in Eq. (11) and the corresponding equations of
motion. We first integrate out the Schwinger parameter, s,
and scale the worldlines by gB/m, making them dimen-
sionless. We then discretize the worldline into N points and
use a simple finite difference approximation

9B i i
92 51 = \/NZW )
i

(A1)

where i and j run over 0,1, ..., N — 1 and contractions of
Euclidean indices p are implied. As discussed in Ref. [83]
we choose an exponential counterterm, rather than the
simpler length counterterm of Polyakov [76], so that the
bare mass is positive,

-1
Gr(x,y;a) =
() )
\/7_1' ()22
+4ﬂ2a2e( Ve (A2)

This exponential counterterm is equivalent to the length
counterterm for a — 0, via the delta function limit of the
Gaussian. Note also that we have dropped the gauge-
dependent parts of Gy as they integrate to zero over any
closed worldline.

In the absence of spacetime inhomogeneity, there are
translational zero modes which must be fixed to find a
unique solution. We do this by imposing that the center
of mass of the worldline is at the origin. The timelike
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inhomogeneity of the background field breaks the trans-
lational symmetry in the time direction, though not that in
the x, direction. There is also a zero mode resulting from
the reparametrization symmetry. We fix this by imposing
x9 —szv/ >1' =0, which essentially fixes the point i = 0
and i =N/2—1 to be at the bottom and top of the
worldline. We fix all these constraints using Lagrange

multipliers, 4, and ¢, which amounts to,

gB gB ; -
WS[X] - WS[x] + Zﬂﬂxﬂ +o(xd— XN (A3)
i

We then solve the 2N + 2 + 1 equations of motion derived
from this action,

9By,

o

oS

oL,

oS

0 0, (A4)

forpy=2,4,j=0,....,N — 1, using the Newton-Raphson
method. The analytic solutions at ¢*B/m? = Oand at £ = 0
provide initial guesses for the solutions at small g>B/m?
and & respectively. One can then step out in parameter
space, using the solution at the previous parameter point
as the initial guess. In this way we were able to solve the
worldline instanton equations in the region shown in Fig. 6.

APPENDIX B: THE LOCALLY CONSTANT
FIELD APPROXIMATION

The locally constant field approximation (LCFA) is
applicable when the electromagnetic fields vary on larger
length and time scales than those of the worldline instanton,
and hence the constant field result for pair production
can be used locally. In this approximation, and when
F*F w = 0 (see Fig. 2), the probability for monopole pair
production is given by [49,97]

(2s+1)g?
Prepn = —5—

m? I

x / dx(B(x) — E2(x))%e Vro20 " (B

Evaluating this for the fields of Egs. (19), and using the
saddle point approximation for the integrals, gives

L5 DB e

~ 1823 m* 02 (BZ)

P LCFA

where Q is the decay rate of the field in the x' and x?
directions and this formula is accurate up to an O(1)
multiplicative factor. Finally, using the impact parameter
dependence of B and w (see Sec. III) and integrating over
the impact parameter, we arrive at the total cross section,

25 + DVnZn)2  somi 2
oLCrA R 0009( : +m51§;1y2)/) c 40r3van + 2

(B3)

measured in GeV~2. This result is what is plotted in Fig. 9.
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