arXiv:1507.07790v2 [hep-th] 4 Mar 2016

Eur. Phys. J. C manuscript No.

(will be inserted by the editor)

Relativistic quantum dynamics of vector bosons in an Aharonv—Bohm
potential

Luis B. Castro?, Edilberto O. SilvaP

1Departamento de Fisica, Universidade Federal do Mara@&®@80-805, S&o Luis, Maranh&o, Brazil.

Received: date / Accepted: date

Abstract The Aharonov—Bohm (AB) problem for vector In the AB problem of spin—12 particles a two—dimensional
bosons by the Duffin—-Kemmer—Petiau (DKP) formalism isd—function appears as the mathematical description of the
analyzed. Depending on the values of the spin projectiorZeeman interaction between the spin and the magnetic flux
the relevant eigenvalue equation coming from the DKP fortube [L4]. This interaction term is known to cause a split-
malism reveals an equivalence to the spif2AB problem.  ting on the energy spectrum of atoms depending on the spin
By using the self-adjoint extension approach, we examinstate. In AB problem of spin—1 particle31, 32], however,

the bound state scenario. The energy spectra are explicitthis characteristic is also present. In Re31][ where the
computed as well as their dependencies on the magnetitithors address the AB problem for spin—1 Yang—-Mills par-
flux parameter and also the conditions for the occurrenctcles, it was established that, for the case of spjt2-fua-

of bound states. sibound states exist for all noninteger flux parameter. The
existence of these states is related to the penetratioreof th
magnetic flux tube by the particle, which is sufficient to pro-
duce sensitivity to the sign of the flux. The difference for
spin—1 Yang-Mills particles is that the quasibound stakes e
ist only for discrete values of the magnetic flux tube, so that

enetration occurs only for flux values in a set of measure
The Aharonov—Bohm (AB) effect] has been an usual frame-p y

work for investigating the arising of phases in the wave func

. . . . . In this work, we solve the spin—1 AB problem for bound
tion of quantum particles in various physical models and . .
N . o . states in the context of the DKP formalism. In our approach,
has inspired a great deal of investigations in recent years. . . : . .
. . . Wwe consider the idealized picture of a magnetic flux tube of
In the AB effect, the vector potential due to a solenoid gains ) : )
null radius which allows the particles to accessitheO re-

an extraordinary physical meaning. It can affect the 94a8Nion in a controlled way. Unlike the approach taken in Ref.

tum behavior of a charged particle that never encounte 1], here, we modulate the problem with general bound-

an electromagnetic field. This pheno_njenon is intimately reary conditions. When the spin projectish= 0, the radial
lated to a non-local boundary condition which relates the o . .
. . operator can be expressed as a modified Bessel differential
change in the phase of an electron wave function to the . . :
. . . o equation. In this case, the system does not admit bound—
amount of flux in the solenoid. The interest in this issue ap- . . S
. . . : sate solutions. On the other hand, when the spin projection
pears in the different contexts, such as solid state phj&ics 2 .
. . : ] sb? =1,—1, as we mentioned above, we have the presence
cosmic strings3-11] k—Poincaré—Hopf algebrd @, 13] , : o : ) .
. . - of a d—function potential in the equation of motion. As is
o0—like singularities 14], supersymmetry 15|, condensed . . )
S well-known in quantum mechanics, tde-function poten-
matter [L6], Lorentz symmetry violation]7-19], quantum

: . ) tial guarantees at least one bound state for the particle and
chromodynamicsJ0], general relativity 1], nanophysics this property is independent of its spin. For the system con-
[22], quantum ring 23-26] , black hole R7] and noncom- property P pin. y

k . sidered here, in first sight, the inclusion of the spin prejec
mutative theories]8-30]. tion elemens? leads to an equation of motion equivalent to
e-mail: luis.castro@ufma.br the equation for the spin+£2 AB problem. Because of this,
be-mail: edilbertoos@pg.cnpgq.br the problem can be addressed by the self-adjoint extension
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method B3, 34] with the application of appropriate bound- there only remain the physical components of the DKP the-
ary conditions. After imposing the boundary conditions, weory. The second—order KG and Proca equations are obtained
finally determine the bound states of the vector bosons iwhen one selects the spin—0 and spin—1 sectors of the DKP
terms of the physics of the problem, in a very consistent wayheory. A well-known conserved four—current is given by

and without any arbitrary parameter. 1—
W= WY, @

where the adjoint spino¥ is given by ¥ = wn® with

n® =2p°B%—1 in such a way tha(r;OB“)Jr = nBH (the

The first-order DKP formalism35-3§] describes spin-0 MatricesB* are Hermitian with respect ®°). Despite the

and spin—1 particles and has been used to analyse relativgimilarity to the Dirac equation, the DKP equation involves
tic interactions of spin—0 and spin—1 hadrons with nuclesingular matrices, the time componentdf given by @)

as an alternative to their conventional second—order Kleinis not positive definite and the case of massless bosons can
Gordon (KG) and Proca counterparts. Although the formaish®t be obtained by a limiting processq. Nevertheless, the

are equivalent in the case of minimally coupled vector in-matricesB* plus the unit operator generate a ring consis-
teractions B9-41], the DKP formalism enjoys a richness tentwith integer—spin algebra adimay be interpreted as a

of couplings not capable of being expressed in the KG angharge density. The factoy2 multiplying¥ B#%, of no im-
Proca theories)2, 43). Indeed, the DKP formalism has been portance regarding the conservation law, is in order to hand
widely used in the description of many processes in elemerfver a charge density conformable to that one used in the
tary particle and nuclear physics and it proved to be bettelfG theory and its nonrelativistic limitjg].

than the KG formalism in the analysis &§3 decays, the
decay-rate ratid (n — yy)/I (° — yy), and level shifts
and widths in pionic atoms4f—46]. The DKP formalism
has also applications in other contexts, as such, in NONCOMyity the introduction of interactions, the DKP equation can
mutative phase spacéT], in Very Special Relativity (VSR) e \written as

symmetries 48], in Bose—Einstein condensatetd] 50], in

2 A short review on Duffin—-Kemmer—Petiau equation

3 Interactions in the Duffin—Kemmer—Petiau equation

topological defectsg1], in thermodynamics propertieS?], (iB'du—M-U)¥ =0, ()

in topological semimetal$p], in noninertial effect of rotat-  \where the more general potential matsixs written in terms

ing frames 4], among others. of 25 (100) linearly independent matrices pertinent to five
The DKP equation for a free charged boson is given byten)—dimensional irreducible representation assotiate

[38] (with units in whichh = c=1) the scalar (vector) sector. In the presence of interacfién,

satisfies the equation
iBHA, — M)W =0, (1) g
u

i —
, , A+ ¥ (U -nUuthy=o. 6
where the matrice§H satisfy the DKP algebra H 2 ( e ) ©
Thus, ifU is Hermitian with respect tq?, then four-current
UnRVnRA ApvnaU _ UV RA AV ! !
BEB"B" +B B B" =9"B" + 9" B", (2) will be conserved. The potential matrix can be written
and the metric tensor ¥ —diag(1, —1, —1,—1). That al- in terms of well-defined Lorentz structures. For the spin—

gebra generates a set of 126 independent matrices whose Jr{Scalar sector) there are two scalar, being two vector and
reducible representations are a trivial representatifivea two tensor terms42], whereas for the spin—1 (vector sector)

dimensional representation describing the spin—-0 pasticl there are two scalar, two vector, a pseudoscalar, o pseu-

and a ten—dimensional representation associated to s;pin(—jﬁ?vector and eight tensor termed. The condition 6) has

particles. The DKP spinor has an excess of components alifen used to point out a misleading treatment in the recent

the theory has to be supplemented by an equation which afterature regardiggSZ]naIytical solutions for nonminime-

lows to eliminate the redundant components. That constrairf©" interactions$
equation is obtained by multiplying the DKP equation by

1-BoB° namely 3.1 Duffin—-Kemmer—Petiau equation with minimal
o electromagnetic couplin
iB1B%B%0w = M (1- BOB°) W, 3) ’ P
Considering only the minimal vector interaction, the DKP

wherej runs from 1 to 3. This constraint equation expresses _ ) o .

: ._equation for a charged boson with minimal electromagnetic
three (four) components of the spinor by the other two (six) ling is ai b
components and their space derivatives in the scalar (vec(;,pUp NG 1S given by

tor) sector so that the superfluous components disappear a(iqB“D“ — M) Y =0, (7



where the covariant derivative is given By, = d,, +ieA,.
In this case, the constraint equati®) becomes

iB*B°BaY — eB*B°B°AY =M (1 B°B°) W,

and the four—currerd retains its form as4).

(8)

3.2 Vector sector

Now, we discuss the vector sector (spin—1 sector) of the
DKP theory. To select the physical component of the DK

Following the same procedure of Re®]], Eq. (13) be-
comes
[DuD* +M?—e(S-B)|R¥ =0. (14)

with B =0 x A and the spin operat® = (S',$?,S?) is
expressed by

000 00i 0-i0
st=(00-i|,=|000|,$=|i 00]|.@15)
0i 0 —-i00 000

Pin this stage, it is worthwhile to mention that the last term i

field for the vector sector (spin—1 sector), we define the OIOéquation 14) is the called Pauliterm, which is crucial to give

erator pQ|
= (BY2(B*)?(B%)? [B*B°— 9], )

which satisfiedRHY = RHBY and RV = —RVH. Moreover,
as it is shown in Ref.40], R“¥ andR*'Y transform as a
(pseudo)vector and (pseudo)tensor quantities under an

RH

meaning to the term that explicitly depends of the spin. Also

we can mention that the Pauli term is only important for the
vector sector (spin—1 sector) of the DKP theory, becauge tha
term is absent for the scalar sector (spin—0 sector). Fer thi
reason, we only focus the vector sector of the DKP theory.

in- Ifthe terms in the potentidl* = (Ag, A) are time—independent

finitesimal Lorentz transformation, respectively. Frone th one can write

above definitions, the following property is obtained:
RHVBY = RHg'" —RVgHY . (20)

In this way, by applying thérH and R#Y operators to the
DKP equation 7), we obtain

Dy (RHW) = —iM (R'Y), (11a)
(RIVY) = f,\i,l—U“V, (11b)
UHY = DH(RY) - D" (RHY), (11c)
which leads to

D UHY + M2 (R'W) =0, (12a)
Dy (RHW) = %FWU v, (12b)

whereF,y = d Ay — dvAy,. These results tell us that all el-
ements of the column matriR*Y¥ obey the Proca equation
interacting minimally with an electromagnetic field. Sdsth

L,U(r7'[) = W(r)eiiEta

whereE is the energy of the vector boson, in such a way
that the time—independent DKP equation for the vector sec-
tor becomes

(16)

(p—eA)2+M?— (E—eAy)®—e(S-B)|Ry=0. (17)
In the next section, we apply EdLY) to AB problem, giving
afocus to spin effects through te€S- B) term. We shall see
later that by carefully modulating the radial operatb?)(

with boundary conditions, it can provide both bound and
scattering states. However, we emphasize only bound states

4 The Aharonov—Bohm problem
Let us consider the particular case where the boson moves

in the presence of the AB potentiédy = 0). The vector
potential in the Coulomb gauge is

procedure selects the vector sector of DKP theory, making

explicitly clear that it describes a spin—1 particle emkbestid
in a electromagnetic field.

According to Ref. §1], we can rewrite Eq.12) in the
form

|
[DuDH + M2 R'W — DYD,RHY — EeRVs““F,,aw —0,
13)

whereS$"V = [BH,BY]. The termDYD,R!Y is called the

%
eA=—-=9, 18
o ¢ (18)
whereg is the flux parameter. The potential ib8) provides
a magnetic field perpendicular to the plape¢), namely
L (19)
p
whereB is the magnetic field due to a solenoid. If the solenoid
is extremely long, the field inside is uniform, and the field

anomalous term because it has no equivalent in the spirsutside is zero. However, the boson is allowed to access the

1/2 Dirac theory B8|. However, it has been shown in Refs

. p =0 region. In this region, the magnetic field is non—null.

[39, 4Q] that such an anomalous term disappears when thithe radius of the solenoid jg = 0, then the relevant mag-

physical components of the DKP field are selected.

netic field isB ~ d(p) as in (L9).



4.1 Aharonov-Bohm problem for the spin—1 sector wheres is twice the spin value, witls = +1 for spin “up”
ands= —1 for spin “down”, andp is the flux parameter.
Now, we consider the effect of Aharonov—Bohm flux field  In order to study the dynamics of the system $bf =
on vector bosons. Substituting Eq8} in Eqg. (17), we ob- 1, —1, it is necessary to solve EQ4). However, as for the
tain case studied in Ref6p), it also involves a singularity in
2 ther = 0 region. The appropriate method for studying this
l<__15_,_ 9_045> + qoSM} Ry = (Ez_ MZ)RIIM (20)  problem is the self-adjoint extension method of operators
! P P in quantum mechanics. By exploiting the nature of &he
function in Eqg. 5), we can see that the system admits at

whereSis the matrix " .
least a bound state. In addition, we also must verify that

100 the operato)g in Eq. (26) admits or not self—adjoint ex-
S= (0 -1 0) , (21) tensions. It is known that when we consider E2f)( that
00O is, taking into account thé—function,Og is not essentially
self—adjoint. In this case, we must find the self—adjoint ex-
and tensions of the operata?q corresponding to different types
0- [)i n ¢Ei +2i (22) of boundary conditions. Such self—adjoint extensions aset
ap pop 07 in boundary conditions at the origin and conditions at infin-

ity [65-67]. From the theory of symmetric operators, it is
a well-known fact that the symmetric radial operafy is
&ssentially self-adjoint if

is the gradient operator in cylindrical coordinates. Assthi
stage, we can use the invariance under boosts along the
direction and adopt the usual decomposition

R = Ry(p,9.2) = 1) (p)e™ P ey O )
while for
with m e Z. Inserting Eq. 23) into Eq. (20), we get
. . Im+ | <1, (29)
O (p) =K1l (p), (24)
it admits an one-parameter family of self—adjoint extensio
with k = /E2 — M2 — p2, where (33, Dot where(/, is the self—adjoint extension parame-
ter. According to Ref.§2], the operatorZ6) admits an one—
O =90+ s M, (25) parameter family of self-adjoint extensions. To charanter
P this parameter family of self-adjoint extension, we use the
P ) approaches proposed by Kay—Studer (K&] [and Bulla—
Op=-——__ id I (m+9) , (26) Gesztesy (BG)§9], being both based on boundary condi-

do? pdp p? tions. In short, in the KS approach, the boundary condition
ands = (1,—1,0) represents the eigenvalues of the operatois a match of the logarithmic derivatives of the zero—energy
Sacting on the DKP spinof&i)(p). Equation 24) describes solutions for.E_q. 24 and_the solutions for the problefg
the quantum dynamics of vector bosons in the presence ®fUS Self-adjoint extension. In the BG approach, however,
the Aharonov—Bohm potential. Fror24) we can see that the boundary condition is a mathematical limit allowing di-

scattering states occur onlykfe R, whereas bound states V€rgent solutions for the operatar in Eq. (26) at iso-
occur only itk = i[k|. lated points, provided they remain square integrable. Then

At this level, it is worthwhile to note that the solution for following Ref. [62], the energy spectrum using the KS ap-
this problem can be separated in two cases. The first caseR§0ach is found to be

when the spin projectios® = 0. In this case the Pauli term . Wl‘
is absent and the radial operafdbecomes)o andf\y can  (Ei)? = M2 — iz [<(p§ +Im+ (p|> F(1+m+ QOI)} ’
be expressed as a solution of the modified Bessel diffetentia po L\ s —m+¢| ) I'(1~|m+¢|)
equation. We can see that the system does not admit bound-  + Pz, (30)

state solutions. On the other hand, the second case is when . - . . .
sl2 = 1 _1. In this case the radial operatdris equivalent wherepyg is a finite very small radius. This radius may be

: derstood as a kind of physical regularization for &e
to Eq. (29) of Ref. §2] (see also Refs.14, 63, 64]) which understo ,
governs the quantum dynamics of the usual spi2-AB functionin Eq. 5). Moreover, according to the BG method,

problem, namely the energy spectrum is given by

@ 1d (m+e? () 2 el (_il’(1+|m+qo|))m+¢ )
r (@7  (En) —M"=—4 ¢ (1—|m+g)) Pz (1)




We can note in Eq.30) that the KS method gives us energy the appropriate boundary condition. In this sense, the-self
levels without any arbitrary parameter that can come from itadjoint extension approach was used to determine the bound
while the BG method gives an expression that leaves an astates of vector bosons for the spin projecbf= 1, —1in
bitrary parameter, namely, the self-adjoint extensiorhef t terms of the physics of the problem, in a very consistent way
parameter|.. However, if we directly compare Eqs3@  and without any arbitrary parameter. Finally, expressfons
and @B1), an expression for the self—adjoint extension pathe bound states energy for vector bosons in the presence of
rameterZ/. is exactly found, i.e., the AB potential has been obtained and the conditions in
) which they occur were established.

The component of the DKP spinor for bound-state solution
for the spin projectios>? = 1, —1 is given by

m = *po ;
s + |m+ (,0| Acknowledgements This work was supported by the CNPq, Brazil,

é;rants No. 482015/2013-6 (Universal), No 455719/2014-divgs-
Sal), No. 306068/2013-3 (PQ), 304105/2014—-7 (PQ) and FAREM
Brazil, Grants No. 01852/14 (PRONEM).

RY(p,9,2) = CnKimigf (IKV]p) ™ EP2, (33)
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