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Abstract: We propose a four-dimensional interpretation of the outgoing state of the
scattering of a massless fermion off a Dirac monopole. It has been known that such a
state has fractional fermion numbers and is necessarily outside the Fock space on top of
ordinary perturbative vacuum, when more than two flavours of charged Dirac fermions are
considered. In this paper, we point out that the Fock space of the fermions depends on
the rotor degree of freedom of the monopole and changes by a monopole-fermion s-wave
scattering. By uplifting the fermion-rotor system introduced by Polchinski, from two to four
dimensions, we argue that the outgoing state can be understood as a state in a different
Fock space.
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1 Introduction

The magnetic monopole is an important theoretical construct which probes non-perturbative
properties or global structures of quantum field theories (QFTs) [1, 2], despite the lack of
experimental evidence for its existence [3, 4]. Monopoles are also of great importance in
understanding our Universe, as any fully-unified theories predict their existence in the form
of the ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopole [5, 6]. Absence of magnetic monopoles in our present
Universe can be explained by cosmic inflation, due to which the monopole number density
could have been diluted [7–11].

Because of their non-perturbative nature, scattering processes involving monopoles can
cause peculiar phenomena, such as the Callan-Rubakov effect [12–15]. It refers to the fact
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that the monopole in the Grand Unified Theory (GUT) can catalyse proton decay (in the
sense that the scattering amplitude is not suppressed by the GUT scale), or more generally
fermion-number violating processes, in the limit of vanishing fermion mass. This is due
to the Adler-Bell-Jackiw (ABJ) anomaly of the chiral symmetry (i.e., the baryon number
symmetry), whose conservation equation is modified by the instanton number density of
the gauge field. Because of this, the fluctuation of the electric field can conspire with the
magnetic field from the monopole to make the instanton number non-zero, causing baryon-
number violation.

Baryon-number violations catalysed by monopoles can be seen at the level of the s-
wave dynamics. Let us consider the U(1) gauge theory with N massless Dirac fermions
(ψL, ψR) of charge +1 and place a Dirac magnetic monopole (of minimal charge +1) at
the origin. As the monopole is a fixed target, solving the Dirac equation in the monopole
background amounts to solving the scattering problem [16–19]. One can then argue that the
only relevant modes are the zero-modes, or the s-wave in our case [16, 20]. The zero-modes
contain N incoming (outgoing) Dirac fermions, coming from ψL (ψR), and their charge
assignments under U(1)gauge × SU(N)baryon (SU(N)baryon is the flavour symmetry) are

4d fermion direction U(1)gauge SU(N)baryon

ψL incoming +1 �
ψR outgoing +1 �

(1.1)

Obviously, the quantum number under U(1)gauge × SU(N)baryon needs to be preserved
before and after the scattering, if we assume that the monopole is symmetric under the
spherical and the SU(N)baryon symmetry, and that the in- and out-state monopole both
have no electric charge.

Having thus prepared, we are ready to see that something peculiar must happen at the
monopole core, and that the peculiarity also evolves when one increases N . Let us start
from N = 1 and consider scattering a fermion ψL off a monopole [16] – We immediately see
that the symmetry under U(1)gauge dictates that the out-state can only be ψR. This means
that the helicity of the fermion flips before and after the scattering, and that the U(1)baryon

charge is violated by 2 units. For N = 2, if we throw in a fermion ψaL, a combination
εabψR,b will come out, where we used the pseudo-reality of the fundamental representation
of SU(2). This is even more complicated than N = 1, in that even the flavour changes
before and after the scattering in addition to the helicity.

For N ≥ 3 (in particular N = 4 which is relevant for the GUT), however, we cannot
even find an outgoing state which has the same quantum number as the incoming state
so easily. At least, the outgoing state, hypothetically called the semiton [14], cannot be a
combination of one-particle states on top of perturbative vacuum on symmetry grounds. In
order to understand this, it is advantageous to interpret the s-wave part of the monopole-
fermion scattering as an effective two-dimensional system of free fermions with a boundary
condition, which plays the role of the monopole. In Refs. [14, 21–23], it was understood
that one should impose the boundary condition on the bosonised fields (or equivalently
on the fermion currents), called the dyon boundary condition. Upon bosonization, the
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dyon boundary condition simply reflects a soliton into other solitons, and this gives the
two-dimensional interpretation of the semiton state [24–28].

The remaining question of further interest is the following – what is this (two-dimensional)
solitonic outgoing state in terms of the four-dimensional picture? It is difficult to find such a
candidate in the four-dimensional perspective, and this is sometimes referred to as “unitarity
paradox”. Many authors have described it in different ways, sometimes in accordance and
sometimes in conflict with one another [24, 29–31]. We briefly summarise each description
in the discussion section.

In this paper, we shed some light on this paradox by pointing out that the bosonisa-
tion of the bulk fermion is not necessary in describing the semiton state. We first give a
Lorentzian picture of the boundary scattering of a fermion in the two-dimensional model
proposed by Polchinski [24]. This model couples a theory of bulk free fermions to a rotor
degrees of freedom localised at the boundary, and is an s-wave effective theory of the four-
dimensional system that we are interested in. We then do a faithful uplifting of this picture
to four dimensions.

This paper is organised as follows. In Sec. 2, we consider U(1) gauge theories coupled to
massless fermions and introduce Dirac magnetic monopoles. When we discuss a scattering
of a massless fermion off a static monopole, we reduce the 4d model to the 2d model by an s-
wave approximation. After that, we introduce a unitarity paradox in the monopole-fermion
scattering. In Sec. 3, we review a two-dimensional phenomenological model introduced by
Polchinski for preparation. We point out which boundary conditions we should impose on
fermions, a U(1) current, and an SU(N) current. In Sec. 4, we propose a solution of the
unitarity paradox. We point out that the Fock space of the fermions depends on the rotor
degree of freedom of the monopole and changes by the scattering. Section 5 is devoted to
summary and discussion.

2 Unitarity paradox in monopole-fermion scattering

2.1 Dirac monopoles in U(1) gauge theories

Let us consider general U(1) gauge theories in four dimensions and their magnetic line
defects, i.e., Dirac monopoles as static probes. For later reference we couple this to massless
fermions, so that we do not have to consider the topological angle. As is well known,
because of the Dirac-Zwanziger quantisation condition [1, 32], the electric and magnetic
charges are quantised. We refer to the minimal electric and magnetic charge as e and
g := 2π/e, respectively, so that general fields have dyon charge (qee, qmg) , where qe and
qm are integers. We will hereafter rescale the dyon charges so that they are labelled simply
by a set of two integers, (qe, qm).

The Dirac-Zwanziger quantisation condition is merely a necessary condition, and it is
usually nontrivial if one can consistently add Dirac monopoles (or equivalently magnetic line
defects) of any desired charges to the system, even though they are static probes [28, 33–35].
In this work in particular, we are interested in a minimal-charge Dirac monopole, so we
choose the matter content so that we surely have such an object.
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Based on these, the model we consider in this paper is the U(1) gauge theory coupled
to N left-handed Weyl fermions with gauge charge qe = ±1 each, denoted as ψ+

a and ψ′−a ,
with a = 1, . . . , N , and their complex conjugate as ψ̄−ā and ψ̄′+ā , respectively (see Table 1
for clarity)

U(1) +N × (Weyl with charge +1) +N × (Weyl with charge −1) . (2.1)

This theory can be UV completed by the following SU(2) gauge theory

SU(2) +N × (fundamental Weyl) + (adjoint Higgs) . (2.2)

Giving the vacuum expectation value to the adjoint Higgs, we obtain the theory (2.1),
whereas Dirac monopoles are realised from the ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopole inside the theory
(2.2).

As a side comment, we will implicitly assume N to be even from now on unless stated
otherwise. This is because the theory (2.2) is not consistent due to the Witten anomaly
unless N is even [36]. It has also been argued in Ref. [37, 38] that the existence of a
(deconfined) minimal charge monopole for odd N is inconsistent because of the localised
Majorana zero mode. This rules out the possibility of other UV completions which realise
(2.1) for odd N (maybe subject to some implicit assumptions made there).

2.2 Scattering of a fermion off a monopole

2.2.1 Partial-wave decomposition

Let us consider scattering a charged fermion off a Dirac monopole (with charge |qeqm| ≥ 1)
in the model (2.1). We are interested in the regime where the energy of the scattering is
much smaller than the monopole mass so we take its mass to infinity. This is also equivalent
to taking the size of the monopole to be zero for the ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopole of the
SU(2) gauge theory (2.2).

We now take the spherical coordinates

ds2
4d = −dt2 + dr2 + r2dΩ2

S2 , (2.3)

with the monopole at the origin of the spatial slice. The expansion of the fermion fields in
terms of spherical harmonics is modified by the background monopole charge, so that the
basis becomes the monopole spherical harmonics [16] (see, e.g., Ref. [39] for a pedagogical
review). The total angular momentum J is given in Ref. [16] as

J = r × (p− qeeA) +
1

2
σ − qeqm

2
r̂ , (2.4)

where r and p = −i∂x are the position and the three-momentum of the fermion, respectively,
whileA and σ are the gauge field and the Pauli matrices, respectively. We have also defined
r̂ := r/r. Note that the first term represents the orbital angular momentum, the second the
spin of the fermion, and the third the angular momentum of the monopole (coming from
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the Poynting vector). Since the total angular momentum (2.4) satisfies the commutation
relation,

[J2, Jz] = 0 , (2.5)

we can diagonalize J2 and Jz with eigenvalues j(j + 1) and m, simultaneously: the spin
spherical harmonics with monopoles satisfies

J2f
(λ)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω) = j(j + 1)f
(λ)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω) , (2.6)

Jzf
(λ)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω) = mf
(λ)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω) , (2.7)

with eigenvalues j and m

j = j0, j0 + 1, . . . , with j0 :=
|qeqm|

2
− 1

2
, (2.8)

m = −j, −j + 1, . . . , j − 1, j . (2.9)

Here, f (λ)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω) is a two-component spinor, which depends on qeqm and differs from the
usual spin spherical harmonics without a monopole, and the index λ = 1, 2 labels the
degeneracy of the eigenfunctions if needed.1 For j = j0, there is only one solution, and the
label λ is omitted. For j ≥ j0 + 1, there are two solutions distinguished by the label λ.

Moreover, the j = j0 mode is an eigenfunction of σ · r̂:2

σ · r̂ fj0,m,qeqm(Ω) = sgn(qeqm)fj0,m,qeqm(Ω) . (2.10)

This condition indicates that when qeqm = 1 (−1), the left-handed component must be
incoming (outgoing), while the right-handed one is outgoing (incoming), respectively. In
other words, the helicity of the incoming and outgoing waves must be opposite (see Table 1).

For j ≥ j0 + 1, there exists a solution of the massless Dirac equation (with energy E)
that vanishes at the origin. The solution of the Dirac equation with energy E is given by
[16]

ψj,E =
∑
m

1√
r

aj,m,E
[
iJµ− 1

2
(Er)f

(1)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω)− Jµ+ 1
2
(Er)f

(2)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω)
]

bj,m,E

[
iJµ− 1

2
(Er)f

(1)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω) + Jµ+ 1
2
(Er)f

(2)
j,m,qeqm

(Ω)
]
 ,

µ :=

√(
j +

1

2

)2

− q2
eq

2
m

4
,

(2.11)

where Jµ± 1
2
(Er) is the Bessel function of order µ ± 1

2 , and aj,m,E , bj,m,E are integration
constants.3 On the other hand, for j = j0 no solution vanishes at r = 0, the monopole core.

1To be concrete, f (1,2)
j>j0,m,qeqm

(Ω) and fj0,m,qeqm(Ω) correspond to ξ(1,2)j>j0,m
and ηm in Ref. [16], respec-

tively.
2The operator σ · r̂ also commutes with J2 and Jz.
3Here we use the chiral representation while the Dirac representation is adapted in Ref. [16]. These are

related by γµchiral = UγµDiracU
† where U = 1√

2
( 1 −1
1 1 ).
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The non-vanishing solution is [16] (qeqm > 0 is assumed for simplicity)

ψj0,E =

j0∑
m=−j0

1

r

(
cm,E e−iErfj0,m,qeqm(Ω)

dm,E eiErfj0,m,qeqm(Ω)

)
, (2.12)

where cm,E and dm,E are integration constants. The general solution of 4d Dirac spinor is
written as the superposition:

ψ(x) =

(
ψ+

ψ̄′+

)
=

∫
dE e−iEt

ψj0,E +
∑

j≥j0+1

ψj,E

 . (2.13)

Note that the left- and right-handed components of the first term in Eq. (2.13) have only
incoming and outgoing modes, respectively:∫

dE e−iEtψj0,E =:
∑
m

1

r

(
χ+

in,m(t+ r)fj0,m,qeqm(Ω)

χ+
out,m(t− r)fj0,m,qeqm(Ω)

)
. (2.14)

This is in contrast to the j ≥ j0 + 1 modes, where left/right-handed component has
both incoming and outgoing modes (since the Bessel function behaves as sin(Er)/

√
Er

or cos(Er)/
√
Er for large Er). This implies that, in the context of the unitarity para-

dox of the monopole-fermion scattering, only the first term in Eq. (2.13) needs to be kept
(see Sec. 2.2.2). In the following, we call this truncation as s-wave approximation. The
generalisation to the multiple flavour case is straightforward:(

ψ+
a

ψ̄′+ā

)
=
∑
m

1

r

(
χ+

in,a,m(t+ r)fj0,m,qeqm(Ω)

χ+
out,ā,m(t− r)fj0,m,qeqm(Ω)

)
+ (j ≥ j0 + 1modes) . (2.15)

Near the core of the monopole r ∼ 0, the solution behaves as

ψj,E ∝ rµ−1 , (2.16)

from Eqs. (2.11) and (2.12). Thus, if we interpret ψj,E as a wave function of the fermion
with energy E and angular momentum j, the probability that the fermion exists near r = 0

is4

r2 |ψj,E |2 ∝ r2µ , (2.17)

where r2 comes from a volume factor. This means that only the j = j0 mode, which leads
to µ = 0, reaches the monopole core. Since the U(1) monopole solution is singular at r = 0,
we have to impose the boundary condition in order to define the theory. Next, we will
discuss the issues of the boundary condition.

2.2.2 Effective two-dimensional description

Each angular momentum mode of the four-dimensional fermions can be thought of as a
two-dimensional fermion [12, 31]. This effectively reduces the original system to a 1 + 1

4Note that the solution we discarded in Eq. (2.11) is ψj,E ∼ r−µ−1 for r ∼ 0. This leads to the divergent
probability r2|ψj,E |2 ∼ r−2µ, which is presumably physically unacceptable.
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2d Weyl 4d Weyl qe σ · r̂ (4d) helicity (4d)

χ+
in,a ψ+

a 1 1 −1/2 (left-handed)

χ−in,ā ψ̄−ā −1 −1 1/2 (right-handed)

χ−out,a ψ′−a −1 −1 −1/2 (left-handed)

χ+
out,ā ψ̄′+ā 1 1 1/2 (right-handed)

Table 1. Correspondence between 4d and 2d fermions as a result of the partial wave decomposition,
in the presence of the minimal-charge Dirac monopole (qm = 1) and in the lowest partial wave
sector. 4d and 2d fields are respectively denoted using ψ and χ. For both ψ and χ, ± denotes
the U(1) charge of the fermions. In addition, the 4d fields with or without bar means that the
chirality of the field is right- or left-handed, while for the 2d fields in/out means that the fields
are incoming/outgoing with respect to the boundary at r = 0. Flavour indices of the fermions
are indicated by a, ā = 1, . . . , N . We also take the particles in the white entries as a particle, and
grey as their antiparticles. Note that the gauge group U(1) turns in to the U(1)A symmetry in the
two-dimensional description because of this.

dimensional one, with spacetime coordinates being (t, r > 0), where the boundary condition
at r = 0 plays the role of the monopole. We assume that this boundary condition does
not mix different angular momentum modes, which is tantamount to assuming that the
monopole is spherically symmetric. We also assume that this effective 2d system as well as
its boundary condition is conformal in the IR limit.

As we can see from the discussion above, the j ≥ j0+1 partial waves of one Weyl fermion
come in a pair of incoming and outgoing modes, while the j = j0 wave of one Weyl fermion
is chiral and only contains incoming or outgoing mode by virtue of the Atiyah-Singer index
theorem [35]. For the j ≥ j0 + 1 partial waves, the incoming and the outgoing modes are
coupled via the position-dependent mass term. As the profile of the mass becomes a delta
function in the limit of infinite monopole mass [31], we can simply impose the Dirichlet
boundary condition for those modes.5 We will not discuss these higher angular momentum
modes anymore.

On the other hand, for the j = j0 partial wave, the effective two-dimensional modes
are chiral as discussed. In other words, ψ+ and ψ̄− create incoming modes only in the two-
dimensional effective description, denoted as χ+

in and χ−in, respectively. We summarised the
correspondence between 4d and 2d modes in the lowest spin partial wave sector, in Table 1.
Since we do not have a natural boundary condition for those chiral modes, understanding
their boundary condition amounts to understanding the monopole-fermion scattering in
question.

Such boundary conditions can be characterised using the symmetries that they preserve.
It is usually believed that when a certain symmetry is non-anomalous, a boundary condition

5This position-dependent mass was computed from studying the ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopole and taking
the infinite mass limit. Even though this argument is not purely in terms of the original U(1) gauge theory,
we will adopt this result for our case as well.
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exists which is invariant under it.6 From now on, we choose such an anomaly-free symmetry
to be U(1)A × SU(N)V , in the 2d language, which is U(1)gauge × SU(N)baryon symmetry
in the 4d language;

2d Weyl 4d Weyl U(1)A SU(N)V
χ+

in,a ψ+
a +1 �

χ−out,a ψ′−a −1 �

(2.18)

Note that we could have taken SU(N)A instead of SU(N)V , but we do not study this
possibility since this is not of interest in view of the ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopoles of SU(2)

gauge theory – SU(N)A symmetry is only emergent after Higgsing of the non-diagonal
gauge fields.

2.3 Boundary condition of the effective two-dimensional theory

2.3.1 Free boundary condition

Free boundary condition is one of the simplest boundary conditions of the two-dimensional
effective theory. This boundary condition is usually placed at r = R, far away from the
monopole, and is written as

A[θ] : χ+
in,a

∣∣∣
r=R

= eiθδa,āχ
+
out,ā

∣∣∣
r=R

, (2.19)

and its complex conjugate, where θ is some arbitrary parameter. Different θ are connected
via the U(1)V rotations. This boundary condition preserves the U(1)A symmetry but not
the SU(N)V flavour symmetry. Note that N denotes the number of SU(2) Weyl fermion
doublet and is also the number of U(1) Dirac fermion.

In the four-dimensional language, this boundary condition can be obtained from a
position-dependent mass term for the Weyl fermion,

M(r)ψ+
a ψ
′−
a , (2.20)

where M(r) is zero when r < R, while taken to be large when r > R. The arbitrary
parameter θ in Eq. (2.19) is encoded in the phase of M(r). Hereafter, we denote this
boundary condition as A[θ]-boundary.

2.3.2 Dyon boundary conditions

Dyon boundary conditions are the boundary conditions that are invariant under U(1)A ×
SU(N)V . As discussed, this class of boundary conditions corresponds to the magnetic line
defect in the four-dimensional gauge theory of interest. It is known that such boundary
conditions satisfy the following relation [24, 25, 27],

D[θ] : RabJin,b|r=0 = Jout,a|r=0 , Rab := δab −
2

N
, (2.21)

6This statement of existence is only a folklore, and only the converse is proven in Ref. [40]. See Ref. [41]
for a list of statements related to anomaly and boundary. See also Refs. [28, 33, 34] for concrete examples
where this is true. Note also that the relation between anomaly and the existence of general codimension-p
defects is not known yet.
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where

Jin,a :=

N∑
ā=1

χ+
in,aχ

−
in,āδa,ā and Jout,a :=

N∑
ā=1

χ−out,aχ
+
out,āδa,ā . (2.22)

The reason for the free parameter θ will be explained in the next paragraph. Note that
the expression above only makes manifest the U(1)N ⊂ U(1)A×SU(N)V symmetry at the
boundary.

As indicated in the notation, dyon boundary conditions are secretly parameterised by a
free parameter θ. This is analogous to A[θ], as different θ are connected via U(1)V rotations.
We usually identify θ as the topological angle of the U(1) gauge theory, as discussed by
Refs. [24, 25]. The boundary condition corresponding to the Dirac monopole is known to
be D[θ].

For N = 1, 2, we can impose linear dyon boundary conditions not on currents but
fermions as we will see later. As proved in Refs. [24, 42], these linear boundary conditions
are the same as D[θ] (2.21).

For the theory of our interest, the boundary conditions that we need are already con-
structed in the literature [14, 21–23, 42]. We review them for N = 2 and for N ≥ 4,
separately. We will also review the case with N = 1 for pedagogical reasons, even though
we have promised, in Sec. 2.1, to look only at the case where N is even, because of the
Witten anomaly.

2.3.3 Unitarity paradox

From now on, we consider a qeqm = 1 case for simplicity. In this case, χ+
in and χ+

out have no
angular momentum index because of j0 = 0.

For N = 1, 2, we will see that a final state exists. In contrast to the N = 1, 2 cases, a
final state is missing for the N ≥ 4 cases.

N = 1 case As a warm-up, we first consider the N = 1 case. Even though the N = 1

case suffers from the Witten anomaly as noted in the previous section, this setup reveals
the strange feature of the scattering of the fermion off the monopole.

In the s-wave approximation, when an incoming fermion is χ+
in, the conservation of

the angular momentum implies that a candidate of an outgoing fermion is χ±out, and the
conservation of the U(1) charge gives a further restriction. Then, the scattering process is
denoted in the two-dimensional perspective as

M + χ+
in →M + χ+

out , (2.23)

where M is the Dirac monopole. For the N = 1 case, the dyon boundary condition can be
written as

χ+
in

∣∣
r=0

= eiϕχ+
out
∣∣
r=0

. (2.24)

The phase factor eiϕ is not invariant under the chiral rotation of the fermion, while the
combination of invariant angles is

ϑ = ϕ− ϑ , (2.25)
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where ϑ is the coefficient of U(1) FµνF̃
µν term in the parity-violating U(1) gauge theory.7

In the four-dimensional perspective, the scattering process is denoted as

M + ψ+ →M + ψ̄′+ , (2.26)

and it implies that the fermion helicity flips [16]. Therefore, the angle ϕ in Eq. (2.24) is a
parity and CP violating parameter.

N = 2 case Next, let us consider the N = 2 case and the situation where an incoming
fermion is χ+

in,1. From the conservation of the angular momentum, the fermion helicity
flips. In addition to this flip, the flavour index of the fermion must change since the dyon
boundary condition at the core can be written as [24, 42]

χ+
in,a

∣∣∣
r=0

= i eiϕεab̄ χ
+
out,b̄

∣∣∣
r=0

. (2.27)

Again, the angle ϕ is a parity violating, and the invariant angle is given by (2.25). This
observation implies that the scattering of χ+

in,1 off the monopole M is

M + χ+
in,1 →M + χ+

out,2̄ , (2.28)

where we add a bar for particles with index ā. This process is translated to

M + ψ+
1 →M + ψ̄′+2 , (2.29)

in the four-dimensional perspective.

N ≥ 4 cases Finally, let us consider a scattering of the N ≥ 4 cases,

M + χ+
in,a →M +X , (2.30)

where X denotes the unknown outgoing fermion. When the incoming fermion is χ+
in,1 for

example, the candidate of the final state X should be χ+
out,ā (or their superposition) due

to the conservation of the angular momentum and the U(1) charge. However, we cannot
maintain the flavour symmetry at the core for the N ≥ 4 case by imposing a linear dyon
boundary condition in contrast to the N = 1, 2 cases [23, 42]. This suggests that the final
state does not exist. There are two problems:

(i) a missing of the final state in the two-dimensional perspective, and

(ii) if the problem (i) is solved, the interpretation of the final state in the four-dimensional
perspective.

The problem (i) was solved by bosonisation and imposing D[θ]-boundary (2.21) for the
fermions in Refs. [21, 22, 24, 27]. It turned out that the final state has the fractional
fermion number, which is called the semiton state. On the other hand, the problem (ii)
is in ongoing debate. See Refs. [29–31] for recent proposals. In the following sections,
we review the solution of problem (i) following Ref. [24], and then we provide a possible
solution of the problem (ii). The relation with other proposals is discussed in Sec. 5.3. The
problem (ii) is known as the unitarity paradox of the monopole-fermion scattering.

7See Ref. [43] for the recent analysis of the N = 1 case with the time-dependent topological angle.

– 10 –



3 Two-dimensional phenomenological model

In this section, we review a two-dimensional phenomenological model introduced by Polchin-
ski [24] (see also Ref. [25]) and derive boundary conditions for fermions and currents, as
preliminaries to the next section. To compare with the 2d model in Sec. 2, a rotor degree of
freedom, which serves as that of monopole, is introduced near the origin. This model can
be derived from the Georgi-Glashow model, which includes an ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopole,
and reduces to the 2d model in Sec. 2 in a low energy limit. Therefore, this model is suitable
for our purpose.

3.1 Model

In a scattering process, we have left-moving fermions χ±in and right-moving fermions χ±out.
Since χ±in and χ±out do not interact with each other, it is convenient to extend the spacetime
and introduce right-moving fermions,8

χā(t, x) =

{
χ+

out,ā(t− x) , (x > 0) ,

χ−in,ā(t− x) , (x < 0) ,
χ†a(t, x) =

{
χ−out,a(t− x) , (x > 0) ,

χ+
in,a(t− x) , (x < 0) .

(3.1)

Here, the awkward suffix ā appears in χā because we use right-moving fermions. In this
construction, the electric charge of χā changes at x = 0. We study the Hamiltonian which
describes N flavour of a right-moving fermion coupled to a time-dependent rotor degree of
freedom α(t)

H =
N∑

a,ā=1

∫ ∞
−∞

dxχ†a(x)

(
−i

∂

∂x
− αf(x)

)
χā(x)δa,ā +

Π2

2I
. (3.2)

The first term describes fermions in the presence of the vector potential eA1 = α(t)f(x).9

The second term is a kinetic term of the rotor; Π(t) is a conjugate momentum of α(t),
which satisfies the commutation relation

[α,Π] = i , (3.3)

and I is the moment of inertia of the rotor. The monopole-fermion interaction is localised
by the function f(x), which is an even function and vanishes outside of the core of dyon,

f(x) = 0 , for |x| > r0 , (3.4)

where r0 is the dyon core size, and we normalise∫ ∞
−∞

dx f(x) = 1 . (3.5)

8This trick, called the unfolding, is not always valid even though the opposite procedure, folding, is
always possible.

9This relation can be derived from a low energy description of the Georgi-Glashow model.
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The conserved electric charge is10

Q = 2

(
Π +

∫ ∞
−∞

dx q(x)J(x)

)
, (3.6)

where the current is introduced as

J(x) :=
N∑

a,ā=1

Jaā(x)δa,ā , Jaā := χ†aχā , (3.7)

and the function q(x) is introduced as follows

dq

dx
= −f , with q(x) =


−1

2
, (x > r0) ,

1

2
, (x < −r0) .

(3.8)

The charge operator (3.6) does not commute with the Hamiltonian H due to the anomalous
Schwinger term in the current commutator

[J(x), J(y)] = − iN

2π
∂xδ(x− y) . (3.9)

In other words, the charge Q is conserved classically, but is not conserved quantum me-
chanically. This problem can be solved by adding an additional term to the Hamiltonian

Hnew = H +
1

2
Cα2 , C :=

N

2π

∫ ∞
−∞

dx f2(x) . (3.10)

The charge Q commutes with the new Hamiltonian,

[Q,Hnew] = 0 , (3.11)

and Q is conserved. In the following, we study the new Hamiltonian Hnew instead of H.

3.2 Boundary condition

In this section, we derive boundary conditions for χā, a U(1) current, and an SU(N) current
by assuming that incoming particles have low energy E � 1/I. After that, we obtain a
change of fermion numbers in a scattering process.

Let us first derive a boundary condition for χā imposed at the core. The equation of
motion for χā is given by

∂

∂t
χā(t, x) = − ∂

∂x
χā(t, x) + iα(t)f(x)χā(t, x) . (3.12)

From the low energy observer, the detail description of the monopole core is not needed.
One only needs the boundary condition of the fermions at x = ±r0. With the rotor degree

10We follow the notation in Ref. [25] which is twice of the notation in Ref. [24].
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of freedom α, the boundary condition preserving U(1) and flavour symmetries is written
as11

χā|x=r0
= eiα(t)χā

∣∣∣
x=−r0

, (3.13)

where a small core approximation (r0E � 1 with E being the energy of χ) is used. The
fermion-rotor interaction term in the Hamiltonian (3.10) is chosen so that this boundary
condition is realised.12

Next, we drive boundary conditions for the U(1) current (3.7). In standard electroweak
theory and GUT theory, the baryon number current is not a gauge-invariant conserved
current. We can define a current J which is conserved but not gauge-invariant, or a current
J̃ which is gauge-invariant but not conserved.

In the Polchinski’s model, J is a conserved current,

∂Jaā
∂t

= −∂Jaā
∂x

+
α

2π

df

dx
, (3.15)

up to the anomaly. However, J is not gauge-invariant as it does not commute with Q

[Jaā, Q] =
i

π
fδa,ā . (3.16)

We can construct an improved current

J̃ =
N∑

a,ā=1

J̃aāδa,ā , J̃aā(t, x) := Jaā(t, x)− 1

2π
α(t)f(x)δa,ā , (3.17)

such that the improved current is gauge-invariant, i.e., it commutes with Q, [J̃ , Q] = 0.
However, J̃ does not commute with Hnew, [J̃ , Hnew] 6= 0. The conservation law for J̃aā
becomes

∂J̃aā
∂t

= −∂J̃aā
∂x
− f

2πI
Πδa,ā . (3.18)

The equation of motion for Π, which is obtained from Hnew, can be written using J̃ ,

dΠ

dt
=

∫ ∞
−∞

dx f(x)J̃(x) . (3.19)

From Eq. (3.18), we obtain

J̃aā(t, x) = J̃aā(t− x− r0,−r0)− δa,ā
2πI

∫ x

−r0
dx′ f(x′)Π(t+ x′ − x)

' J̃aā(t,−r0) +
δa,ā
2πI

Π(t)(q(x)− q(−r0)) ,

(3.20)

11Since [Q, eiα] = 2eiα, the boundary condition (3.13) preserves the U(1) charge (3.6).
12We comment on the 2π periodicity of α [24]. This is not symmetry of the Hamiltonian (3.10). However,

with F being the fermion number and Q being Eq. (3.6), an operator

Ω = (−1)F e2πiQ (3.14)

commutes with the Hamiltonian (3.10), and increases α by 2π. Therefore, it is possible to diagonalize
both (3.10) and Q, where the 2π periodicity is manifest. In this sense, the variable α looks similar to the
topological angle, although the precise relation is not clear.
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where we use a small core approximation from the first line to the second line (see Ref. [24]).
By inserting Eq. (3.20) into Eq. (3.19), we obtain

dΠ

dt
' J̃(t,−r0)− N

4πI
Π . (3.21)

That is,

Π(t) = e−
N
4πI

tΠ(0) +

∫ t

0
dt′ e−

N
4πI

(t−t′)J̃(t′,−r0) . (3.22)

Assuming J̃(t,−r0) varies slowly in time and assuming t � I so that the initial value of
Π(0) has decayed to essentially 0,13 we can approximate as

Π(t) ' 4πI

N
J̃(t,−r0) . (3.23)

This result is consistent with the assumption we imposed. By inserting Eq. (3.23) into
Eq. (3.20) with setting x = r0, we obtain

J̃aā

∣∣∣
x=r0

' J̃aā

∣∣∣
x=−r0

− 2

N
J̃
∣∣∣
x=−r0

. (3.24)

This is the same as the dyon boundary condition (2.21). We can also obtain a boundary
condition for J̃ as

J̃
∣∣∣
x=r0

' − J̃
∣∣∣
x=−r0

. (3.25)

J̃(t, x) changes the sign when it passes the dyon, and this implies a violation of fermion
number conservation.

Finally, we derive a boundary condition for the SU(N) current,

JASU(N) := χ†a(T
A)aāχā . (3.26)

In contrast to the U(1) current, the SU(N) current does not couple to the rotor and have
no anomaly. Thus, the boundary condition can be written as

JASU(N)

∣∣∣
x=r0

' JASU(N)

∣∣∣
x=−r0

. (3.27)

In this section, we derived boundary conditions imposed at the core for fermions (3.13),
the (improved) U(1) current (3.25) and the SU(N) current (3.27).

3.3 Scattering process

Let us consider a scattering process. By integrating Eq. (3.24) over t, the boundary condi-
tion for each fermion number is derived:

nout
a = nin

a −
2

N

∑
b

nin
b , (3.28)

13This approximation is the same as the small core approximation.
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where nout
a and nin

a are the outgoing and incoming fermion number of a-th flavour, respec-
tively,

nout
a =

N∑
ā=1

∫
dt J̃aā(t, r0)δa,ā , nin

a =

N∑
ā=1

∫
dt J̃aā(t,−r0)δa,ā . (3.29)

This relation leads to the following conservation law in the monopole-fermions scatter-
ing for any number of N :

N∑
a=1

nout
a = −

N∑
a=1

nin
a . (3.30)

Namely, the total number of the right-moving fermions is just flipped its sign via the
scattering. In the 4d language, it corresponds to the fermion number violating scattering.

N = 1 case In this case, Eq. (3.28) reduces to14

nout = −nin . (3.31)

For nin = 1, we obtain nout = −1. This implies that the particle χ becomes the anti-particle
χ† after the scattering. That is, the incoming particle χ−in becomes the outgoing particle
χ−out. The helicity of the incoming fermion changes after the scattering as in Ref. [16]. It is
possible to replace the existence of the dyon with the boundary condition at the origin on
the fermions and derive the same conclusion. This is achieved by the boundary condition,

χ†
∣∣∣
x=0+

= eiϕχ
∣∣
x=0− , (3.32)

where ϕ should be identified with a topological angle of the UV non-Abelian gauge theory.
This boundary condition is identical to Eq. (2.24) under the complex conjugate.

N = 2 case In this case, Eq. (3.28) reduces to

nout
a = nin

a −
∑
b

nin
b . (3.33)

For nin
1 = 1, nin

2 = 0 case, we obtain nout
1 = 0, nout

2 = −1. The incoming particle χ1 becomes
the outgoing anti-fermion χ†2. Or equivalently, χ−in,1 becomes χ−out,2, and this implies that
both the flavour and the chirality change after the scattering.

As in theN = 1 case, we can obtain the same result by imposing the boundary condition
on the fermions,

εābχ
†
b

∣∣∣
x=0+

= i eiϕχā
∣∣
x=0− , (3.34)

which is identical to Eq. (2.27) under the complex conjugate.

14Here and hereafter we omit the subscript a and ā for N = 1.
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N ≥ 4 cases Unlike the N = 1, 2 cases, nout
a become fractional numbers in general

when nin
a are integers. This implies that the final state does not exist as an ordinary 2d

fermion. This is a unitarity paradox in monopole-fermion scattering. In Ref. [24], Polchinski
concluded that the final state does not have a simple particle interpretation but appears as
propagating pulses of vacuum polarisation. In Sec. 4, we give our interpretation.

Change of α From Eq. (3.10), the equation for α is15

1

2π

dα

dt
=

Π

2πI
=

2

N
J̃(t,−r0) , (3.35)

where Eqs. (3.23) and (3.25) are used in the last equality. By integrating over t, we obtain

1

2π
(αout − αin) =

2

N

∑
a

nin
a , (3.36)

where αout and αin are the values of α after and before the scattering, respectively. In the
next section, we use the above relation.

4 A four-dimensional solution to the monopole puzzle

In the previous section, we have seen that the state with the fractional fermion number
indeed appears as the final state of the scattering. The monopole puzzle is how to interpret
this state in the 4d language. We expect that, in the region far away from the monopole,
the system is weakly interacting U(1) gauge theory with the massless fermions. Then, the
state with the fractional fermion number should belong to the Fock space of the fermions,
but there are no fractional fermion states in the Fock space by construction.

Here, we propose a solution to the problem. We first point out that, if the rotor degrees
of freedom, α, is treated classically, then the problem is solved. In this case, the fermion
Fock space Hα is parameterised by α. The initial fermion belongs to Hαin , while the final
fermion belongs to the different Fock space Hαout . Here αin and αout are the values of α
before and after the scattering, respectively. In the following, in Sec. 4.1, we show that this
picture nicely explains the final state of the monopole-fermion scattering for any N = even
with an IR cutoff. Next, in Sec. 4.3, we turn to the question of the quantum effect on α.
We argue that the puzzle is solved even if we take into account the quantum effect.

4.1 The monopole scattering with the dynamics of α

We start from Eq. (3.36). The value of α after scattering is (αin = 0 is assumed in this
section)

αout =
4π

N

∑
a

nin
a . (4.1)

This simple formula provides insight into the monopole-fermion scattering. When N = 1

and 2 cases, αout ≡ 0 (mod 2π) for any number of
∑

a n
in
a . It is known that in the 2d

15From 4d perspective, Eq. (3.35) may be derived from the anomaly equation,
∫

d3x ∂µj
µ ∼∫

d3xTr (F ∧ F ) [12].
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phenomenological model there is the 2π periodicity of α up to the total fermion number,
which would change by mod 2 [24] (see also Footnote 12). On the other hand, the first
non-trivial value appears αout ≡ π (mod 2π) when N = 4 and

∑
a n

in
a = ±1. This is exactly

the monopole-fermion scattering that suffers from the unitarity paradox.
Let us discuss the spectrum of the fermions. We first recall Eq. (3.13), which gives rise

the phase shift at the monopole core. In addition to that, we impose the IR cutoff L. We
place a boundary condition

χā|x=−L/2 = − χā|x=L/2 , (4.2)

so that the momentum of the fermion (4.2) for αin = 0 is

ka = (2`a + 1)
π

L
, `a ∈ Z . (4.3)

Following a Dirac sea picture, all states with ka < 0 (i.e., `a ≤ −1) are occupied in the
vacuum. States with ka > 0 are considered to be particles while holes of ka < 0 states are
understood as anti-particles.16

After the monopole-fermion scattering, α becomes Eq. (4.1). Now the momentum
compatible with Eqs. (3.13) and (4.2) is

ka =

(
2`a + 1− 4

N

∑
b

nin
b

)
π

L
. (4.4)

In the rest of this section, we clarify that a candidate of the final state is obtained from the
shift of the momentum.

N = 1 and 2 cases We observe that the whole spectra does not change for N = 1 and 2.
This implies that the monopole-fermion scattering is viewed as the spectral flow in these
cases. Suppose that ` ≤ 0 states are initially occupied for N = 1. That is, the ` = 0

state corresponds to a particle, and the ` < 0 states correspond to a Dirac sea. After the
scattering, by using Eq. (4.4) with nin = 1, the state with k = −π/L (corresponding to
` = 1) is not occupied, which is interpreted as an anti-particle. Explicitly, the scattering
process is written as

M + χ−in →M + χ−out . (4.5)

Note that this needs not to be the true final state since the scattering process is not
adiabatic. Indeed, the typical time scale of the scattering is set by the inverse of the GUT
scale, which is much shorter than the inverse of the energy gap ∼ 1/L. It is possible that
final state contains the fermion anti-fermion pairs. When the final state is a massless single
particle as given by the boundary condition (2.24), the pair-production must lead to the
on-shell photon exchange which is forbidden in s-wave scattering. The figure is just an

16We could think of this as placing an anti-monopole at x = L/2 to cancel the tadpole of magnetic charge.
We can set the anti-dyon degrees of freedom to β = π before the fermion bounces back to x = L/2. We can
also place an axial boundary condition. This is better as the system will be free of Majorana zero modes.
This does not change our conclusions, though, except that we need to take L→ 2L.
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illustration to show that there is a candidate for the final state. Similarly, if the ` ≤ −2

states are occupied initially (corresponding to nin = −1), the final state corresponds to a
particle state:

M + χ+
in →M + χ+

out . (4.6)

This is the same as Eq. (2.23).
For N = 2, when an initial state is χ−in,1̄ (`1 ≤ 0 and `2 ≤ −1 states are occupied), the

final state is χ−out,2 following Eq. (4.4) with nin
1 = 1, nin

2 = 0:

M + χ−in,1̄ →M + χ−out,2 , (4.7)

see also Fig. 1. The result same as Eq. (2.28) is obtained by choosing an initial state where
`1 ≤ −2 and `2 ≤ −1 are occupied (corresponding to nin

1 = −1, nin
2 = 0).

In other words, for N = 1 and 2 cases, the fermion momentum after the monopole-
fermion scattering is still the same as the anti-periodic boundary condition (4.4). Hence,
the fermion Fock space after the scattering does not change from the initial one.

N = 4 case Contrary to the N = 1 and 2 cases, the situation is drastically different for
N = 4. The whole spectra (4.3) and (4.4) are different. This means that the fermion state
after the scattering can not be described by the initial fermion Fock space. From Eq. (4.4),
we can see that the allowed momentum for N = 4 is the same as the one of periodic (anti-
periodic) boundary condition when

∑
b n

in
b is an odd (even) number. Namely, the fermion

one-particle state with anti-periodic condition is scattered into fermion one-particle state
with periodic condition, see Fig. 2. In fact, this is related to the observation in Ref. [27],
where it was shown that there are no unitarity paradox if one prepares both of the periodic
and anti-periodic fermions from the beginning. On the other hand, we solve the problem
even if there is only a fermion with anti-periodic boundary condition, thanks to the dynamics
of the rotor degree of freedom. This final state has the correct quantum number same as
the semiton [27] (see also Sec. 4.2). We have provided a simple 4d picture, where α is just
a modulus of the monopole. Even though the model itself is 2d, the uplifting to 4d degrees
of freedom is clear.

N ≥ 6 cases As in the N = 4 case, the whole spectra (4.3) and (4.4) are different. For
general N , it is expected that the final state is described using the fermion ζ with the
twisted boundary condition

ζ ∼ −e−2πi 2
N ζ , (4.8)

for nin,a = δa,1. From the state-operator correspondence, the Fock vacuum of the twisted
boundary condition (4.8) is expressed by the operator e−i 2

N
ρ (e.g., Ref. [44], see also

Sec. 4.2), where ρ is the bosonised field of ζ. This indicates that the Fock vacuum before
scattering has zero fermion number while the vacuum after scattering has −2/N fermion
number. This provides an explanation of Eq. (3.28). The first term in the right hand
side is “particle contribution”, and the second term is “vacuum contribution”. The vacuum
contribution can be fractional.
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Flavour 1 Flavour 2

Figure 1. The fermion spectrum before and after the scattering for N = 2. Left: Initial state;
nin
1 = 1, nin

2 = 0. All the negative states and the one flavour 1 positive energy state are occupied.
Right: A candidate of the final state; nout

1 = 0, nout
2 = −1, which is interpreted as one anti-particle

state of flavour 2 and is represented by the blue circle. We emphasise that, since the scattering is
not adiabatic, this is not necessarily a true final state. The point here is that there are candidates
for the final state.
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Flavour 1 Flavour 2 Flavour 3 Flavour 4

Figure 2. The fermion spectrum before and after the scattering for N = 4. Left: Initial state;
nin
1 = 1, nin

2,3,4 = 0. Right: A candidate of the final state; nout
1 = 1/2, nout

2,3,4 = −1/2, where the
Fock vacuum after the scattering has ±1/2 fermion number as the vacuum contribution. This is
interpreted as the semiton state.

To summarise, the unitarity paradox is solved by treating α classically. In our solution,
the outgoing state is a state which belongs to a different Fock space.

4.2 Fermion number

Here we clarify why the fermions with different boundary condition have the fractional
fermion number. First, we define

χ̃ā =

{
χā , (x > 0) ,

eiαχā , (x < 0) ,
(4.9)

such that χ̃ā|x=−0 = χ̃ā|x=+0, which is consistent with Eqs. (3.1) and (3.13). Combined
with Eq. (4.2), χ̃ satisfies

χ̃ā|x=−L/2 = −eiα χ̃ā|x=L/2 . (4.10)
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By moving to the left-moving basis ψLa, we obtain

ψLa|x=−L/2 = −e−iα ψLa|x=L/2 . (4.11)

The bosonisation is (see, e.g., Ref. [45])

ψLa = : eiφLa :

= exp

 ∑
n>0,n∈Z

einσ

n
φ−n,a

 eiφ0,aeiσ(p0,a+ 1
2) exp

− ∑
n>0,n∈Z

e−inσ

n
φn,a

 ,
(4.12)

where σ = 2πx/L, and φL is the chiral boson:

φLa = φ0,a + (σ + τ)p0,a +
∑

n6=0,n∈Z
φn,ae

−in(σ+τ) . (4.13)

Here τ is the time coordinate, and the commutation relation is [p0,a, φ0,b] = −iδab, [φn, φm] =

nδn,−m. The momentum p0,a is identified as the a-th fermion number operator. Given the
boundary condition (4.11), this is quantised as

(a-th fermion number) =
α

2π
+ Z . (4.14)

This leads to the fractionalisation of the fermion number unless α = 0.

4.3 Quantum Effect

In the previous subsections, we have solved the unitarity paradox by treating α classically.
Here we consider how the above picture is modified by the quantum effect.

If there are no couplings between α and the massless fermions, from quantum mechanics
on S1, we know that the ground state is the superposition of different value of α with equal
weight. However, given the boundary-bulk coupling, the situation is not clear,17 and there
are two possibilities.

• When the boundary-bulk coupling is large, it would be possible that the ground-state
wavefunction of α has a localised profile, i.e., 〈eiα〉 6= 0. In the context of condensed
matter physics, this is called (de)localisation of mobility [46–49]. For example, 2d
boundary conformal field theory considered in Ref. [26] exhibits this behaviour. There
is a quantum mechanical degree of freedom living on the boundary, and the boundary
potential has several minima with the same potential energy. Thus, there are the de-
generate vacua classically, while the vacuum is unique quantum mechanically if there
are no couplings to the bulk. However, the authors of Ref. [26] showed that, in the
presence of couplings to the bulk, the vacua become distinguishable at the quantum
level and the degenerate vacua appear both classically and quantum mechanically, by
explicitly computing the S-matrix element. If our monopole-fermion system is also

17For finite L, the states with different α may not be degenerate in energy due to the Casimir energy. In
this case, we believe that α is localised. In the limit L → ∞, the states with different α are degenerate in
energy, where the situation is not clear.
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localised, then the solution in the previous subsection quantum mechanically applies
as it is. Reference [50] considers a system close to our system, and shows that the sys-
tem exhibits the localisation when E � 1/I � 1/r0. Reference [50] also reproduces
the dyon boundary condition considered in this paper, where the author computes
the boundary entropy correctly. This is also consistent with the computation of the
boundary entropy in Ref. [34]. When the dyon boundary condition is imposed at both
ends, there are g2

R = N/2 sectors at the boundary. This number coincides with the
number of the possible change of α αout − αin = 0, 4π

N ,
8π
N , · · · ,

4π
N (N2 − 1).

• On the other hand, it is also possible that the wavefunction of α is not localised, since
we are not aware of the study of the localisation exactly same as our system. Then,
we should consider the superposition of α from different magnetic monopoles. Never-
theless, since the solution is valid for fixed α, this must be valid for the superposition
of α. The interpretation is that we can not consider the fermion with single boundary
condition. As a result, there are no one-particle state with definite fermion number.

It is interesting to explore which is correct by studying the system analytically/numerically,
which we leave for future study. We emphasise here that the puzzle itself is solved inde-
pendent of the quantum effect.

5 Summary and Discussions

In this paper, we have proposed a solution to the unitarity paradox of the monopole-fermion
scattering. A crucial observation is that the Fock space of the fermions depends on the rotor
degree of freedom of the monopole and changes by the scattering. The problem is solved
by realising that the fermions with the twisted boundary condition possess the fractional
fermion number. This provides a 4d interpretation of the 2d semiton state.

The remaining of this paper is devoted to discussions. In Sec. 5.1, we comment on the
case where the flavour number N is odd. The monopole in the context of SU(5) GUT is
discussed in Sec. 5.2. The relations with other proposed solutions to the unitarity paradox
are discussed in Sec. 5.3.

5.1 Odd N cases

As we have argued, in the context with the SU(2) gauge theory coupled to N -doublet Weyl
fermions in the fundamental representation, N must be even due to the Witten anomaly
[36].

However, the situation with N = odd can be realised by the following setup. Let us
consider an SU(2) gauge theory coupled to N -triplet Weyl fermions in the adjoint repre-
sentation as a UV complete system, and assume that a Dirac monopole is produced in the
IR theory with an adjoint Higgs. Since the Witten anomaly is absent, N can be not only
even but also odd. However, the U(1) electric charge of the fermions is twice the minimum
charge allowed by the Dirac-Zwanziger quantisation condition. We leave the further inves-
tigation of the monopole-fermion scattering in this setup for future work. See Refs. [37, 38]
for related discussions.
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5.2 Monopoles in four-dimensional GUTs

The monopole in the context of the SU(5) GUT corresponds to the N = 4 case, where the
generator of SU(2), T , is embedded into the generator of SU(5) as [51, 52]

T =


0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

σ

2

. (5.1)

Here the first three and last two components correspond to SU(3)C and SU(2)L gauge
groups of the Standard Model, and σ is the Pauli matrix. After developing the vacuum
expectation value of the adjoint Higgs, the unbroken U(1) is

2T 3 = − 1√
3
λ8 − 1

2
τ3 − 1

2
Y , (5.2)

where λ8 is one the Cartan subalgebra of SU(3)C , τ3 is the subalgebra of SU(2)L, and Y
is the generator of U(1)Y in the Standard Model. Explicitly, these generators are expressed
as

λ8 = diag

(
1√
3
,

1√
3
,− 2√

3
, 0, 0

)
,

τ3 = diag(0, 0, 0, 1,−1) ,

Y = diag

(
−2

3
,−2

3
,−2

3
, 1, 1

)
.

(5.3)

Since the QED charge QQED is given by QQED = (τ3 + Y )/2, the unbroken U(1) charge
becomes

2T 3 = −Qλ8 −QQED , (5.4)

where

Qλ8 :=
λ8

√
3

=


1

3
for the colour index 1, 2 ,

−2

3
for the colour index 3 .

(5.5)

In the left-handed basis, the Weyl fermion SU(2) doublets (= U(1) Dirac fermions) are(
ψ+
a

ψ′−a

)
=

(
eL

(dR)†3

)
a=1

,

(
(dL)3

e†R

)
a=2

,

(
(uR)†1
(uL)2

)
a=3

,

(
(uR)†2
(uL)1

)
a=4

, (5.6)

see, e.g., Ref. [15], where the upper and lower components correspond to 2T 3 = ±1, and
the colour index is 1, 2, 3. Note that the U(1) charges of the other fermions (νL, (uL)3,
(uR)†3, (dL)1,2, and (dR)†1,2) are zero, so they do not interact with the monopole.
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Here, we argue that, in addition to the 2T 3 charge, all the charges (Gell-Mann matrices
λ3 and λ8 corresponding to Cartan components, and QQED) are preserved by the scattering,
as it should be. The λ3 charge is

Qλ3 =


1

2
, (c = 1) ,

−1

2
, (c = 2) ,

0 , (c = 3) ,

(5.7)

while the λ8 charge is given in Eq. (5.5). The Qλ3 charge is a part of the global SU(4)

symmetry, and is shown to be conserved in Ref. [27]. By looking Eq. (5.6), the Qλ8 charge
before and after the scattering of the massless fermions off a qm = 1 monopole is given by

(Qλ8)in =
2

3
nin

2 +
1

3
nin

3 +
1

3
nin

4 , (Qλ8)out = −2

3
nout

1 − 1

3
nout

3 − 1

3
nout

4 , (5.8)

where the incoming (outgoing) states correspond to the upper (lower) components of
Eq. (5.6), and na is the fermion number of a-th flavour, as defined in Eq. (3.29). By
substituting Eq. (3.28) into the above equation, we can see (Qλ8)in = (Qλ8)out. A similar
calculation, as expected, also shows (QQED)in = (QQED)out via Eq. (3.28). The conserva-
tion of the all Cartan charges implies that the semiton description is correct even in the
context of monopole scattering in the SU(5) GUT (with vanishing Yukawa couplings and
single generation).

Summary of the SU(5) GUT monopole scattering: A process of the monopole catalysis
of proton decay is described by

M− + (uL)1 + (uL)2 →M− + (eL)† + (dL)†3 , (5.9)

where M− is a qm = −1 monopole. The total fermion number changes by ∆F = −4. On
the other hand, the monopole-electron scattering is described as

M+ + (eL)→M+ +
eR
2

+
(uL)†1

2
+

(uL)†2
2

+
(dR)†3

2
, (5.10)

where M+ is a qm = 1 monopole and ψa/2 (ψ̄ā/2) denotes the fermion state whose fermion
number as well as gauge charges is half of ψa (ψ̄ā). The fractional fermion number in the
final state is a result of the vacuum transition through Eq. (3.36), and the total fermion
number changes by ∆F = −2. Notice that, in both processes, all gauge charges as well as
the unbroken U(1) charge (2T 3) are conserved.

5.3 Comments on other proposals

To the best of our knowledge, there are three recent proposals [29–31] as a solution to the
unitarity paradox on 4d. Here, we briefly comment on these proposals and their possible
relation with our proposal. Although some proposals have similarities with our proposal,
the precise relationship is not clear. It is interesting to investigate the relation in detail.
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• Kitano-Matsudo [29]

They argue for the existence of a new fermion whose charge is the same as X in
Eq. (2.30). The new fermion, as well as the original fermions, are described by the
4d solitons called pancakes. They claim that in the presence of the monopole, the
spectra of the massless QED are doubled. This is in contrast with out solution where
the doupling of the spectra does not occur.

• Brennan [31]

Based on the results in Ref. [20], the effective 2d theory is derived by integrating out
massive modes from 4d Lagrangian. The semiton is interpreted as the soft radiation
of the massless charged fermions. If we interpret this soft radiation as fermion zero
modes, this is similar to our solution. However, in our case, the fermion zero energy
level appears only after the scattering.

• Csáki-Shirman-Telem-Terning [30]

The statement is completely different from this paper and even from others. Us-
ing a spinor-helicity formalism developed in Refs. [53, 54], they conclude that the
multi-particle states cannot be written as tensor products of the one-particle states.
More specifically, each angular momentum of the multi-fermions after the monopole
scattering can be entangled that can be expressed by pairwise helicity. The clas-
sification of the incoming and outgoing fermions based on the one-particle state in
Table 1 would not be appropriate. Based on the new formalism, they show that the
monopole-electron scattering is (cf. Eq. (5.10))

M+ + eL →M+ + (uL)†1 + (uL)†2 + (dL)†3 , (5.11)

where all gauge charges are conserved again. These final states are different from our
final state. From kinematics, both final states can appear in principle. It is interesting
to explore which final state dominantly appears at the low energy scattering we are
interested in.
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