DESY 04-240 ISSN 0418-9833 December 2004

A Direct Search for Stable Magnetic Monopoles Produced in Positron-Proton Collisions at HERA

H1 Collaboration

Abstract

A direct search has been made for magnetic monopoles produced in e^+p collisions at a centre of mass energy of 300 GeV at HERA. The beam pipe surrounding the interaction region in 1995-1997 was investigated using a SQUID magnetometer to look for stopped magnetic monopoles. During this time an integrated luminosity of 62 pb^{−1} was delivered. No magnetic monopoles were observed and charge and mass dependent upper limits on the e^+p production cross section are set.

(Submitted to European Physical Journal C)

A. Aktas^{10}, V. Andreev^{26}, T. Anthonis^4, S. Aplin^{10}, A. Asmone^{34}, A. Babaev^{25}, S. Backovic^{31}, J. Bähr^{39}, A. Baghdasaryan^{38}, P. Baranov^{26}, E. Barrelet^{30}, W. Bartel^{10}, S. Baudrand^{28}, S. Baumgartner^{40}, J. Becker^{41}, M. Beckingham^{10}, O. Behnke^{13}, O. Behrendt^7, A. Belousov^{26}, Ch. Berger^1, N. Berger^{40}, J.C. Bizot^{28}, M.-O. Boenig^7, V. Boudry^{29}, J. Bracinik^{27}, G. Brandt^{13}, V. Brisson^{28}, D.P. Brown^{10}, D. Bruncko^{16}, F.W. Büsser^{11}, A. Bunyatyan^{12,38}, G. Buschhorn^{27}, L. Bystritskaya^{25}, A.J. Campbell^{10}, S. Caron^1, F. Cassol-Brunner^{22}, K. Cerny^{33}, V. Chekelian^{27}, J.G. Contreras^{23}, J.A. Coughlan^5, B.E. Cox^{21}, G. Cozzika^9, J. Cvach^{32}, J.B. Dainton^{18}, W.D. Dau^{15}, K. Daum^{37,43}, B. Delcourt^{28}, R. Demirchyan^{38}, A. De Roeck^{10,45}, K. Desch^{11}, E.A. De Wolf^4, C. Diaconu^{22}, V. Dodonov^{12}, A. Dubak^{31}, G. Eckerlin^{10}, V. Efremenko^{25}, S. Egli^{36}, R. Eichler^{36}, F. Eisele^{13}, M. Ellerbrock^{13}, E. Elsen^{10}, W. Erdmann^{40}, S. Essenov^{25}, P.J.W. Faulkner^3, L. Favart^4, A. Fedotov^{25}, R. Felst^{10}, J. Ferencei^{10}, L. Finke^{11}, M. Fleischer^{10}, P. Fleischmann^{10}, Y.H. Fleming^{10}, G. Flucke^{10}, A. Fomenko^{26}, I. Foresti^{41}, J. Formánek^{33}, G. Franke^{10}, G. Frising^1, T. Frisson^{29}, E. Gabathuler^{18}, E. Garutti^{10}, J. Gayler^{10}, R. Gerhards^{10,†}, C. Gerlich^{13}, S. Ghazaryan^{38}, S. Ginzburgskaya^{25}, A. Glazov^{10}, I. Glushkov^{39}, L. Goerlich^6, M. Goettlich^{10}, N. Gogitidze^{26}, S. Gorbounov^{39}, C. Goyon^{22}, C. Grab^{40}, T. Greenshaw^{18}, M. Gregori^{19}, G. Grindhammer^{27}, C. Gwilliam^{21}, D. Haidt^{10}, L. Hajduk^6, J. Haller^{13}, M. Hansson^{20}, G. Heinzelmann^{11}, R.C.W. Henderson^{17}, H. Henschel^{39}, O. Henshaw^3, G. Herrera^{24}, I. Herynek^{32}, R.-D. Heuer^{11}, M. Hildebrandt^{36}, K.H. Hiller^{39}, D. Hoffmann^{22}, R. Horisberger^{36}, A. Hovhannisyan^{38}, M. Ibbotson^{21}, M. Ismail^{21}, M. Jacquet^{28}, L. Janauschek^{27}, X. Janssen^{10}, V. Jemanov^{11}, L. Jönsson^{20}, D.P. Johnson^4, H. Jung^{20,10}, M. Kapichine^8, M. Karlsson^{20}, J. Katzy^{10}, N. Keller^{41}, I.R. Kenyon^3, C. Kiesling^{27}, M. Klein^{39}, C. Kleinwort^{10}, T. Klimkovich^{10}, T. Kluge^{10}, G. Knies^{10}, A. Knutsson^{20}, V. Korbel^{10}, P. Kostka^{39}, R. Koutouev^{12}, K. Krastev^{35}, J. Kretzschmar^{39}, A. Kropivnitskaya^{25}, K. Krüger^{14}, J. Kückens^{10}, M.P.J. Landon^{19}, W. Lange^{39}, T. Laštovička^{39,33}, P. Laycock^{18}, A. Lebedev^{26}, B. Leißner^1, V. Lendermann^{14}, S. Levonian^{10}, L. Lindfeld^{41}, K. Lipka^{39}, B. List^{40}, E. Lobodzinska^{39,6}, N. Loktionova^{26}, R. Lopez-Fernandez^{10}, V. Lubimov^{25}, A.-I. Lucaci-Timoce^{10}, H. Lueders^{11}, D. Lüke^{7,10}, T. Lux^{11}, L. Lytkin^{12}, A. Makankine^8, N. Malden^{21}, E. Malinovski^{26}, S. Mangano^{40}, P. Marage^4, R. Marshall^{21}, M. Martisikova^{10}, H.-U. Martyn^1, S.J. Maxfield^{18}, D. Meer^{40}, A. Mehta^{18}, K. Meier^{14}, A.B. Meyer^{11}, H. Meyer^{37}, J. Meyer^{10}, S. Mikocki^6, I. Milcewicz-Mika^6, D. Milstead^{18}, A. Mohamed^{18}, F. Moreau^{29}, A. Morozov^8, J.V. Morris^5, M.U. Mozer^{13}, K. Müller^{41}, P. Murín^{16,44}, K. Nankov^{35}, B. Naroska^{11}, J. Naumann^7, Th. Naumann^{39}, P.R. Newman^3, C. Niebuhr^{10}, A. Nikiforov^{27}, D. Nikitin^8, G. Nowak^6, M. Nozicka^{33}, R. Oganezov^{38}, B. Olivier^3, J.E. Olsson^{10}, S. Osman^{20}, D. Ozerov^{25}, C. Pascaud^{28}, G.D. Patel^{18}, M. Peez^{29}, E. Perez^9, D. Perez-Astudillo^{23}, A. Perieanu^{10}, A. Petrukhin^{25}, D. Pitzl^{10}, R. Plačakytė^{27}, R. Pöschl^{10}, B. Portheault^{28}, B. Povh^{12}, P. Prideaux^{18}, N. Raicevic^{31}, P. Reimer^{32}, A. Rimmer^{18}, C. Risler^{10}, E. Rizvi^3, P. Robmann^{41}, B. Roland^4, R. Roosen^4, A. Rostovtsev^{25}, Z. Rurikova^{27}, S. Rusakov^{26}, F. Salvaire^{11}, D.P.C. Sankey^5, E. Sauvan^{22}, S. Schätzel^{13}, J. Scheins^{10}, F.-P. Schilling^{10}, S. Schmidt^{27}, S. Schmitt^{41}, C. Schmitz^{41}, L. Schoeffel^9, A. Schöning^{40}, V. Schröder^{10}, H.-C. Schultz-Coulon^{14}, C. Schwanenberger^{10}, K. Sedlák^{32}, F. Sefkow^{10}, I. Sheviakov^{26}, L.N. Shtarkov^{26}, Y. Sirois^{29}, T. Sloan^{17}, P. Smirnov^{26}, Y. Soloviev^{26}, D. South^{10}, V. Spaskov^8, A. Specka^{29}, B. Stella^{34}, J. Stiewe^{14}, I. Strauch^{10}, U. Straumann^{41}, V. Tchoulakov^8, G. Thompson^{19}, P.D. Thompson^3, F. Tomasz^{14}, D. Traynor^{19}, P. Truöl^{41}, I. Tsakov^{35}, G. Tsipolitis^{10,42}, I. Tsurin^{10}, J. Turnau^6, E. Tzamariudaki^{27}, M. Urban^{41}, A. Usik^{26}, D. Utkin^{25}, S. Valkár^{33}, A. Valkárová^{33}, C. Vallée^{22}, P. Van Mechelen^4, N. Van Remortel^4,

A. Vargas Trevino^7, Y. Vazdik^{26}, C. Veelken^{18}, A. Vest^1, S. Vinokurova^{10}, V. Volchinski^{38}, B. Vujicic^{27}, K. Wacker^7, J. Wagner^{10}, G. Weber^{11}, R. Weber^{40}, D. Wegener^7, C. Werner^{13}, N. Werner^{41}, M. Wessels^1, B. Wessling^{10}, C. Wigmore^3, G.-G. Winter^{10}, Ch. Wissing^7, R. Wolf^{13}, E. Wünsch^{10}, S. Xella^{41}, W. Yan^{10}, V. Yeganov^{38}, J. Žáček^{33}, J. Zálešák^{32}, Z. Zhang^{28}, A. Zhelezov^{25}, A. Zhokin^{25}, J. Zimmermann^{27}, H. Zohrabyan^{38} and F. Zomer^{28}

1 I. Physikalisches Institut der RWTH, Aachen, Germany^a 2 III. Physikalisches Institut der RWTH, Aachen, Germany^a 3 School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Birmingham, Birmingham, UK^b 4 Inter-University Institute for High Energies ULB-VUB, Brussels; Universiteit Antwerpen, Antwerpen; Belgium^c 5 Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Chilton, Didcot, UK^b 6 Institute for Nuclear Physics, Cracow, Poland^d 7 Institut für Physik, Universität Dortmund, Dortmund, Germany^a 8 Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, Dubna, Russia 9 CEA, DSM/DAPNIA, CE-Saclay, Gif-sur-Yvette, France 10 DESY, Hamburg, Germany 11 Institut für Experimentalphysik, Universität Hamburg, Hamburg, Germany^a 12 Max-Planck-Institut für Kernphysik, Heidelberg, Germany 13 Physikalisches Institut, Universität Heidelberg, Heidelberg, Germany^a 14 Kirchhoff-Institut für Physik, Universität Heidelberg, Heidelberg, Germany^a 15 Institut für experimentelle und Angewandte Physik, Universität Kiel, Kiel, Germany 16 Institute of Experimental Physics, Slovak Academy of Sciences, Košice, Slovak Republic^f 17 Department of Physics, University of Lancaster, Lancaster, UK^b 18 Department of Physics, University of Liverpool, Liverpool, UK^b 19 Queen Mary and Westfield College, London, UK^b 20 Physics Department, University of Lund, Lund, Sweden^g 21 Physics Department, University of Manchester, Manchester, UK^b 22 CPPM, CNRS/IN2P3 - Univ Mediterranee, Marseille - France 23 Departamento de Fisica Aplicada, CINVESTAV, Mérida, Yucatán, México^k 24 Departamento de Fisica, CINVESTAV, México^k 25 Institute for Theoretical and Experimental Physics, Moscow, Russia^l 26 Lebedev Physical Institute, Moscow, Russia^e 27 Max-Planck-Institut für Physik, München, Germany 28 LAL, Université de Paris-Sud, IN2P3-CNRS, Orsay, France 29 LLR, Ecole Polytechnique, IN2P3-CNRS, Palaiseau, France 30 LPNHE, Universités Paris VI and VII, IN2P3-CNRS, Paris, France 31 Faculty of Science, University of Montenegro, Podgorica, Serbia and Montenegro 32 Institute of Physics, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, Praha, Czech Republic^{e,i} 33 Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, Charles University, Praha, Czech Republic^{e,i} 34 Dipartimento di Fisica Università di Roma Tre and INFN Roma 3, Roma, Italy 35 Institute for Nuclear Research and Nuclear Energy , Sofia,Bulgaria 36 Paul Scherrer Institut, Villingen, Switzerland 37 Fachbereich C, Universität Wuppertal, Wuppertal, Germany 38 Yerevan Physics Institute, Yerevan, Armenia 39 DESY, Zeuthen, Germany

40 Institut für Teilchenphysik, ETH, Zürich, Switzerland^j 41 Physik-Institut der Universität Zürich, Zürich, Switzerland^j

42 Also at Physics Department, National Technical University, Zografou Campus, GR-15773 Athens, Greece 43 Also at Rechenzentrum, Universität Wuppertal, Wuppertal, Germany 44 Also at University of P.J. Šafárik, Košice, Slovak Republic 45 Also at CERN, Geneva, Switzerland † Deceased

a Supported by the Bundesministerium für Bildung und Forschung, FRG, under contract numbers 05 H1 1GUA /1, 05 H1 1PAA /1, 05 H1 1PAB /9, 05 H1 1PEA /6, 05 H1 1VHA /7 and 05 H1 1VHB /5 b Supported by the UK Particle Physics and Astronomy Research Council, and formerly by the UK Science and Engineering Research Council c Supported by FNRS-FWO-Vlaanderen, IISN-IIKW and IWT and by Interuniversity Attraction Poles Programme, Belgian Science Policy d Partially Supported by the Polish State Committee for Scientific Research, SPUB/DESY/P003/DZ 118/2003/2005 e Supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft f Supported by VEGA SR grant no. 2/4067/ 24 g Supported by the Swedish Natural Science Research Council i Supported by the Ministry of Education of the Czech Republic under the projects INGO-LA116/2000 and LN00A006, by GAUK grant no 173/2000 j Supported by the Swiss National Science Foundation k Supported by CONACYT, México, grant 400073-F l Partially Supported by Russian Foundation for Basic Research, grant no. 00-15-96584

1 Introduction

One of the outstanding issues in modern physics is the question of the existence of magnetic monopoles. Dirac showed that their existence leads naturally to an explanation of electric charge quantisation [1]. Magnetic monopoles are also predicted from field theories which unify the fundamental forces [2–5]. Furthermore, the formation of a monopole condensate provides a possible mechanism for quark confinement [6]. Nevertheless, despite a large number of searches [7, 8] using a variety of experimental techniques, no reproducible evidence has been found to support the existence of monopoles. Searches for magnetic monopoles produced in high energy particle collisions have been made in pp̄ [9–11] and e^+e^− [12–17] interactions. This paper describes the first search for monopoles produced in high energy e^+p collisions.

The quantisation of the angular momentum of a system of an electron with electric charge e and a monopole with magnetic charge g leads to Dirac’s celebrated charge quantisation condition eg = nℏc/2, where ℏ is Planck’s constant divided by 2π, c is the speed of light and n is an integer [1]. Within this approach, taking n = 1 sets the theoretical minimum magnetic charge which can be possessed by a particle (known as the Dirac magnetic charge, g_D). However, if the elementary electric charge is considered to be held by the down quark then the minimum value of this fundamental magnetic charge will be three times larger. The value of the fundamental magnetic charge could be even higher since the application of the Dirac argument to a particle possessing both electric and magnetic charge (a so-called dyon [18, 19]) restricts the values of n to be even [18].

Monopoles are also features of current unification theories such as string theory [2, 3] and Supersymmetric Grand Unified Theories [4, 5]. Both of these approaches tend to predict heavy primordial monopoles with mass values in excess of 10^{15} GeV. However, in some Grand Unified scenarios values of monopole mass as low as 10^4 GeV [20–22] are allowed. Light monopoles are also predicted in other approaches [23–26] and postulates on values of the classical radius of a monopole lead to estimates of mass of O(10) GeV [8].

Since the value of the coupling constant of a photon to a monopole (α_m ≈ 34n^2) is substantially larger than for a photon-electron interaction (α_e ≈ 1/137) perturbative field theory cannot be reliably used to calculate the rates of processes involving monopoles. The large coupling also implies that ionisation energy losses will be typically several orders of magnitude greater for monopoles than for minimum ionising electrically charged particles [27–29].

Direct experimental searches using a variety of tracking devices to detect the passage of highly ionising particles with monopole properties have been made [7]. Direct searches have been made for monopoles in cosmic rays [30] and for monopoles which stop in matter such as at accelerators [10] and in lunar rock [31–33]. One method of detection is the search for the induction of a persistent current within a superconducting loop [31], the approach adopted here. Measurements of multi-photon production in collider experiments [11, 17] allow indirect searches for monopoles to be made, the interpretation of which is believed to be difficult [34,35].

2 The Experimental Method

For the direct search reported here we use the fact that heavily ionising magnetic monopoles produced in e^+p collisions may stop in the beam pipe surrounding the H1 interaction point at

HERA. The binding energy of monopoles which stop in the material of the pipe (aluminium in the years 1995-1997) is expected to be large [36] and so they should remain permanently trapped provided that they are stable. The beam pipe was cut into long thin strips which were each passed through a superconducting coil coupled to a Superconducting Quantum Mechanical Interference Device (SQUID). Fig. 1 shows a schematic diagram illustrating the principle of the method used. Trapped magnetic monopoles in a strip will cause a persistent current to be induced in the superconducting coil by the magnetic field of the monopole, after complete passage of the strip through the coil. In contrast, the induced currents from the magnetic fields of the ubiquitous permanent magnetic dipole moments in the material, which can be pictured as a series of equal and opposite magnetic charges, cancel so that the current due to dipoles returns to zero after passage of the strip.

The aluminium beam pipe used in 1995-1997 was exposed to a luminosity of 62 ± 1pb^{−1}. The beam pipe around the interaction point had a diameter of 9.0 cm and thickness 1.7 mm in the range −0.3 < z < 0.5 m^1 and a diameter of 11.0 cm and thickness 2 mm in the range 0.5 < z < 2.0 m. During HERA operations it was immersed in a 1.15 T solenoidal magnetic field which was directed parallel to the beam pipe, along the +z direction. This length of the pipe, covering −0.3 < z < +2.0 m, was cut into 45 longitudinal strips each of length on average of 573 mm (∼ 2 mm was lost at each cut). The central region (−0.3 < z < 0.3 m) was cut into 15 long strips of width ∼ 18 mm, two of which were further divided into 32 short segments varying in length from 1 to 10 cm. The downstream region (0.3 < z < 2.0 m) was divided into 3 longitudinal sections each of which was cut into 10 long strips of width ∼ 32 mm. The long strips and short segments were each passed along the axis of the 2G Enterprises type 760 magnetometer [37] at the Southampton Oceanography Centre, UK. This is a warm bore device with high sensitivity and low noise level. The samples of strips and segments were passed through the magnetometer in steps, pausing after each step, after which the current in the superconducting loop was measured. The residual persistent current after the complete traversal of a sample through the loop was measured by taking the difference in the measured current after and before passage. The readings for each sample were repeated several times. This allowed the reproducibility of the results to be studied so that random flux jumps and base line drifts could be identified. Any real monopole trapped in the pipe would give a consistent and reproducible current step.

A long, thin solenoid, wound with copper wire on a cylindrical copper former, was used to assess the sensitivity of the SQUID magnetometer to a monopole. The magnetic field outside of the ends of a long solenoid is similar to that produced by a monopole. A solenoid can thus be considered as possessing two oppositely charged “pseudopoles” of pole strength g = N ·I·S/g_D in units of the Dirac magnetic charge. Here N is the number of turns per metre length, I is the current and S is the cross sectional area of the coil and g_D = 3.3 × 10^{−9} Ampère-metres is the Dirac magnetic charge introduced above. Hence the current and radius of the solenoid can be chosen to mimic the desired pole strength.^2 To calibrate, the solenoid was stepped through the magnetometer. Data were taken with different currents subtracting the measurements with zero current to correct for the dipole impurities in the coil and its former. The measured increase

1Here z is the longitudinal coordinate defined with z = 0 as the nominal positron-proton interaction point and with the positive z axis along the proton beam direction.

2A numerical study integrating the Biot-Savart equation for the magnetic field outside the dimensions of the magnetometer coil showed that this simple formula is accurate to better than ±3%.

in current in the magnetometer following the passage of one end of the solenoid was found to vary linearly with the pseudopole strength. Four coils, the details of which are given in table 1, were used at different times for the calibration procedure. Fig. 2 shows the magnetometer current divided by the solenoid pole strength as a function of the pole strength in units of g_D. There is a good consistency between the calibrations and the magnetometer is linear over more than 2 orders of magnitude in pole strength. The uncertainty on the point at the lowest pole strength is large because the current step size is small at such a low excitation of the calibration coil. Small differences, at the level of ∼ 0.03g_D, of the current readings occurred between traversals, presumably due to the system picking up specks of slightly magnetised dust between the traversals. Such differences show up as noise for low excitations but are less important at higher excitation of the calibration coil. The mean values of the calibration factor, together with the root mean square deviations, from each coil are given in table 1.

To simulate trapped monopole behaviour the long solenoid was placed along a beam pipe strip and both were passed (jointly) through the magnetometer. Only one end of the calibration solenoid was allowed to traverse the magnetometer hence simulating the passage of a monopole in the strip. Fig. 3 shows the absolute value of the measured magnetometer current as the strip alone was stepped through and when pseudopoles of values 2.3g_D and −2.3g_D were attached to the strip. The large structure at the centre comes from the magnetic fields from the permanent magnetic dipole moments in the aluminium. The final current persists when the pseudopoles are present. When the pseudopoles are absent the current returns to zero despite the very large permanent dipole moments. The inset of Fig. 3 shows the value of the measured current (on a linear scale) as the strip leaves the magnetometer coil. The values of current for these pseudopole strengths are equal and opposite and at the value expected from the calibration performed purely with the solenoid. This proves that a magnetic monopole attached to the beam pipe would have been detected by the magnetometer.

3 Results

3.1 Magnetometer Scans

The data were taken in four separate sets, taking just over one day for each set: in December 2002, January 2003, May 2003 and January 2004. In the first two sets of data (Dec. 2002 and Jan. 2003) all the strips from the central beam pipe, covering −0.3 < z < 0.3 m, were passed through the magnetometer once for each measurement. The values of the residual persistent current were computed from the difference between the first reading, typically ∼ 20 cm before the strip entered the magnetometer, and the last reading which came typically ∼ 30 cm after the strip left the magnetometer. These were then converted to Dirac Monopole units (g_D) by dividing by the calibration constant, determined as described above. The results for the long strips are shown in Fig. 4. In the first dataset (Dec. 2002) only single measurements were made on each long strip (except strip 13) and these are shown as open circles in Fig. 4. Two of the strips measured showed persistent currents of value expected from the passage of a magnetic charge of about +0.7g_D. Here a positive pole is defined to be a North seeking pole, i.e. one that is accelerated in the +z direction by the H1 magnetic field. All the strips were then remeasured several times in the second set of data (Jan. 2003), shown as closed circles in Fig. 4. None of them (except a single reading for strip 3) showed a persistent current after traversal through the magnetometer. It was therefore assumed that the observed persistent currents during the first set had been caused by random jumps in the base line of the magnetometer electronics. It can be seen from Fig. 4 that none of the strips showed a persistent current which appeared consistently in more than one reading. Fig. 5 shows the results of the measurements on the 32 short segments from the central beam pipe. Sample 6 showed a reading at ∼ 0.5g_D for the first measurement but the measurement was compatible with zero when it was remeasured. It was therefore assumed that the first reading was due to a base line shift. We concluded that none of the long strips or short segments showed any consistent signal for a monopole in multiple readings and therefore that there were no magnetic monopoles trapped in the central section of the beam pipe.

In the third and fourth sets of data (May 2003, Jan. 2004) the strips from the downstream beam pipe were investigated. In these sets of data the magnetometer measurements proved to be less stable. This was probably due to the induced currents from the large permanent dipole moments encountered which caused the magnetometer to lose its memory of the zero level.^3 The permanent dipole moments in the downstream beam pipe were found to be much larger than those in the central section. These dipole moments were all observed to be aligned along the H1 magnetic field, i.e. in the same direction as the proton beam. In these datasets the strips were passed through twice, first with the strip length parallel to the proton beam, termed +z end first, and then with the strip aligned in the opposite direction, i.e. the length antiparallel to the proton beam direction, termed −z end first. Fluctuations of the base level of size of 0.7g_D were observed to happen much more frequently than for the central beam pipe section (Dec. 2002 and Jan. 2003 data) and in a more systematic way. Fluctuations of −0.7g_D were consistently present for the traversal with the −z end first and fluctuations of +0.7g_D were observed in the first 25% of the traversals with the +z end first but absent in the remaining 75% of the readings in this orientation. To check that a monopole would have been seen, even in these adverse conditions, the long calibration coil was placed on a strip and the procedure repeated. The expected deviations from the calibration coil were seen superimposed on the base line shifts, confirming that a trapped monopole would have been seen had it existed, even in these conditions.

The permanent dipole moments in the downstream strips gave readings in the magnetometer up to 3 orders of magnitude larger than the final persistent current expected from a Dirac monopole. This is larger than those seen in Fig. 3. It was found that the base line shifts could be avoided by demagnetising the strips in a low frequency decreasing magnetic field of initial strength 0.1 T. This is less than 10% of the H1 magnetic field. The binding energy of monopoles in aluminium, the main constituent of the beam pipe, is thought to be hundreds of keV [36] compared to those of atoms which are at the eV level. Hence it was thought that such magnetic fields would be unable to dislodge a trapped monopole. All the strips were therefore subject to such a demagnetising field and remeasured. Demagnetisation was found to reduce the permanent dipole moments in the aluminium strips by about a factor of 20. After this procedure no further base line shifts were observed after passage of a strip.

Fig. 6 shows all the readings of persistent current after demagnetisation plotted against sample number. The strips were passed through several at a time for these data. Sample 17 consists

3The cause of this was not understood.

of the 13 strips of the central beam pipe (shown individually in Fig. 4) passed through the magnetometer as a bundle. It is concluded from Figs. 5 and 6, that no monopole of strength greater than 0.1 Dirac magnetic charge unit had stopped in any of the measured pieces which constituted 93 ± 3% of the total beam pipe. The remainder was lost in the cutting procedure.

3.2 Upper Limits on the measured Cross Sections

To derive an upper limit on the measured cross section it is necessary to compute the acceptance, i.e. the fraction of the monopoles produced which would have been detected. A model of the production process is therefore needed. Two models were used to compute the acceptance by Monte Carlo technique. In each of these a monopole - antimonopole (MM̄) pair was assumed to be produced by a photon-photon interaction. The first model (model A) assumed spin 0 monopole pair production by the elastic process e^+p → e^+MM̄ p through the interactions of a photon radiated from each of the electron and proton. The proton was assumed to have the simple dipole form factor 1/(1 + Q^2/0.71GeV^2), where Q^2 is the negative square of the four momentum transferred to the proton. The second model (model B) assumed spin 1/2 monopole pair production by the inelastic process e^+p → e^+MM̄X (where X is any state) through a photon-photon fusion interaction with a photon radiated from the electron and one radiated from a quark in the proton. The photon is radiated with a simple distribution given by (1 − η)^5/η, with η the fraction of the proton’s energy carried by the photon. While the models implement the kinematic correlations in each event it should be noted that they depend on perturbation theory and therefore the predicted cross sections are unreliable, as mentioned previously. Events were generated according to model A using the programme CompHEP [38] and using a dedicated programme for model B. The generated final state particles were tracked through the H1 magnetic field to the beam pipe. If the thickness of beam pipe traversed was greater than the calculated range of the monopole in aluminium, it was assumed to stop. In this way the fraction of monopoles, which were detected by stopping in the beam pipe, was computed.

Monopoles experience a force gB in a magnetic field B. With the field aligned along the z axis they have a parabolic trajectory with

z(r) − z_v = 0.5 g|B|r^2 eP_T β_T + r tan θ_0 (1) where z_v is the z coordinate of the vertex and z(r) is the coordinate of a point on the trajectory at distance r from the proton beam. The transverse momentum and tranverse velocity of the monopole are P_T and β_T , respectively. The initial angle of the monopole to the proton beam direction is θ_0 and e is the unit of electric charge. In this equation g is the magnetic pole strength which is negative (positive) for South (North) poles which decelerate (accelerate) in the +z direction in the H1 magnetic field. The geometric acceptance is the fraction of the monopoles which traverse the beam pipe in the sampled length. The total acceptance is this fraction times the fraction which stop in the pipe. The range of monopoles in aluminium was computed by integrating the stopping power, dE/dx, given in [28] adjusted for the electron density in aluminium. Fig. 7 shows the computed range (normalised to mass), for monopoles of strength g_D, versus P/M = βγ where P and M are the momentum and mass of the monopole, respectively, and β, γ are its velocity factors. The stopping power was computed in [27–29] by classically considering the long range monopole interactions with atomic electrons and hence the result is unaffected by the limitations of the use of perturbation theory.

Figs. 8 and 9 show the total efficiency for stopping a monopole in the beampipe for models A and B, respectively. These were computed for magnetic charges of 1, 2, 3 and 6g_D, using the range calculations shown in Fig. 7, divided by the square of the monopole charge considered. The choice of magnetic charges was motivated by the Dirac quantisation condition [1] or the Schwinger modification [18] applied to the electron as the fundamental unit of electric charge (magnetic charges = 1g_D and 2g_D) or to the d quark as the fundamental unit of electric charge (magnetic charges = 3g_D and 6g_D). The acceptance increases rapidly as the magnetic charge increases since larger charges have higher dE/dx so that a greater fraction of the monopoles stop in the beam pipe. Hence the curve for 6g_D will also be approximately the acceptance for higher charged monopoles. The acceptance for South poles is somewhat larger than that for North poles since they decelerate in the H1 magnetic field, losing some energy, so that they stop more readily in the beam pipe. Higher mass monopole pairs are produced at smaller angles to the proton beam and tend to hit the downstream beam pipe. However, they are more energetic than for lower masses. Hence high masses with low magnetic charge pass through the downstream pipe whereas higher magnetic charges stop. This accounts for the rise in the acceptance at higher masses for magnetic charges of 2g_D and 3g_D. The efficiencies for model A tend to be smaller than those for model B since in the latter the monopoles have a smaller mean transverse momentum than in the former which leads to a greater fraction of monopoles stopping in the beam pipe.

The upper limit on the cross section for monopole-antimonopole pair production was derived within the context of each model, as follows. The failure to observe a monopole candidate means that there is an upper limit of 3 monopole pair events produced at the 95% confidence level. The cross section upper limit is then calculated from this, taking into account the uncertainties in the measured integrated luminosity, in the fraction of the pipe surviving the cutting procedure, and the statistical uncertainty in the acceptance computed from the models described above. Here the acceptance is the fraction of the monopole pairs which produce either one or both monopoles which stop in the beam pipe. Fig. 10 shows the upper limit on the cross section at 95% confidence level for monopoles of strength 1, 2, 3 and 6g_D using acceptances determined from model A. Fig. 11 shows the upper limits determined using the acceptances from model B.

Several other experiments have also produced limits on monopole production cross sections for different masses and charges [9, 10, 12–16, 33]. However, owing to the lack of a reliable field theory for monopole production, different model assumptions were made in their derivations. Furthermore, although a universal production mechanism for monopole production can be postulated, comparisons of cross section limits in processes as diverse as e^+p, pp̄ and e^+e^− are difficult. This is the first search in e^+p collisions. It could provide a sensitive testing ground for magnetic monopoles if a monopole condensate is responsible for quark confinement [6].

4 Conclusions

A direct search for magnetic monopoles produced in e^+p collisions at HERA at a centre of mass energy of √ s = 300 GeV has been made for the first time. Monopoles trapped in the beam pipe surrounding the interaction point were sought using a SQUID magnetometer which was sensitive down to 0.1 Dirac magnetic charges (0.1g_D). No monopole signal was observed. Upper limits on the monopole pair production cross section have been set for monopoles with magnetic charges from 1 to 6g_D or more and up to a mass of 140 GeV within the context of the models described.

5 Acknowledgement

We are grateful to the HERA machine group whose outstanding efforts have made this experiment possible. We thank the engineers and technicians for their work in constructing and now maintaining the H1 detector, our funding agencies for financial support, the DESY technical staff for continual assistance and the DESY directorate for support and for the hospitality which they extend to non-DESY members of the collaboration. We thank Andrew Robertson of the Southampton Oceanography Centre for making the SQUID magnetometer available to us and for his assistance and hospitality. We are indebted to Barbara Maher and Vassil Karloukovski of the University of Lancaster Geography Department and Gordon Donaldson and Colin Pegrum of the University of Strathclyde Physics Department for valuable discussions and assistance during the early part of the experiment.

References

[1] P. A. M. Dirac, Proc. Roy. Soc. Lond. A 133, 60 (1931) and Phys. Rev. 74 (1948) 817.

Alternative derivations of the Dirac quantisation condition can be found in J.D. Jackson, Classical Electrodynamics, (John Wiley, New York, 1962); M. Kaku, Quantum Field Theory, a Modern Introduction (Oxford University Press, New York, 1993).

[2] R. D. Sorkin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 51 (1983) 87;

D. J. Gross and M. J. Perry, Nucl. Phys. B 226 (1983) 29.

[3] E. Bergshoeff, E. Eyras and Y. Lozano, Phys. Lett. B 430 (1998) 77 [arXiv:hepth/9802199].

[4] G. ’t Hooft, Nucl. Phys. B 79 (1974) 276;

A. M. Polyakov, JETP Lett. 20 (1974) 194 [Pisma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 20 (1974) 430].

[5] H. Minakata, Phys. Lett. B 155 (1985) 352;

J. L. Lopez, Rept. Prog. Phys. 59 (1996) 819 [arXiv:hep-ph/9601208].

[6] Y. Nambu, Phys. Rev. D 10 (1974) 4262;

S. Mandelstam, Phys. Rept. 23 (1976) 245; A. M. Polyakov, Nucl. Phys. B 120 (1977) 429; G. ’t Hooft, Nucl. Phys. B 190 (1981) 455.

[7] K. Hagiwara et al. [Particle Data Group Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 010001.

[8] H.V. Klapdor-Kleingrothaus and K. Zuber, Particle Astrophysics (The Institute of Physics, UK, 1999).

[9] M. Bertani et al., Europhys. Lett. 12 (1990) 613.

[10] G. R. Kalbfleisch, K. A. Milton, M. G. Strauss, L. P. Gamberg, E. H. Smith and W. Luo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85 (2000) 5292 [arXiv:hep-ex/0005005].

[11] B. Abbott et al. [D0 Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 524 [arXiv:hepex/9803023].

[12] P. Musset, M. Price and E. Lohrmann, Phys. Lett. B 128 (1983) 333. [13] W. Braunschweig et al. [TASSO Collaboration], Z. Phys. C 38 (1988) 543. [14] K. Kinoshita, M. Fujii, K. Nakajima, P. B. Price and S. Tasaka, Phys. Lett. B 228 (1989) 543.

[15] K. Kinoshita et al., Phys. Rev. D 46 (1992) 881.

[16] J. L. Pinfold, R. Du, K. Kinoshita, B. Lorazo, M. Regimbald and B. Price, Phys. Lett. B 316 (1993) 407.

[17] M. Acciarri et al. [L3 Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 345 (1995) 609. [18] J. S. Schwinger, Phys. Rev. 144 (1966) 1087, Phys. Rev. 173 (1968) 1536 and Science 165 (1969) 3895.

[19] P. C. M. Yock, Int. J. Theor. Phys. 2 (1969) 247;

A. De Rujula, R. C. Giles and R. L. Jaffe, Phys. Rev. D 17 (1978) 285; D. Fryberger, Hadronic J. 4 (1981) 1844.

[20] T. G. Rizzo and G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. Lett. 46 (1981) 1315, Phys. Rev. D 24 (1981) 704 [Erratum-ibid. D 25 (1982) 1447], and Phys. Rev. D 25 (1982) 235.

[21] J. Preskill, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 34 (1984) 461.

[22] E. J. Weinberg, D. London and J. L. Rosner, Nucl. Phys. B 236 (1984) 90. [23] T. W. Kirkman and C. K. Zachos, Phys. Rev. D 24 (1981) 999.

[24] Y. S. Yang, Proc. Roy. Soc. Lond. A 454 (1998) 155 and Solitons in Field Theory and Nonlinear Analysis (Springer Monographs in Mathematics, 2001); Y. M. Cho, “Analytic electroweak dyon,” arXiv:hep-th/0210298.

[25] F. A. Bais and W. Troost, Nucl. Phys. B 178 (1981) 125. [26] T. Banks, M. Dine, H. Dykstra and W. Fischler, Phys. Lett. B 212 (1988) 45. [27] S. P. Ahlen, Phys. Rev. D 14 (1976) 2935. [28] S. P. Ahlen, Phys. Rev. D 17 (1978) 229.

[29] S. P. Ahlen and K. Kinoshita, Phys. Rev. D 26 (1982) 2347.

[30] See, for example B. Cabrera, Phys. Rev. Lett. 48 (1982) 1378;

A. D. Caplin, M. Hardiman, M. Koratzinos and J. C. Schouten, Nature 321 (1986) 402; V. A. Balkanov et al. [BAIKAL collaboration], Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 91 (2000) 438 [arXiv:astro-ph/0011313];

M. Ambrosio et al. [MACRO Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 25 (2002) 511 [arXiv:hepex/0207020].

[31] L.W. Alvarez et al., Science 167 (1970) 701.

[32] P. H. Eberhard, R. R. Ross, L. W. Alvarez and R. D. Watt, Phys. Rev. D 4 (1971) 3260.

[33] R. R. Ross, P. H. Eberhard, L. W. Alvarez and R. D. Watt, Phys. Rev. D 8 (1973) 698.

[34] A. De Rujula, Nucl. Phys. B 435 (1995) 257 [arXiv:hep-th/9405191].

[35] L. P. Gamberg, G. R. Kalbfleisch and K. A. Milton, “Difficulties with photonic searches for magnetic monopoles,” arXiv:hep-ph/9805365.

[36] L. P. Gamberg, G. R. Kalbfleisch and K. A. Milton, Found. Phys. 30 (2000) 543 [arXiv:hep-ph/9906526].

[37] URL:http://www.2genterprises.com.

[38] A. Pukhov et al., “CompHEP: A package for evaluation of Feynman diagrams and integration over multi-particle phase space. User’s manual for version 33”, arXiv:hepph/9908288.

Table 1: Description of the calibration coils.

Coil 1 2 3 4 Core diam.(mm) 6.08 3.15 2.1 2.1 Coil length (mm) 700 700 300 300 Wire diam.(mm) (including insulation) 0.18 0.18 0.1 0.1 Turns per metre 11000 11000 10000 30000 Coil area (S mm^2) (including wire) 32.6 9.7 3.80 4.54 Uncertainty in area 3.3% 6.0% 10% 10% Mean magnetometer current per g_D 1.10 1.09 1.11 1.11 (arbitrary units) R.M.S. deviation of the readings 0.016 0.024 0.030 0.017

Figure 1: The schematic diagram shows the principle of the method. The conveyor belt travelled in steps of typically 5 cm until the sample traversed completely the superconducting coil. At each step the conveyor belt stopped for 1 sec before the current in the superconducting coil (magnetometer current) was read to avoid the effects of eddy currents. The time for each step was typically 3 secs.

Figure 2: The magnetometer current divided by the calibration pole strength as a function of the calibration pole strength for the four coils used (see table 1 for details of the coils).

Figure 3: The absolute (unsigned) value of the calibrated magnetometer current on a logarithmic scale versus step position (z_m) for a strip from the central beam pipe region (−0.3 < z < 0.3 m). The solid line shows the measurements with the long strip alone. The closed (open) points show the measurements with the long strip together with the calibration solenoid excited to simulate a pole of strength +2.3g_D (−2.3g_D). The inset shows the signed measurements of the calibrated magnetometer currents versus the step position for z_m > 0.8 m on a linear scale. The expected persistent currents for monopoles of strength ±2.3g_D are shown by the arrow on the logarithmic plot and by the numbers in the margin on the inset linear plot.

Figure 4: The measured persistent current (in units of g_D) in each strip, after passage through the magnetometer, plotted against strip number for 13 strips of the central beam pipe. Some of the strip numbers are offset for clarity. It can be seen that none of the fluctuations observed in single readings occured consistently in other readings on the same strip showing that no trapped monopole was present.

Figure 5: The measured persistent currents (in units of g_D), after passage through the magnetometer, plotted against sample number for the two strips of the central beam pipe which were cut into short segments. It can be seen that none of the fluctuations observed in single readings occured consistently in other readings on the same sample showing that no trapped monopole was present.

Figure 6: The measured persistent currents in the long strips in units of g_D, after passage through the magnetometer, against sample number after the samples had been demagnetised (see text). Samples 1-16 consisted of several long strips (usually two or three) from the downstream beam pipe bundled together. Sample 17 consisted of the thirteen long strips of the central beam pipe bundled together. These are shown individually in Fig. 4 before demagnetisation. All pieces of beam pipe tested are included in this plot except the short segments shown in Fig. 5. None of the readings indicate the presence of a magnetic monopole.

Figure 7: The ratio of the range to mass of a monopole of charge g_D in aluminium versus βγ. The range was calculated from the stopping power, dE/dx, in Fig. 1 of [28], adjusted to the electron density in aluminium.

Figure 8: The efficiency for stopping monopoles of strength g_D, 2g_D, 3g_D and 6g_D or more computed according to the monopole pair production model A.

Figure 9: The efficiency for stopping monopoles of strength g_D, 2g_D, 3g_D and 6g_D or more computed according to the monopole pair production model B.

Figure 10: Upper limits on the cross section, determined within the context of model A, for monopole-antimonopole pair production in e^+p collisions as a function of monopole mass for monopoles of strength g_D, 2g_D, 3g_D and 6g_D or more.

Figure 11: Upper limits on the cross section for monopole-antimonopole pair production in e^+p collisions, determined within the context of model B, as a function of monopole mass for monopoles of strength g_D, 2g_D, 3g_D and 6g_D or more.