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Abstract: The vacuum manifold of the standard electroweak model is a three-sphere

when one considers homogeneous Higgs field configurations. For inhomogeneous configu-

rations we argue that the vacuum manifold is the Hopf fibered three sphere and that this

viewpoint leads to general criteria to detect electroweak monopoles and Z-strings. We ex-

tend the Kibble mechanism to study the formation of electroweak monopoles and strings

during electroweak symmetry breaking. The distribution of magnetic monopoles produces

magnetic fields that have a spectrum Bλ ∝ λ−2, where λ is a smearing length scale. Even

as the magnetic monopoles annihilate due to the confining Z-strings, the magnetic field

evolves with the turbulent plasma and may be relevant for cosmological observations.
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1 Introduction

The distribution of topological defects formed after spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB)

is often analyzed by implementing the “Kibble mechanism” [1–3]. During SSB a field

takes on a non-trivial vacuum expectation value (VEV) that lies on the “vacuum man-

ifold”. Distant spatial points are randomly selected on the vacuum manifold and if the

vacuum manifold has non-trivial topology, the VEV of the field may end up in a non-trivial

topological configuration, in which case a topological defect would be formed. Numerical

simulations of the Kibble mechanism have been central to our understanding of topolog-

ical defect formation during spontaneous symmetry breaking. Notably the cosmic string

network was shown to be dominated by infinite strings that don’t close on themselves,

while the sub-dominant distribution of closed loops was found to be scale invariant [2] (for

reviews see [4–6]).

Here we are interested in the implications of the Kibble mechanism when the elec-

troweak Higgs field, denoted Φ, acquires a VEV. The electroweak vacuum manifold is a

three-sphere with trivial first and second homotopy groups and there are no topological

magnetic monopoles or cosmic strings by these criteria. However, electroweak monopoles

and Z-strings that connect the magnetic monopoles do exist in the model [7–9]. We will

show that a suitably modified algorithm like that in the case of topological defects can still

be used to obtain the distribution of electroweak monopoles and strings. The distribution

can be used as an initial condition for further evolution. Since the monopoles and anti-

monopoles are confined by strings, they will quickly annihilate. Yet the annihilation will

leave behind a distribution of magnetic fields [10, 11] that can be of observational interest

and may have important ramifications for cosmology [12–15].
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In Sec. 2 we describe our viewpoint that the electroweak vacuum manifold is better

described as S2 × S1, i.e. as a Hopf fibered S3, and thus contains electroweak monopoles

and strings. We describe the prototype Nambu monopole in Sec. 3 and implement the

Kibble mechanism in Sec. 4 to find a distribution of electroweak monopoles and Z-strings.

With evolution, the network of monopoles and strings will leave behind a distribution of

magnetic fields that we characterize in Sec. 5. We summarize our conclusions in Sec. 6.

2 Electroweak vacuum manifold

The vacuum manifold of the electroweak manifold is the set of all spatially homogeneous

and static Higgs fields for which the energy function vanishes. The Higgs VEV is an SU(2)

doublet1

Φ =

(
φ1 + iφ2
φ3 + iφ4

)
(2.1)

and since the Higgs potential is,

V (Φ) = λ(|Φ|2 − η2)2 (2.2)

the vacuum manifold is an S3 given by

|Φ|2 = φ21 + φ22 + φ23 + φ24 = η2. (2.3)

One issue is that the symmetry of the potential consists of rotations of the four di-

mensional vector (φ1, φ2, φ3, φ4), hence it is O(4), whereas the electroweak symmetry is

the smaller [SU(2)L × U(1)Y ]/Z2. The reduced symmetry is due to the derivative terms

in the model and these are completely ignored in discussions that are based solely on the

vacuum manifold. Derivative terms vanish for homogeneous Higgs configurations and so

the S3 vacuum manifold is appropriate for such configurations. On the other hand, the

Kibble mechanism relies on VEVs that are different in different regions of space. Hence

the Higgs configurations are necessarily inhomogeneous. We have learned from semilocal

strings that the vacuum manifold does not give the complete picture when one considers

inhomogeneous Higgs fields configuration for then the gradient energy terms can also be

important.

Let us clarify this further by discussing the semilocal limit of the electroweak model.

Then the SU(2)L gauge coupling is set to vanish: g = 0. In that case, one can consider

Higgs configurations that lie entirely on the vacuum manifold but whose energy cannot

vanish. This is because the gauged U(1)Y symmetry defines S1 gauge orbits on the vacuum

manifold. Only Higgs gradients along these orbits can be compensated by the gauge field

so that the covariant gradient energy vanishes; if the Higgs VEV does not lie on a gauge

orbit, the gradient energy cannot vanish.

An alternative “semilocal” limit that has not previously been considered in this context

is to take the U(1)Y coupling to vanish: g′ = 0. In that case the gauge orbits on the vacuum

manifold are S2’s. If we restrict attention to asymptotic Higgs fields configurations that

1For convenience we will write Φ instead of 〈Φ〉 throughout this paper.
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have vanishing potential and gradient energy, the Higgs VEV would have to lie on an S2

and this has the right topology for magnetic monopoles.

The standard electroweak model has g = 0.65 and g′ = 0.34, so neither coupling

vanishes, even though the SU(2)L coupling is larger. However the fibered structure still

exists – the vacuum manifold S3 has S2 and S1 gauge orbits. These gauge orbits are

precisely defined by the Hopf fibration of S3, as was originally pointed out in the g′ = 0

semilocal limit [16, 17]. The Hopf fibration of S3 provides a map from S3 to S2 with S1

fibers. The electroweak monopole is due to winding around the S2 base manifold and the

Z-string is due to winding around the S1 fiber. Because of the non-trivial global structure

of the Hopf fibration, the Z-string is attached to the electroweak monopole.

3 Nambu monopole

It is instructive to first consider the explicit configuration for the Nambu monopole [7] for

which the asymptotic Higgs VEV is,

Φm =
v√
2

(
cos(θ/2)

sin(θ/2)eiφ

)
(3.1)

where θ, φ are spherical angles. Note that the configuration is singular at θ = π. To see

the presence of the monopole in this configuration, construct

n̂m = −Φ̂†m~σΦ̂m = −(sin θ cosφ, sin θ sinφ, cos θ) = −r̂ (3.2)

where Φ̂ ≡ Φ/|Φ|, σa (a = 1, 2, 3) are the Pauli spin matrices and the overall sign is chosen

so that n̂ = ẑ when ΦT = v(0, 1)/
√

2. Now n̂m is regular for all θ and φ and is in the

(inner) radial direction. This is also called the “hedgehog” configuration and immediately

implies the presence of a singularity of n̂m at the origin that corresponds to a magnetic

monopole [18, 19]. Going back to Φm, the singularity at θ = π signifies the Z-string

attached to the monopole.

The above explicit example suggests that to apply the Kibble mechanism to the elec-

troweak model we should start by considering a distribution of the vector field n̂. Since

n̂ lives on a two-sphere (S2) that has non-trivial second homotopy, there will be hedge-

hog configurations of n̂ (e.g. n̂ = r̂). As for ’t Hooft-Polyakov monopoles [18, 19], the

topological winding of n̂ in a spherical volume of radius R is given by the surface integral

nM =
1

4π

∫

R
dSiεabcεijkn̂

a ∂jn̂
b ∂kn̂

c. (3.3)

The discrete winding number nM ∈ Z must remain constant as R → 0. For nM 6= 0 this

implies that n̂ is singular within the spherical volume.

Now we consider the Φ field that corresponds to the hedgehog configuration of n̂. The

relation between Φ and n̂ for |Φ| 6= 0 is,

n̂ = −Φ̂†~σΦ̂ (3.4)
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Therefore the singularity in n̂ for non-trivial nM requires that Φ = 0 at the singular point

where there is a magnetic monopole.

The Z-string attached to the monopole appears when we try and invert (3.4) to obtain

Φ. For n̂ with non-trivial winding (nM 6= 0), the reconstruction will necessarily give a

singularity in Φ (as in (3.1)). This singularity is the location of the Z-string on the sphere

surrounding the monopole. We will describe the explicit algorithm for finding the location

of the Z-string in Sec. 4.

4 Kibble mechanism

The Higgs VEV of (2.1) can also be parametrized as,

Φ =
v√
2

(
cosα eiβ

sinα eiγ

)
(4.1)

where v = 246 GeV and α ∈ [0, π/2], β ∈ [0, 2π], γ ∈ [0, 2π] are Hopf angular coordinates on

the vacuum manifold: Φ†Φ = v2/2. The volume measure on the vacuum manifold in terms

of Hopf coordinates is (1/2)d(cos(2α))dβdγ. Hence in any given spatial region, the values of

u ≡ cos(2α), β and γ are selected from uniform probability distributions in their respective

ranges. In spatial regions that are separated by more than some correlation length, (u, β, γ)

can be chosen independently. There is a lot of theoretical and experimental literature (for

a review see [20]) on the determination of the correlation length and, more recently, a full

quantum calculation for the growth of the correlation length [21, 22]. However, the precise

value of the correlation length is not a critical quantity for us since this only sets a length

scale for the topological defects and does not affect the scaling laws for their distribution.

In the numerical implementation we calculate the (discretized) topological winding for

monopoles given by the surface integral in Eq. (3.3) as was done for ’t Hooft-Polyakov

monopoles [23–25]. The implementation also assumes the “geodesic rule”: a triangular

plaquette of the spatial lattice gets mapped to a spherical triangle on the vacuum manifold,

but three points on a two-sphere define two complementary spherical triangles and we

choose the one with the smaller area [2, 26].

We now turn to the Z-strings that connect the monopoles. First we note that n̂ is

invariant under K ≡ [U(1)L×U(1)Y ]/Z2 transformations, where U(1)L ⊂ SU(2)L consists

of rotations about the axis n̂ and U(1)Y are phase rotations of Φ. (The Z2 consists of the

common elements, ±1, contained in both U(1)L and U(1)Y .) The group K can also be

thought of as U(1)Z ×U(1)Q where Q denotes the generator of the electromagnetic group

and is given by Q = (1 + n̂ · ~σ)/2. The generator of U(1)Z is

TZ =
1− n̂ · ~σ

2
. (4.2)

The VEV of Φ is invariant under the electromagnetic U(1)Q since QΦ = 0. Thus, for

a fixed n̂, there is an entire circles worth of Φ’s given by rotations by U(1)Z . As we go

around a spatial plaquette, rotations of the n̂ vectors define “parallel transport” of the Φ

fields, which may differ from the actual Φ by an element of U(1)Z , as explained in Fig. 1.

– 4 –



<latexit sha1_base64="U0kfTZCd5V7SONC02JTryP6i4iE=">AAAB/HicbVBNS8NAEN3Ur1q/oj16WSyCBylJEfVY0IPHCvYDmhA22027dLMJuxOhhPpXvHhQxKs/xJv/xm2bg7Y+GHi8N8PMvDAVXIPjfFultfWNza3ydmVnd2//wD486ugkU5S1aSIS1QuJZoJL1gYOgvVSxUgcCtYNxzczv/vIlOaJfIBJyvyYDCWPOCVgpMCueq0RD9xzD+feiACW08AN7JpTd+bAq8QtSA0VaAX2lzdIaBYzCVQQrfuuk4KfEwWcCjateJlmKaFjMmR9QyWJmfbz+fFTfGqUAY4SZUoCnqu/J3ISaz2JQ9MZExjpZW8m/uf1M4iu/ZzLNAMm6WJRlAkMCZ4lgQdcMQpiYgihiptbMR0RRSiYvComBHf55VXSadTdy3rj/qLWvC3iKKNjdILOkIuuUBPdoRZqI4om6Bm9ojfryXqx3q2PRWvJKmaq6A+szx8uFZPW</latexit>

�1, n̂1

<latexit sha1_base64="BpJaSIBxzmF2rXi/+Nnji3BxipE=">AAAB/HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/oj16WSyCBylJEfVY0IPHCvYDmhA22227dLMJuxshhPpXvHhQxKs/xJv/xm2bg7Y+GHi8N8PMvDDhTGnH+bZKa+sbm1vl7crO7t7+gX141FFxKgltk5jHshdiRTkTtK2Z5rSXSIqjkNNuOLmZ+d1HKhWLxYPOEupHeCTYkBGsjRTYVa81ZkHj3EO5N8YaiWnQCOyaU3fmQKvELUgNCrQC+8sbxCSNqNCEY6X6rpNoP8dSM8LptOKliiaYTPCI9g0VOKLKz+fHT9GpUQZoGEtTQqO5+nsix5FSWRSazgjrsVr2ZuJ/Xj/Vw2s/ZyJJNRVksWiYcqRjNEsCDZikRPPMEEwkM7ciMsYSE23yqpgQ3OWXV0mnUXcv6437i1rztoijDMdwAmfgwhU04Q5a0AYCGTzDK7xZT9aL9W59LFpLVjFThT+wPn8AMSqT2A==</latexit>

�2, n̂2
<latexit sha1_base64="kUX4uAR8vzdaeX+H48EzZu2MGic=">AAAB/HicbVBNS8NAEN3Ur1q/oj16WSyCBylJK+qxoAePFewHNCVsttt26WYTdidCCPWvePGgiFd/iDf/jds2B219MPB4b4aZeUEsuAbH+bYKa+sbm1vF7dLO7t7+gX141NZRoihr0UhEqhsQzQSXrAUcBOvGipEwEKwTTG5mfueRKc0j+QBpzPohGUk+5JSAkXy77DXH3K+fezjzxgSwnPp13644VWcOvErcnFRQjqZvf3mDiCYhk0AF0brnOjH0M6KAU8GmJS/RLCZ0QkasZ6gkIdP9bH78FJ8aZYCHkTIlAc/V3xMZCbVOw8B0hgTGetmbif95vQSG1/2MyzgBJuli0TARGCI8SwIPuGIURGoIoYqbWzEdE0UomLxKJgR3+eVV0q5V3ctq7f6i0rjN4yiiY3SCzpCLrlAD3aEmaiGKUvSMXtGb9WS9WO/Wx6K1YOUzZfQH1ucPND+T2g==</latexit>

�3, n̂3

<latexit sha1_base64="i0XI8p2KCt2kWHTsj9b7eWqijcE=">AAACB3icbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vUZeCBIvgqsxUUTdCQRcuq9gHtGXIpGkbmskMyR2hDLNz46+4caGIW3/BnX9j2g6orQcunJxzL7n3+JHgGhzny8otLC4tr+RXC2vrG5tb9vZOXYexoqxGQxGqpk80E1yyGnAQrBkpRgJfsIY/vBz7jXumNA/lHYwi1glIX/IepwSM5Nn7t15SdlOctAcEsEw9F1/8PMqeXXRKzgR4nrgZKaIMVc/+bHdDGgdMAhVE65brRNBJiAJOBUsL7ViziNAh6bOWoZIETHeSyR0pPjRKF/dCZUoCnqi/JxISaD0KfNMZEBjoWW8s/ue1YuiddxIuoxiYpNOPerHAEOJxKLjLFaMgRoYQqrjZFdMBUYSCia5gQnBnT54n9XLJPS0d35wUK1dZHHm0hw7QEXLRGaqga1RFNUTRA3pCL+jVerSerTfrfdqas7KZXfQH1sc3pS+X6Q==</latexit>

R21n̂1 = n̂2

<latexit sha1_base64="RmQiFwrU815Big1q6FmvN6O4Sxg=">AAACCnicbZC7TsMwFIYdrqXcAowshgrBVCUFAQtSJTowFkQvUhJFjuu0Vh0nsh2kKsrMwquwMIAQK0/Axtvgthmg5ZcsffrPOTo+f5AwKpVlfRsLi0vLK6ultfL6xubWtrmz25ZxKjBp4ZjFohsgSRjlpKWoYqSbCIKigJFOMLwe1zsPREga83s1SogXoT6nIcVIacs3DzIXIwYbuXPnZzU796DbHFDfhldTqB37ZsWqWhPBebALqIBCTd/8cnsxTiPCFWZISse2EuVlSCiKGcnLbipJgvAQ9YmjkaOISC+bnJLDI+30YBgL/biCE/f3RIYiKUdRoDsjpAZytjY2/6s5qQovvYzyJFWE4+miMGVQxXCcC+xRQbBiIw0IC6r/CvEACYSVTq+sQ7BnT56Hdq1qn1dPb88q9UYRRwnsg0NwAmxwAergBjRBC2DwCJ7BK3gznowX4934mLYuGMXMHvgj4/MH/SyYig==</latexit>

D[R21]�1 = �0
2

<latexit sha1_base64="XnNFH87sTHwSJPXl+WDFMlq8/dY=">AAACFHicbZDLSsNAFIYn9VbrLerSzWARBKEkVtSNULALl1HsBZIQJtNJO3RyYWYilJCHcOOruHGhiFsX7nwbp00W2vrDwMd/zuHM+f2EUSEN41urLC2vrK5V12sbm1vbO/ruXlfEKcekg2MW876PBGE0Ih1JJSP9hBMU+oz0/PH1tN57IFzQOLqXk4S4IRpGNKAYSWV5+knmYMSglXsmLLCd23deZjZzFzrWiHpNeFWA6el1o2HMBBfBLKEOSlme/uUMYpyGJJKYISFs00ikmyEuKWYkrzmpIAnCYzQktsIIhUS42eyoHB4pZwCDmKsXSThzf09kKBRiEvqqM0RyJOZrU/O/mp3K4NLNaJSkkkS4WBSkDMoYThOCA8oJlmyiAGFO1V8hHiGOsFQ51lQI5vzJi9A9bZjnjebtWb3VLuOoggNwCI6BCS5AC9wAC3QABo/gGbyCN+1Je9HetY+itaKVM/vgj7TPHz3unG0=</latexit>P1D[R13]�3 = �1

<latexit sha1_base64="ywm/1PzLrSXM5cEgSp+OYeZS4E4=">AAACFHicbZDLSsNAFIYnXmu9RV26GSyCIJSkEXUjFOzCZRR7gSSEyXTaDp1cmJkIJeQh3Pgqblwo4taFO9/GaZOFtv4w8PGfczhz/iBhVEjD+NaWlldW19YrG9XNre2dXX1vvyPilGPSxjGLeS9AgjAakbakkpFewgkKA0a6wfh6Wu8+EC5oHN3LSUK8EA0jOqAYSWX5+mnmYsSgnfsWLLCVO3d+ZjVyD7r2iPoNeFWA5es1o27MBBfBLKEGStm+/uX2Y5yGJJKYISEc00iklyEuKWYkr7qpIAnCYzQkjsIIhUR42eyoHB4rpw8HMVcvknDm/p7IUCjEJAxUZ4jkSMzXpuZ/NSeVg0svo1GSShLhYtEgZVDGcJoQ7FNOsGQTBQhzqv4K8QhxhKXKsapCMOdPXoROo26e163bs1qzVcZRAYfgCJwAE1yAJrgBNmgDDB7BM3gFb9qT9qK9ax9F65JWzhyAP9I+fwBES5xx</latexit>P3D[R32]�2 = �3

<latexit sha1_base64="XB7doEMzqx3Z6+LBiShB357uEmk=">AAACBHicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6i7rsZrCIrkpSRd0IBV24jGAv0IQwmU7aoZMLMxOhhC7c+CpuXCji1odw59s4bbPQ1h8GPv5zDmfOH6ScSWVZ38bS8srq2nppo7y5tb2za+7tt2SSCUKbJOGJ6ARYUs5i2lRMcdpJBcVRwGk7GF5P6u0HKiRL4ns1SqkX4X7MQkaw0pZvVnKXYI6csV9HrjNgfv0YXRXkm1WrZk2FFsEuoAqFHN/8cnsJySIaK8KxlF3bSpWXY6EY4XRcdjNJU0yGuE+7GmMcUenl0yPG6Eg7PRQmQr9Yoan7eyLHkZSjKNCdEVYDOV+bmP/VupkKL72cxWmmaExmi8KMI5WgSSKoxwQlio80YCKY/isiAywwUTq3sg7Bnj95EVr1mn1eO707qzZuijhKUIFDOAEbLqABt+BAEwg8wjO8wpvxZLwY78bHrHXJKGYO4I+Mzx+bpZYo</latexit>

P2�
0
2 = �2

Figure 1. A triangular plaquette is assigned values of Φ at its vertices, from which we determine

corresponding values of n̂ using (3.4). We find the rotation R21 that takes n̂1 to n̂2. This rotation

in SO(3) also defines a rotation, D[R21] in SU(2)L that acts on Φ1 to give Φ′
2 which in general

differs from Φ2 by rotation by an element P2 ∈ U(1)Z , at vertex 2. Similarly we can obtain the

rotations that take Φ2 to Φ3, and Φ3 to Φ1. The total rotation in going from vertex 1 around the

triangle and back to vertex 1 is: P1D[R13]P3D[R32]P2D[R21], and this rotation acts on Φ1 to give

back Φ1. If the net Z-phase rotation in going around the plaquette is ±2π, there is a Z-string (or

anti-string) passing through the plaquette.

Non-trivial winding of the U(1)Z phase factor implies the existence of a Z-string passing

through the plaquette.

Consider one leg of a triangular plaquette as shown in Fig. 1. The vector n̂1 is rotated

into n̂2, i.e. n̂2 = R21n̂1, by an SO(3) rotation about the axis â21 and by angle θ21,

â21 =
n̂1 × n̂2
|n̂1 × n̂2|

, θ21 = cos−1(n̂1 · n̂2) (4.3)

and we take 0 ≤ θ12 ≤ π. A corresponding SU(2)L rotation is2

D[R21] = exp

(
−iâ21 · ~σ

θ21
2

)
(4.4)

and rotates Φ1 to,

Φ′2 = D[R21]Φ1 (4.5)

In general, Φ′2 6= Φ2 and an additional U(1)Z rotation, P2, may be necessary to rotate Φ1

to Φ2,

Φ2 = P2 Φ′2 = P2D[R21]Φ1 (4.6)

where P2 = eiTZ2δ2 . TZ2 is as defined in (4.2) with n̂ = n̂2, and δ2 is a phase angle. To

determine δ2 we use,

eiδ2 = Φ′†2 Φ2 (4.7)

2There are two elements of SU(2)L, namely ±D[R21], that correspond to the SO(3) rotation R21. This

ambiguity will be absorbed in P2 defined in (4.6) as P2 also gives a phase factor in its action on Φ′
2 as

shown in (4.8).
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3

with a, b, c = 1, . . . , 8. Here the T a are the generators
of SU(3), normalized by tr(T aT b) = 2δab, the fabc are
structure constants defined by [T a, T b] = 2ifabcT

c, and
the integration is over the two sphere at infinity. Also
note that the vector na satisfies nana = 4/3. In Ap-
pendix A we show that the two forms for the topolgical
charge are equivalent.

It is simple to check that Q = 1 for the monopole
configuration in Eq. (10) and Eq. (11). The formula in
Eq. (14) will be useful to locate monopoles in our numer-
ical work described in Sec. II.

The second stage of symmetry breaking is more in-
volved. The fields Ψj now also acquire VEVs, which
are required to lie in the unbroken SU(2) subgroup, and
hence commute with Φ. Their magnitudes tr(Ψ2

j) are
fixed by the potential, and they are also required to be
mutually orthogonal in the sense that tr(Ψ1Ψ2) = 0.
Given a value of Φ at some spatial point P , we need
to identify this unbroken subgroup. The standard proce-
dure is to work out commutators of Φ with SU(3) gen-
erators and to find linear combinations of the generators
that commute. In practice, it is easier to first rotate
Φ, say by an SU(3) rotation R, to the reference direc-
tion, Φ(0). We discuss how to choose R below. Then
the generators of the unbroken SU(2) sit in the 2 × 2
upper left corner while the generator T 8 of the unbroken
U(1) is in the direction of Φ(0) itself. With respect to
Φ(0), the VEVs of Ψ1 and Ψ2 can be written in terms of

two orthonormal 3-vectors, a and b, as Ψ
(0)
1 = a · T and

Ψ
(0)
2 = b · T where

T i =



σi 0

0 0


 , i = 1, 2, 3, (17)

and σi are the Pauli spin matrices. Once Ψ
(0)
1 and Ψ

(0)
2

are constructed, we can rotate all the fields back to the
original point using R†.

The VEVs of Ψ1 and Ψ2 break SU(2) down to Z2,
which is the center of SU(2), {1, −12}, i.e. the identity
element of SU(3) and −12 ≡ diag(−1, −1, 1). A string
passes through a spatial contour if Ψ1 and Ψ2 are such
that, on going around the contour, these fields are trans-
formed by the element −12 and not by the identity el-
ement. The strings are of the Z2 variety and there is
no distinction between a string and an anti-string. Also,
there is no known integral formula that can be used to
evaluate the winding around the contour.

II. NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION

To simulate the formation of the monopole-string net-
work, a 3-dimensional cubic lattice is chosen. Each cu-
bic cell is further divided into 24 tetrahedral sub-cells,
obtained by connecting the center of the cube to the 8
corners and the centers of the 6 faces (see Fig. 2).

FIG. 2: Each cell of the cubic lattice is sub-divided into 24
tetrahedra. Only one cubic cell and representative tetrahe-
dron are shown.

The next step is to assign random points of CP 2 at
each point on the lattice, including the centers of the
cubic cells and their faces. Now, the unique SU(3)-
invariant metric on CP 2 is the Fubini-Study metric

ds2 =
dZ†dZ
Z†Z

− dZ†Z Z†dZ
(Z†Z)2

, (18)

or, in terms of the parameter choice of (7),

ds2 = dθ̄2 + sin2 θ̄ dφ̄2

+ sin2 θ̄ cos2 φ̄(1 − sin2 θ̄ cos2 φ̄)dα2

−2 sin4 θ̄ cos2 φ̄ sin2 φ̄ dα dβ

+ sin2 θ̄ sin2 φ̄(1 − sin2 θ̄ sin2 φ̄)dβ2. (19)

Hence the SU(3)-invariant measure on CP 2 is

√
g dθ̄ dφ̄ dα dβ = sin3 θ̄ cos θ̄ sin φ̄ cos φ̄ dθ̄ dφ̄ dα dβ.

(20)
Thus the assignment is done by drawing 0 ≤ sin4 θ̄ ≤ 1,
0 ≤ sin2 φ̄ ≤ 1, 0 ≤ α ≤ 2π and 0 ≤ β ≤ 2π from uniform
distributions, and then constructing Z as in Eq. (7). The
four vertices of a spatial tetrahedron then get mapped
on to a tetrahedron in CP 2 which we will denote by
(Z1, Z2, Z3, Z4). To find out if this tetrahedron in CP 2

is topologically non-trivial (i.e. incontractable) we use a
discrete version of the charge formula in Eq. (14)

Q =
1

2π

∑

{ijk}
α{ijk}, (21)

where the sum is over the four triangular faces of the
tetrahedron (with positive orientation), and for each face,

α{ijk} = arg(Z†
i ZkZ†

kZjZ
†
j Zi), (22)

where we require α{ijk} to lie within the range [−π, π].
We can explicitly check that small changes in the Zi do

Figure 2. The cubic lattice is divided into tetrahedral cells in our simulations.

which can be derived using (4.4). We will choose δ2 with the smallest value of |δ2| in

accordance with the geodesic rule [2, 26]. Note that P2 = eiTZ2δ2 acts on Φ′2 to simply give

a phase factor exp(iδ2),

eiTZ2δ2Φ′2 = eiδ2Φ′2 (4.8)

because n̂2 = −Φ̂†2~σΦ̂2 = −Φ̂′†2 ~σΦ̂′2.

In this way we can go around all the sides of the triangular plaquette and obtain

Φ1 = P1D[R13]P3D[R32]P2D[R21]Φ1 ≡ RΦ1 (4.9)

The right-most rotation, D[R21]Φ1, yields Φ′2 and, as in (4.8), the action of P2 acting on

Φ′2 simply gives a phase factor that commutes with all other rotations in (4.9). Hence the

action of P2 is to give an overall factor of eiδ2 . Similar arguments apply to the action of

P1 and P3. Then the action of R on Φ1 is equivalent to multiplication by,

R = ei(δ1+δ2+δ3+h123) (4.10)

where h123 denotes the phase angle due to the rotation D[R13]D[R32]D[R21]. This rotation

implements the parallel transport of Φ1 all the way around the triangular plaquette and

gives the holonomy angle, h123, in this process. To determine h123 we use

eih123 = Φ†1D[R13]D[R32]D[R21]Φ1 (4.11)

From (4.9) we must have

δ1 + δ2 + δ3 + h123 = 0,±2π (4.12)

and a value of ±2π signals that a Z-string/anti-string passes through the plaquette.

We have numerically implemented this algorithm to study the distribution of monopoles

and strings on a discrete tetrahedral lattice. Each cell of a cubic lattice is divided into 24

tetrahedra [3] as shown in Fig. 2. At every lattice point, we assign random values of α,

β and γ, from which we construct Φ and n̂. We find the monopoles on the lattice by

evaluating the monopole winding in (3.3) for every tetrahedral cell, and the strings are
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Figure 3. Sample monopole distribution with strings connecting them. Some of the strings are in

the form of closed loops.
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Figure 4. Log-linear plot of number density of open strings (blue) and closed strings (red) vs.

length l. The parameters of the dashed fitting curves are given in (4.13) and (4.14).

found by evaluating the winding in (4.12) for every triangular plaquette. A sample of the

monopole distribution with strings is shown in Fig. 3.

As in earlier simulations of monopole formation [23–25], n̂ is uniformly distributed on

an S2 and the magnetic charge within a volume, ∼ L3, is given by a surface integral due

to Gauss’ law, with N ∼ (L/ξ)2 independent domains of size ξ on the surface. Hence

the root-mean-square magnetic charge within the volume goes as
√
N ∼ L/ξ. We have

confirmed this scaling in our simulations.

We also evaluate the length distribution of open string segments, i.e. the number

density of strings of length between l and l + dl, denoted dnopen(l). The dependence of

dnopen(l) on l is shown in Fig. 4 and is fit by a decaying exponential,

dnopen(l) = Aoe
−l/lo dl,

Ao = 0.12± 0.06, lo = 6.68± 0.28 (4.13)
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where the length is measured in units of the step length in going from one tetrahedral cell

to its neighboring cell. The number density of closed loops also follows an exponential

with,

Ac = 0.66± 0.07, lc = 7.79± 0.08. (4.14)

5 Magnetic field

As in the case of topological defects, the Kibble mechanism only provides initial condi-

tions for the evolution of the system. In the case of cosmic strings, small loops formed

during the symmetry breaking will quickly collapse and dissipate, while longer loops and

infinite strings will persist and eventually reach a scaling solution. In the electroweak

case, monopoles and anti-monopoles will be brought together by the confining strings and

rapidly annihilate [27]. However their annihilation will leave behind a magnetic field. Since

Maxwell equations hold after electroweak symmetry breaking, the magnetic field can then

be evolved with the usual Maxwellian magneto-hydrodynamical (MHD) equations [28]. We

now turn to a characterization of the initial magnetic field.

The electromagnetic field strength is defined as

Aµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ − i
2 sin θw

g
(∂µΦ̂†∂νΦ̂− ∂νΦ̂†∂µΦ̂) (5.1)

where Aµ ≡ sin θwn̂
aW a

µ + cos θwYµ and the last term in (5.1) is required for a suitable

gauge invariant definition of Aµν [10, 18]. The definition breaks down at points where

|Φ| = 0, i.e. in the symmetry restored phase, because n̂ and Φ̂ are not well-defined.

The magnetic field of the monopole is

B = ∇×A− i2 sin θw
g
∇Φ̂† ×∇Φ̂ (5.2)

With Φ = Φm of Eq. (3.1) and A = 0 we find the monopole magnetic field outside the

core of the monopole, Bm = sin θwr̂/(gr
2) where r is the radial coordinate. Around the

Z-string at θ = π we find Φ̂m → eiφ(0, 1)T . Using this form in (5.2) we see that there is

no electromagnetic field associated with the Z-string at locations where Φ 6= 0. We can

extend the formula (5.2) to the point where Φ = 0 in the Z-string by using continuity, and

then the magnetic field vanishes everywhere for the Z-string.

The usual characterization of stochastic isotropic magnetic fields is in terms of the two

point correlators,

〈Bi(x + r)Bj(x)〉 = MN (r)(δij − r̂ir̂j) +ML(r)r̂ir̂j + εijkrkMH(r) (5.3)

In Maxwell theory, the correlation functions MN and ML are related by the condition that

the magnetic field is divergence free,

1

2r

d

dr

(
r2ML(r)

)
= MN (r). (5.4)

In our case, however, the magnetic field is not divergence-free and MN and ML are inde-

pendent functions. The helical correlator, MH , vanishes for us since we have not included

any source of parity violation in the system.
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Figure 5. Log-log plot of the smeared magnetic field strength, Bλ, vs. λ. The blue band shows

the 1-σ spread of the individual Monte Carlo results. The dashed line shows the fit ln(Bλ) =

(−2.02± 0.02) ln(λ) + (0.98± 0.09).

We have evaluated the magnetic field correlator numerically and find

〈Bi(x + r)Bj(x)〉 = f(r)δij (5.5)

with f(r) exhibiting anti-correlations at small scales. This makes physical sense since it is

known that defects are preferentially surrounded by anti-defects [24].

Once the monopoles and antimonopoles have annihilated, the correlator in (5.5) should

revert to the form in (5.3) with the standard divergence free condition. We have not yet

studied this evolution. Instead we use a “smearing procedure” to estimate the volume

averaged magnetic field due to monopoles,

〈B〉V =
1

V

∫

V
d3xB = −i2 sin θw

gV

∫

∂V
dS× (Φ̂†∇Φ̂) (5.6)

where the last expression for the surface integral follows from using (5.2) together with an

integration by parts. Note that (5.2) assumes |Φ| 6= 0 and hence is not valid in the interior

of the integration volume V in the presence of monopoles. The volume integral in (5.6)

is ambiguous because of the divergent magnetic field at the locations of the monopoles.

However the surface integral given in (5.6) still applies as the surface of integration does

not intersect any monopole cores. The surface may intersect Z-strings but the formula in

(5.2) holds by continuity as discussed below (5.2).

For the integration in (5.6) we will consider cubical volumes with side λ. If ξ denotes the

size of domains in which the random variable Φ̂†∇Φ̂ is tightly correlated, the discretized

surface integral in (5.6) consists of a sum of (λ/ξ)2 independent random terms and the

sum itself will go like the square root of this number. Therefore we expect the magnitude

Bλ ≡ |〈B〉V | to grow as Bλ ∝ λ/V ∝ 1/λ2. We have numerically evaluated Bλ and the

result is plotted in Fig. 5. The fit shows indeed shows that Bλ ∝ 1/λ2.

As a final comment, note that the numerical calculation of the magnetic field does not

directly use the network of monopoles and strings discussed in the previous sections. All
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that is needed is to evaluate the final term of (5.2) from the random distribution of the

Higgs VEV.

6 Conclusions

Vacuum configurations of a field theory should include all configurations with minimum

energy. Conventional considerations focus on homogeneous fields and then the vacuum

manifold is given by the minima of the potential. However, in gauge theories, inhomoge-

neous configurations can also have minimum energy provided they lie on gauge orbits on

the vacuum manifold. Thus the vacuum manifold has additional structure. In particular,

by minimizing the potential of the electroweak model the vacuum manifold is seen to be an

S3. However the gauge orbits map the S3 to S2 with S1 fibers, i.e. the vacuum manifold

is a Hopf fibered S3. The topology of S2 × S1 leads to electroweak magnetic monopoles

that are confined by Z-strings whose distribution we have determined by an extension of

the Kibble mechanism. Since the electroweak monopoles are confined by Z-strings, they

will annihilate rapidly even as they are formed, leaving behind a cosmological magnetic

field whose spectrum falls off slowly with increasing wavelength: Bk ∝ k2.
An alternative approach to deriving the properties of the magnetic field is to directly

simulate the electroweak symmetry breaking, as has been done in several works [29–33].

These field theory simulations are much more computationally intensive than the present

approach and are limited by computer resources. On the flip side, an advantage is that

they more completely account for the dynamical evolution during the symmetry breaking,

including magnetic fields that may be generated independently of the monopoles (the Aµ
terms in (5.1)).

The MHD evolution of magnetic fields depends significantly on the helicity of the field,

described by the parity odd MH correlator in (5.3). There is, however, no source of parity

violation in the formulation of the Kibble mechanism, and indeed in the bosonic sector

of the electroweak model. Hence the magnetic field will be (globally) non-helical. (The

process of monopole annihilation can induce local helicity because, in general, the monopole

and antimonopole will be relatively twisted [34].) It is an interesting open question if parity

violation from the fermionic sector or extensions of the standard model can be incorporated

in the Kibble mechanism, that can then be used to study the generation of helical magnetic

fields. Parity violating effects are also necessary for generating cosmic matter-antimatter

asymmetry and the connection with magnetic helicity has already been noted [35–41].

The evolution of the magnetic field from the electroweak epoch to the present epoch

is affected by several factors: turbulence, cosmic expansion, dissipation, and perhaps novel

chiral effects. Magneto-hydrodynamical evolution does not apply initially because the mag-

netic field is not divergence-free. From general arguments that are supported by numerical

simulations, a few percent of the electroweak false vacuum energy goes into magnetic fields

during spontaneous symmetry breaking [14]. The coherence scale of the magnetic field at

the electroweak epoch, ξ(tEW ), will depend on the dynamics during electroweak symmetry

breaking. To obtain estimates we use an upper bound on the coherence and take it to be

the horizon size at the electroweak scale: ξ(tEW ) ∼ tEW ∼ 1 cm. Then the magnetic field
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on length scale λ at the present epoch is given by

Bλ(t0) ∼
√
ργ(t0)

(
tEW

λ(tEW )

)2

(6.1)

where λ(tEW ) = λ(t0)T0/TEW and T denotes the cosmic temperature. With T0 ∼ 10−4 eV,

TEW ∼ 1011 eV,
√
ργ(t0) ∼ 10−6 G, we get

B1 kpc(t0) ∼ 10−18 G. (6.2)

and on Mpc scales the magnetic field is ∼ 10−24 G. This estimate is much smaller than

the blazar lower bounds in the literature: B1Mpc & 10−16 − 10−19 G [42–45]. Hence

the monopoles by themselves cannot provide magnetic fields of the observed strength.

Additional ingredients are necessary if the magnetic fields generated during electroweak

symmetry breaking are to explain observations. In particular, magnetic helicity can be

this necessary ingredient as it can stretch the coherence scale of the magnetic field by

a large factor ∼ 107 and increase the field strength estimate to ∼ 10−11 G on 10 kpc

scales [14].

In summary, we have extended the Kibble mechanism and applied it to the electroweak

model. Then topological considerations lead to a distribution of magnetic monopoles and

Z-strings that we can characterize. The distribution of magnetic monopoles immediately

implies the presence of magnetic fields. We have derived the (smeared) magnetic field

distribution as a function of the smearing length scale, λ, and find Bλ ∝ λ−2. The role of

early universe magnetic fields for cosmological observations has been recently reviewed in

Refs. [12–15].
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