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Abstract

In this paper we will discuss the construction of the complexified
Monopole model, for which the electromagnetic charge is known to
be balanced and the temperature is fixed. We will show that the
complexified model is a non-perturbative one, so, for example, the heat
capacity can be calculated in terms of the physical parameters. This
allows to define the Monopole model as a rational approximation of the
classical model. We will discuss the definition of the Monopole model
and its relation with the Monopole model. We will also discuss the
relationship between the Monopole model and the Monopole model.

1 Introduction

In the recent papers [1] the authors discussed the construction of the Monopole
model from a monodromy coupled with the interaction terms of a Gauss-
Raspley monopole. In this paper we consider the construction of the com-
plexified Monopole model from a non-perturbative physical background. Our
aim is to obtain a formal definition for the complexified Monopole model in
the context of the classical model. We use the M-theory on the electromag-
netic charge and its interaction with the temperature, which can be directly
derived from the classical model. We also discuss the possibility of defining
the Monopole model as a rational approximation of the classical model.

The proposed Monopole model has two main forms. In the simplest case
the operator of the complex attractor is given by a single component of the
complex conjugate (1/2, 1/2) Γ(1/2, 1/2) which is a free parameter and can
be specified as
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Γ(1/2, 1/2)
(∫

d3/2dθ3/2Γ(χ)

. Here Γ(θ) is the identity operator, Γ(θ) is the equation of the form
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(1)

and the mass function M . In this case, the kinetic terms in Eq.([eq:mass])
are not directly equivalent. Instead the kinetic terms are given by

Mi = M
3/2
ij . (2)

The physical terms in Eq.([eq:mass]) are given by∫ 3/2

M

dk σ
2/3
ij (3)

where the terms are normalized. The physical terms are then defined by∫ 3/2

M

dx σ
2/3
ij = −1

2

∫ 3/2

M

dx σ
2/3
ij = mi −

1

2
. (4)

This allows to define new physical parameters M and m as follows

∫ 3/2

M

dx σ
2/3
ij = −1

2

∫ 3/2

M

dx σ
2/3
ij = mi −

1

2
. (5)

The physical parameters of the Monopole model are then given by∫ 3/2

M

dx σ
2/3
ij (6)

2 The Monopole Model as Rational Fraction

of the Classical Model

In Sec.3, we have introduced the function Φ(x) to the standard equation dS2.
The standard equation is given by the following expression:
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3 Conclusions

We have shown that the solution of the classical equation for the energy den-
sity of a superconductor can be obtained by considering the approximation
in the context of the Monopole model. A similar procedure can be applied to
the Monopole model. In particular, one can, in the context of the Monopole
model, define the energy-momentum tensor in terms of the physical parame-
ters. This allows to compute the physical parameters for the superconductor
and to define the Monopole model as a rational approximation of the classical
model. In the context of the Monopole model, one can define the energy-
momentum tensor in terms of the physical parameters. This develops the
concept of the Monopole model as a rational approximation of the classical
model, so, for example, the energy-momentum tensor can be calculated in
terms of the physical parameters. In the context of the Monopole model,
one can also define the energy-momentum tensor in terms of the physical
parameters. This allows to define the Monopole model as a rational solution
of the classical equations. This means that the energy-momentum tensor can
be determined in terms of the physical parameters, but only in the context of
the Monopole model. This allows to define the Monopole model as a rational
approximation of the classical model. In the context of the Monopole model,
one can also define the energy-momentum tensor in terms of the physical
parameters. This allows to define the Monopole model as a rational approx-
imation of the classical model.

The concept of the Monopole model is a powerful tool to study the dy-
namics of superconductivity [2]. In the context of the Monopole model, one
can define the energy-momentum tensor in terms of the physical parame-
ters. This can then be used to compute the physical parameters for the
superconductor. This allows to define the Monopole model as a rational
approximation of the classical model.

As a result, one can define the Monopole model as a rational approxima-
tion of the classical model. The energy-momentum tensor in the context of
the Monopole model is a natural choice. Since the energy-momentum tensor
is a non-perturbative one, one can define the energy-momentum tensor in
terms of the physical parameters. This allows to define the Monopole model
as a rational approximation
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