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Ondřej Nicolas Karṕı̌sek,1, ∗ Lukáš Rafaj,1, † and Filip Blaschke2, ‡

1Institute of Physics, Silesian University in Opava,
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We explore the relevance of the central hill for a symmetric double-well potential and its impact
on the scattering of kinks in a scalar field theory in (1+1)-dimensions. This region controls the
inner core structure of the kink. We study how the disappearance of analyticity in this region of
the potential affects the resonant features in KK̄ scattering.

I. INTRODUCTION

Classical field theory with non-linear field interactions
often leads to the presence of solitons. These are particle-
like, extended objects that are remarkably stable under
the effects of perturbation or soliton-soliton interactions
and lead to a richness of dynamical phenomena. When
the underlying model has in addition non-trivial topol-
ogy, there exist topological solitons, which are absolutely
stable [1–3].

Among the conceptually and mathematically sim-
plest topological solitons are the so-called kinks. These
particle-like objects in one spatial dimension (manifesting
as strings and domain walls in higher dimensions) are de-
scribed by a single, real, self-interacting scalar field, say
ϕ. A local, Lorentz invariant description is afforded via
the Lagrangian density

L =
1

2
∂µϕ∂

µϕ− V (ϕ) , (1)

where the potential V (ϕ) encodes the self-interaction.
The kinks are present as static solutions for any potential
V (ϕ) that has multiple vacua, i.e. field values ϕ = va for
which V (va) = V ′(va) = 0.

The mathematical framework embodied in Eq. (1) is so
simple that one would not expect the dynamics of kinks
to be particularly complicated. Since kinks have been
the object of scientific interest for many decades now,
one could be tempted to guess that the overall dynamic
picture of how kinks interact with themselves or with the
environment is fully mapped out. Therefore, it is more
surprising to learn that the actual state of affairs is still
far from ideal.

Indeed, while the interactions of kinks with other kinks
and/or anti-kinks have been numerically investigated
since the late 70ties [4–8], the quantitative and quali-
tative dynamical picture of the associated phenomena,
such as bouncing, bion formation, the role of radiation,
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spectral wall phenomenon, dynamical generation of de-
localized modes, etc., has been achieved in both classical
and quantum settings (with various degrees of complete-
ness) only recently [9–24] (one can also read about the
somewhat intricate history of investigations of kink-anti-
kink collisions in [25]).

The source for all this complexity must be somehow
intricately encoded into the potential V (ϕ).

Indeed, the choice of the potential dictates the under-
lying dynamics with precarious exactness. For instance,
the so-called sine-Gordon (sG) model V (ϕ) = 2 sin2(ϕ/2)
is completely integrable, and the kink-anti-kink (KK̄)
and kink-kink (KK) solutions (and many others) are
known in a closed form. The collisions of kinks are com-
pletely elastic, exemplifying perhaps the simplest behav-
ior across the spectrum of all models.

On the other hand, KK̄ collisions in the ϕ4 (or double-

well) model with the potential V (ϕ) =
(
1−ϕ2

)2
/2, which

is regarded as a canonical representative, are very rich in
dynamical aspects, such as the fractal structure of bounc-
ing windows, bion chimneys, etc. Moreover, these fea-
tures are universal, in that they are present for generic
choices of potentials unless special circumstances prevent
them from occurring, such as integrability or absence
of resonant modes that facilitate energy transfer mecha-
nism.

This is exemplified in the so-called ϕ6 model with

V (ϕ) = ϕ2
(
1 − ϕ2

)2
/2 in which the KK̄ collisions are

devoid of this fractal structure, while the collisions of
anti-kinks with kinks (K̄K) produce it [13]. Multiple
other potentials have been explored, such as ϕ8 potential

V (ϕ) = ϕ4
(
1 − ϕ2

)2
/2 in which kinks have long, poly-

nomial tails [26–29] and the parametrically-dependent

Christ-Lee potential, i.e. V (ϕ) =
(
ε2 +ϕ2

)(
1−ϕ2

)2
/(2+

2ε2) that smoothly interpolates between ϕ4 and ϕ6 po-
tentials [15], to name just a few.

A. The shape of a kink

The shape of a static kink is in one-to-one correspon-
dence with the shape of the potential between the minima
that the kink interpolates. This is most easily seen from
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the static equation of motion

ϕ′′(x) = V ′(ϕ) , (2)

which is equivalent to an equation of motion for a particle
under the influence of the upside-down potential −V (ϕ).
The “time” is the x-coordinate and the particle starts
at one of the maxima, corresponding to the “left” vac-
uum, vL, at x = −∞ and rolls down towards the other
maximum, vR, that is reached at x = +∞.

For a generic potential with two vacua, and no other
local minima, such as the one depicted in Fig. 1, we can
talk about three distinct regions with qualitatively dif-
ferent impacts on the shape of the kink.

vL vR

left tail 

right tail 

co
re

sk
in

ski
n

How the potential encodes the shape of the kink

Near a minimum: 

∂2δϕ = − V′ ′ (v)δϕ − 1
2 V′ ′ ′ (v)δϕ2 + …
ϕ = v + δϕ

Rtail ≈ 2m2

|V′ ′ ′ (v) |
∨ 6m2

|V(4)(v) |

δϕ ∼ emxm2 ≡ V′ ′ (v)

Near a maximum: 

∂2δϕ = − V′ ′ (ϕmax)δϕ − 1
2 V′ ′ ′ (ϕmax)δϕ2 + …

ϕ = ϕmax + δϕ

Rcore ≡ 2α2

|V′ ′ ′ (ϕmax) |
∨ 6α2

|V(4)(ϕmax) |

α2 ≡ − V′ ′ (ϕmax) δϕ ∼ sin(αx)

Near an inflection point: ϕ = ϕinf + δϕ

∂2δϕ = − V′ (ϕinf) − 1
2 V′ ′ ′ (ϕinf)δϕ2 + …

δϕ ∼ ηx2/2η ≡ V′ (ϕinf)
Rskin ≡ 2η

|V′ ′ ′ (ϕinf) |

Ex:    potentialϕ4 Rtails = 2
3 Rcore = 1 Rskin = 2

9
Ex:  SG potential Rtails = 6 Rcore = 6 Rskin = 2

Figure 1. A pictograph of how the shape of a kink, interpo-
lating between vL and vR vacua is affected by different parts
of the potential.

The regions near vacua encode the tails of the kink.
Indeed, for non-zero curvature, i.e. V ′′(vL,R) ≡ m2

L,R >

0, the kink approaches vacua exponentially fast as |ϕ −
vL,R| ∼ exp

(
±mL,Rx

)
. On the other hand, if m = 0, the

tails are polynomial [30].
The region near the maximum controls the shape of

the very center of the kink, which we shall call its core.
Denoting α2 ≡ −V ′′(ϕmax), the kink’s profile at its core
(where also the most energy is concentrated and is identi-
fied with the kink’s position) will be approximately given
by a combination of sin(αx) and cos(αx). On the other
hand, if α = 0, such is the case for ϕ8 potential, the core’s
profile can be approximated by Jacobi functions.

Lastly, the regions near inflection points dictate what
we subsume into the notion of the kink’s skin. Around
the skin, the kink behaves as a quadratic function of x.1

1 This is also true around a generic point where the first derivative
is non-vanishing.

We can be more precise and place the above notions
onto a firm ground by defining the tails, core, and skin
of a kink in a perturbative sense.

Expanding the field around the vacuum, i.e. ϕ = v+δϕ
and putting it into the equation of motion, we get

δϕ′′ = m2δϕ +
1

2
V ′′′(v)δϕ2 + . . . (3)

At the leading order, the above equation is solved as δϕ ∼
A exp

(
±mx

)
, where the sign depends on the boundary

conditions. We can estimate at which value of δϕ the
leading order approximation breaks down by comparing
the size of the next term on the right-hand side. Indeed,
the value of δϕ for which both terms are equal gives us
the rough extent of the tail region, i.e.

Ltail ≡
2m2∣∣V ′′′(v)

∣∣ . (4)

The Ltail corresponds to the horizontal extend of either of
the red regions on Fig. 1. Note, that the above formula is
only valid if V ′′′(v) ̸= 0. If the third derivative vanishes,
comparing the leading term with the third order term

gives us instead Ltail =
√

6m2/
∣∣V (4)(v)

∣∣. Similar consid-

eration must be taken when dealing with potentials with
vanishing m.

The size of the core and skin regions of the potential
can be estimated using the same reasoning through ex-
pansion around the maximum or an inflection point, re-
spectively. Denoting α2 ≡ −V ′′(ϕmax) and η ≡ V ′(ϕinf)
the corresponding sizes of these regions read (assuming
non-vanishing third derivatives)

Lcore ≡
2α2∣∣V ′′′(ϕmax)

∣∣ , Lskin ≡

√
2|η|∣∣V ′′′(ϕinf)

∣∣ . (5)

The numbers Ltail, Lcore and Lskin should be used as
rough gauges of how much the tails, core, and skin dom-
inate the kink’s shape. Of course, these regions can have
overlaps and typically do not add up to the total value
of a field span for a static (anti-)kink, that is |vR − vL|.

For illustration, the corresponding values for a ϕ4 po-

tential are Lϕ4

tail = 2/3, Lϕ4

core = 1 and Lϕ4

skin = 2/9, while

the same for the sG model reads LsG
tail =

√
6, LsG

core =
√

6

and LsG
skin =

√
2. The ϕ6 potential, having three min-

ima with the middle one of different curvature, thus has
two different tails and skin regions, depending on which
vacuum and which inflection point is considered.

Let us also note that there can be additional local min-
ima in between the true vacua that the kink is interpolat-
ing. In that case, it is reasonable to dub the correspond-
ing region of the kink near a local minimum as its pseu-
docore. The reason for this nomenclature – as opposed
to calling it a pseudotail – is simply that a pseudocore
region affects the kink’s center and it would be confus-
ing to associate it with the semi-infinitely extended tails.
In the double sine-Gordon model (dsG), for instance, the
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kink solution is approximately equal to two sG kinks sep-
arated by a fixed distance. In our picture, each of these
sG kinks will have its core and skin regions, while the
region between them corresponds to a pseudocore.

B. The Frankensteinian potentials

So far, we have discussed the structural aspects of a
static kink. The issue now is, whether these notions have
any relevance for the dynamics and if so, whether their
contributions are approximately independent.

Intuitively, the answer should be cautious “yes”. It is
well known, for instance, that kink tails are responsible
for attractive interaction between well-separated kink-
anti-kink (KK̄) pairs and are, therefore key ingredients
in the initial (and final) stages of the KK̄ collisions [1].
On the other hand, it is also intuitively clear that they
are of little consequence when the kinks are on top of
each other where their cores play a key role.2

The role of skin, however, if any, is hard to appreci-
ate intuitively. However, the skin region of the potential
(i.e. its inflection point) is deeply connected with the
longevity or even existence of oscillons [31], which are
important, if not crucial, for the understanding of the
KK̄ scattering.

These observations may help us to appreciate the un-
derlying reason for the complexity of KK̄ scattering –
the fact that it may be composed of multiple structural
pieces that contribute differently and simultaneously to
its dynamics. In other words, it could be the case that
KK̄ scattering is a tapestry of interwoven but otherwise
only loosely dependent contributing phenomena.

To facilitate this intuition, it should be worthwhile to
investigate the dynamics of kinks in potentials lacking
some or most of these structural pieces. To that end, let
us briefly discuss a particular class of potentials that –
for lack of a better term – we call the Frankensteinian
potentials. As the name suggests, they are composed
of pieces of functions of the field that are continuously
and/or differentiably sewn together at chosen field values.
For our purposes, we see their primary utility in the fact
that inside each patch, a given Frankensteinian potential
could be deficient in one or two structural regions. This
makes them an ideal tool for exploring the relevance of
these regions on the dynamics.

In particular, we will focus on a subset of Franken-
steinian potentials that are constructed out of linear or
quadratic functions. Within these pieces, the leading
order approximations presented above for either a tail,

2 Assuming, of course, that kinks retain their individuality during
the collisions and it is hence still reasonable to talk about their
cores. In this regard, the successes of collective coordinate mod-
els based on separated kink ansatzes in reproducing qualitative
features of KK̄ scattering indicate that this is not an unreason-
able assumption.

core, or skin hold exactly. Thusly constructed poten-
tials, therefore, possess the simplest kink solutions as far
as their static characteristics are concerned.

C. Single-component kinks

To provide some examples of Frankensteinian poten-
tials, let us consider those that support static solutions
of the greatest structural simplicity, namely kinks made
of a single type of component. In Fig. 2, we present basic
characteristics for these potentials and their kinks. We
use the labeling TT , C, and SS that simply tally the
structural pieces of the kinks as seen from the left to
right.

The potential labeled by TT (“tail-tail”) consists of
two quadratic wells sewn together at the center ϕ = 0.
For simplicity, both wells have the same curvature m2,
and the respective vacua are placed at ±1, which is al-
ways possible to enforce via rescaling of the field. In fact,
it is also possible to set m = 1 by rescaling the coordi-
nates.

Consequently, the TT kink is made of two exponential
tails sewn differentiably together at the center of the kink
where ϕ = 0. With the energy density given as

ETT = m2e−2m|x| , (6)

the mass of the TT kink works out to be equal to

the perturbative mass, i.e. MTT ≡
∞∫

−∞
ETT dx = m.

In turn, the second moment of energy density reads
∞∫

−∞
x2ETT dx = 1/(2m), which provides a simple mea-

sure of how the energy is concentrated around the kink’s
center.

This can be equivalently expressed using the so-called
Derrick’s frequency, which is defined as the ratio of the
mass and the second moment and for a TT kink reads
ω2
TT = 2m2.
Derrick’s frequency is associated with Derrick’s mode

of the kink, which is derived by observing how the energy
of a static kink changes under an infinitesimal scaling
of the spatial coordinate. Derrick’s mode, however, is
not a normal mode, but it has been recognized to be
important for restoring Lorentz invariance of collective
coordinate models [11]. That being said, the TT kink
has Derrick’s frequency well above the mass threshold
and hence should have no impact on the dynamics.

The normal modes of TT kink can be also easily es-
tablished by solving the Schrödinger-like equation with
the effective potential given by U(x) ≡ V ′′(ϕTT ). As we
see in the last row of Fig. 2, the effective potential for
TT kink consists of a single δ well with strength −m2

plus a constant m2. As is well known, a Dirac δ-well po-
tential supports only a single bound mode, which is the
zero mode associated with uniform translations. Hence,
no massive bound modes exist for TT kink. Note, that
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Label  V(ϕ)  ϕK  U(x) ≡ V′ ′ (ϕK)

TT
1
2 m2(1 − |ϕ | )2 1 − e−mx

−1 + emx

MTT = m

ω2
TT = 2m2

C

α2

2 1 − ϕ2

sin(αx)

1

−1

MC = πα
2

ω2
C = 12α2

π2 − 6

SS
η 1 − |ϕ |

ω2
SS = 5η2

2

1− η
2 (x − 2

η )
2

−1+ η
2 (x + 2

η )
2

−1

1

MS = 4η
3

UTT(x) = m2(1 − δ(x))

UC(x) = α2(sign(x2− π2
4α2 ) + δ(x− π

2α ) + δ(x+ π
2α ))

USS(x) = η(δ(x − 2/η) + δ(x + 2/η) − δ(x))

α2 α2

−α2

m2

Static 
characteristics

Figure 2. The “simplest” kinks and their potentials. The vacua are placed at ±1 and kinks are centered at x = 0 for simplicity.
The last row shows the effective potential that enters the Schrödinger-like equation for the determination of normal modes of
a given kink.

the effective potential U(x) is the only quantity in Fig. 2
that is sensitive to the regions of the potential outside the
vacua, i.e. |ϕ| > 1. The kink solution itself and its static
characteristics given in the fourth row of Fig. 2 would re-
main unaltered if the potential is modified in these outer
regions.

Let us now briefly turn our attention to the remaining
two kinks, that are made of a core (C) and two skins
(SS). These represent the simplest examples of compact
kinks whose spatial extents are finite. This is due to the
non-analytic minima, which effectively means an infinite
perturbative mass, rendering the tails non-existent. We
will not comment on the dynamics of these kinks in this
paper outside what is given in Fig. 2. The reason is that
these compact kinks have been proposed and investigated
before. In fact, the origin of compact solitons can be
traced back to the 90ties, when they were introduced in
the context of modified KdV equation [32], investigation
of which continues to this day [33].

The compact solitons in the relativistic scalar field the-
ory were first explored in the early 2000s in [34], later in
the context of the so-called V -shaped potentials [35], the
most famous of which is the so-called signum-Gordon po-
tential [36]. The signum-Gordon model is probably the
simplest Frankensteinian model consisting only of two
linear functions sewn at the middle forming a V -shaped
potential well, which supports exactly soluble compact
oscillons [37, 38]. Furthermore, the compact kinks were
introduced as a limit of certain mechanical linear systems
with chained pendula in [39, 40].

The Frankensteinian potential that was proposed for
studying the interaction between compact kinks and os-
cillons [41] and the scattering of compact kinks them-
selves [42] was a periodic version of the potential C in
Fig. 2. As shown in [42], collisions of compact KK̄ pairs
lead to long-living oscillating bound states or the KK̄
pair reemerges with accompanying “shockwave” that dis-
integrates into a cascade of compact oscillons. Curiously,
the characteristic bouncing of kink anti-kink has not been
observed. This is, perhaps, because the potential used
in [42] was a periodic piece-wise quadratic function that
lacked any other non-linearities besides the non-analytic
sewing at minima.

As far as we are aware, no dedicated study has been
published on compact kinks made of skins.

A different kind of Frankensteinian potential was also
presented in [45], which is a piece-wise quadratic po-
tential resembling ϕ4 potential with the sewing points
around the region controlling the skin of the kink. As
a result, the kink solution possesses both exponentially
dampened tails and a core region, but no skin. In our no-
tation, such a solution is a symmetric TCT kink. These
kinks feature all characteristics of generic KK̄ scattering:
bouncing, bion formation, and radiation production.

Let us also mention that there have been few works
that investigate potentials near Frankensteinian (or oth-
erwise singular) limits that support compact kinks [43,
44].

The central task of this paper is to both continue the
investigation of the Frankensteinian potentials and to ad-
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dress a specific question: namely how does the core re-
gion affect the outcomes of KK̄ scattering? In particular,
we will focus on the presence or absence of characteris-
tic dynamical feature due to the resonant-energy transfer
mechanism, namely the bouncing.

In Sec. II, we begin addressing this question by briefly
discussing KK̄ scattering in models of increasing struc-
tural complexity. We will first show that scattering of TT
kinks is particularly simple: the only outcome is a total
annihilation into massive waves. Then we show that this
result is unaltered by adding non-linearities inside the
tail region, without introducing inflection points. It is
only in the third example, with a potential possessing
inflection points and therefore skin region, where we see
oscillons together with critical velocity below one.

In Sec. III we change tactics and present two paramet-
ric families of potentials interpolating between ϕ4 and
particular coreless potentials. Here we study the disap-
pearance of resonant structures in KK̄ collisions as the
potential becomes more and more singular at its center.

In Sec. IV we discuss our results.

II. CORELESS KINKS: THREE EXAMPLES

In this section, we shall consider three examples of
coreless potentials. As we will see, for the first two, the
absence of both core and skin regions seems to render
the KK̄ scattering entirely trivial: the only result of the
collision is annihilation into massive waves. Only in the
third example, where we consider a potential with inflec-
tion point = non-zero skin region, do we obtain oscillons,
however, the bouncing is still absent.

A. Scattering of TT kinks

Let us comment on KK̄ scattering of the kinks made
from only exponential tails. As already described, the
potential is constructed by gluing together two quadratic
wells of the same curvature at the origin. We can express
such potential as

VTT (ϕ) =
1

2
m2

(
1 − |ϕ|

)2
. (7)

The kink solution can be obtained by sewing together
two exponentials. Up to arbitrary shift along the x-axis,
the solution reads:

ϕTT = sign(x)
(

1 − e−m|x|
)
, (8)

where sign(x) is the sign function. Both the potential (7)
and the kink solution are illustrated in Fig. 3.

It is easy to verify that ϕTT solves the second-order
equations of motion in a weak sense. There are no δ-
function contributions since not only the field itself but
also its first derivative is continuous. However, there is a
jump singularity for the second derivative.

VTTλ ϕ4 potential

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
ϕ

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
x

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

ϕTTλ ϕ4 kink

VTT ϕ4 potential

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
ϕ

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
x

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

ϕTT ϕ4 kink

Figure 3. An example of piece-wise quadratic potential with
the ϕTT kink solution compared with ϕ4 model.

As discussed in the previous section, there are no mas-
sive normal modes and Derrick’s frequency is above the
mass threshold, i.e. ω2

D = 2m2 > m2. It is thus not
surprising that collisions of a TT kink with an anti-kink
are quite boring. However, this featureless-ness is of a
different kind than, say in sG model, where KK̄ pairs
collide elastically and do not annihilate each other due
to the underlying integrability. In contrast, TT kinks
always annihilates each other.

It is easy to understand why. When the KK̄ pair is
sufficiently close to each other, the whole field becomes lo-
calized entirely within the left quadratic well. From that
point on, the dynamics is equivalent to a time-evolution
of some initial data via the Klein-Gordon equation with
the mass m. As is well known, this results in the dis-
integration of the initial shape into a train of massive
waves.

As a check of the above intuition, we plot a “map” of
KK̄ scattering in Fig. 4, where we show the dependence
of the central value of the field on time, i.e. ϕ(0, t), for
the whole range of initial velocities of the KK̄ pair.

B. Scattering of kinks in piece-wise quartic wells.

The triviality of scattering of TT kinks can be blamed
on the linearity of the respective equation of motion in
each half-plane of the target space. Therefore, it is un-
clear whether this dull result has anything to do with
the absence of core and skin region in the VTT (ϕ) poten-
tial or, rather, whether it is an artifact of its piece-wise
integrability. For this reason, in this subsection, we will
investigate a potential that is non-linear in each potential
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ϕ(0,t) V(ϕ) = 2(1 − |ϕ | )2

Figure 4. A plot of values of ϕ(0, t) as dependent on initial
velocity v of the KK̄ pair. We see that for any v, the initially
separated pair (blue color indicating ϕ ∼ +1 vacuum at the
center before the collision) always disintegrates into massive
waves around the ϕ ∼ −1 vacuum (the yellow colors). Here,
m = 2.

well. This is achieved by adding a quartic term, i.e.

VTTλ(ϕ) ≡ 1

2
m2

(
1 − |ϕ|

)2
+

λ

12

(
1 − |ϕ|

)4
, (9)

where λ > 0 is an arbitrary positive constant. This po-
tential leads to the equation of motion that is neither
integrable nor linear in the respective halves of the tar-
get space. However, it still lacks inflection points, and
thus the kink solution, i.e.

ϕTTλ = sign(x)

(
1 −

m
√

6/λ

sinh
(
m|x| + sinh−1(m

√
6/λ)

)) , (10)

has neither a core nor a skin, but possesses non-linear
tails.

Notice that in the limit λ → 0, the solution becomes
sign(x)

(
1− e−m|x|), which is nothing but a TT kink. We

display both the potential and its kink solution in Fig. 5.

The Bogomol’nyi-Prasad-Sommerfield (BPS) mass [46,
47] of the kink reads

MTTλ =
4m3

λ

((
1 +

λ

6m2

)3/2

− 1

)
, (11)

which is an increasing function of λ. Derrick’s frequency
can be also shown to be an increasing function of λ.
Hence, it always stays above the perturbative thresh-
old for all λ > 0. We also did not find any massive
modes. Indeed, a quick glance at the effective potential
V ′′(ϕTTλ) reveals that the extra term acts as a potential
barrier rather than a well, hence there is no hope for any
bound mode besides the zero mode that is there due to
the delta-peak potential well at x = 0.

Given that there are no modes that could facilitate
resonant energy transfer, we expect that the dynamics of
KK̄ scattering is equally trivial as for TT kinks. Indeed,
this is what we found. We show our result in Fig. 6.

C. Scattering of kinks in log-corrected
Klein-Gordon model

Lastly, let us consider a coreless potential, which does
have inflection points, namely the Klein-Gordon model

VTT ϕ4 potential

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
ϕ

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
x

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

ϕTT ϕ4 kink

VTTλ VTT

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
ϕ

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
x

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

ϕTTλ ϕTT

Figure 5. The potential (9) and its kink solution compared
with λ = 0 case. Here m = 2 and λ = 6.

ϕ(0,t) V(ϕ) = 2(1 − |ϕ |2 )2 + 1
2 (1 − |ϕ | )4

Figure 6. The plot of values of ϕ(0, t) as dependent on the
initial velocity v of the KK̄ pair in the model with additional
quartic term.

with a logarithmic “correction”, i.e.

VKG+log(ϕ) =
1

4
m2

(
1 − ϕ2 + ϕ2 log(ϕ2)

)
. (12)

We display it in Fig. 7.

This potential has a degenerate minima at ϕ = ±1
with V ′′(±1) = m2. Note that we can fix m2 to any
value by rescaling the coordinates. As was the case for
the previous two potentials, the maximum at ϕ = 0 is
non-analytic since the second derivative at ϕ = 0 is un-
defined (it goes to −∞). This makes the Taylor expan-
sion around the origin impossible, rendering VKG+log(ϕ)
coreless. However, unlike for both VTT (ϕ) and VTTλ(ϕ),
there are inflection points located at ϕinf = ±1/e, hence
it makes sense to talk about the skin.

The kink solution cannot be obtained analytically and
we showcase a numerical solution in Fig. 7. The BPS



7

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
ϕ

-0.1

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

-5 0 5 10
x

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

KG+log α=-1 m=1

numeric ϕ4 kink

V(ϕ) = 1
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Figure 7. The potential (12) and its kink solution compared
with ϕ4 model. Here m = 2.

mass reads

MKG+log =
m√

2

1∫
−1

√
η2 log η2 + 1 − η2 dη ≈ 0.84 ×m. (13)

Derrick’s frequency is numerically determined to be
ω2
D ≈ 1.34m2, so it is above the perturbative threshold.

Similarly, we have not found any massive mode. Given
that there are no bound modes, we could expect the scat-
tering of KK̄ pairs to be still completely sterile as in the
previous two models, but this expectation would be in-
correct.

In fact, compared with VTT (ϕ) and VTTλ(ϕ), the KK̄
scattering in VKG+log potential exhibits two new features.
The first one is the appearance of a critical velocity,
vcrit ≈ 0.79, above which the scattering is quasi-elastic,
and second, there are certain velocities below vcrit for
which oscillons are produced. This can be seen in Fig. 8.

The results of this section show that if a potential lacks
both core and skin regions, it implies a lack of any in-
teresting dynamics in KK̄ collisions. This was true for
both VTT (ϕ) and VTTλ(ϕ). When we considered core-
less potential with inflection points, i.e. VKG+log(ϕ), we
immediately got more interesting dynamics. Of course,
we cannot prove that this must be the case in general,
but we take these observations as a confirmation that the
core and skin regions greatly affect the outcomes of KK̄
collisions.

III. DISAPPEARANCE OF BOUNCING
WINDOWS AND NON-ANALYTICITY OF THE

MAXIMUM

In this section, we investigate KK̄ scattering in two
parametric families of models that start from ϕ4 poten-
tial and develop a cusp singularity around the origin
(V (ϕ) ∼ |ϕ|) as ε goes from 1 to 0. In this way, we explore
how the rate of divergence of V ′′(ϕ) at ϕ → 0 affects the
bouncing windows. As we shall see, the bouncing win-
dows disappear in an almost linear fashion well before
the point ε = 0 is reached.

A. Two families of coreless potentials

We define the first family in such a way that it begins
as ϕ4 potential at ε = 1 and deforms into VTT potential
(7) as ε → 0, i.e.

V (1)
ε (ϕ) =

2

(1 + ε)2

(
1 − |ϕ|1+ε

)2

. (14)

We display Vε in Fig. 9 (top).
The second family aims to deform the ϕ4 model only

around the maximum and keep the quartic term for all
ε ≤ 1.

V (2)
ε (ϕ) =

1

1 + ε
− 4|ϕ|1+ε

(3 − ε)(1 + ε)
+

ϕ4

3 − ε
. (15)

We display Vε in Fig. 9 (bottom).
Note that both families are coreless in the entire range

ε ∈ [0, 1) as V ′′(0) is undefined.

As ε → 0, the potential V
(1)
ε looses its skin regions.

Indeed, the positions of inflection points, given as |ϕ(1)
inf | =

(ε/(1 + 2ε))1/(1+ε), gradually decreases from ϕ4 values

±1/
√

3 to zero as ε → 0, so that they merge with the

maximum. However, in V
(2)
ε family, the inflection points

stay separate from the central maximum for all ε. Indeed,

|ϕ(2)
inf | =

(
1/3

)1/(3−ε)
and the ε = 0 positions are ±1/ 3

√
3.

For both V
(1)
ε and V

(2)
ε the curvatures of the vacua

remain constant, i.e. m2 = 4.
For the first family, the kink solution can be given im-

plicitly as

ϕ 2F1

(
1 1/(1 + ε)

(2 + ε)/(1 + ε)

∣∣∣∣ |ϕ|1+ε

)
=

2x

1 + ε
, (16)

where 2F1 is the hypergeometric function. For the second
family, the BPS equation can be solved only numerically.
However, for both families, the shapes of kinks remain
quite close to the ϕ4 kink, i.e. tanh(x), as seen from
Fig. 10. As expected, the absolute deviation is smaller

for V
(2)
ε .

The BPS mass of the first family can be obtained an-

alytically as M
(1)
K = 4/(2 + ε), while for the second
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ϕ(0,t) V(ϕ) = ϕ2 log ϕ2 + 1 − ϕ2

Figure 8. The evolution of the central value of the field ϕ(0, t) as a function of initial velocity of the KK̄ pair. In the insets,
we see two particular choices of v that showcase the formation of an oscillon and a quasi-elastic collision. Here m = 2.

family it is known only implicitly through the integral

2
1∫
0

dϕ

√
2V

(2)
ε . The frequencies of Derrick’s modes must

be obtained numerically for both families. We display
both these quantities in Fig. 11.

An interesting question is what happens to the struc-
ture of normal modes as ε → 0? In particular, we are
interested in the change of the sole bound mode of ϕ4

kink with the frequency ω =
√

3. In Fig. 12 we see
that with decreasing ε, the frequency of this mode grad-
ually increases and merges with the continuum around
the value εthreshold ≈ 0.365. On the other hand, for the
second family, the massive mode never merges with the
continuum.

B. Bouncing windows

Given how we set up our models, it is expected that
all dynamical features connected with resonant energy

transfer disappear for the first family V
(1)
ε as ε → 0. The

only question is how fast.
We explore this issue by performing numerical analysis

of KK̄ collisions (see details of our numerical method in
the Appendix) for various values of ε. The main result
is displayed in Fig. 16 (left column). Surprisingly, the
bouncing windows disappear well before εthreshold where
the massive mode crosses into the continuum. In fact, the

actual value ε ≈ 0.7 coincides almost perfectly with the
merging of Derrick’s frequency into the continuum (see
Fig. 11). This is surprising, as it is usually the massive
mode and not Derrick’s mode that is linked with the
presence of the bouncing windows.

This observation is reinforced by very similar results
seen for the second family (Fig. 16 right column). There
we see a more gradual closing of the bouncing windows,
but they too disappear in spite of the fact that the mas-
sive mode is present for all ε < 1. Again, the thresh-
old below which no bouncing windows are observed, i.e.
ε ≈ 0.4 is quite close to the point of merging of Derrick’s
mode into the continuum ε ≈ 0.37 (see Fig. 11).

In Fig. 13, we display the range of velocities at which
two-bounce windows are found for both families of poten-
tials. There we see that – perhaps contrary to intuition
– the windows close starting with the largest ones from
left to right. This means, for example, that there exist
ranges of ε for which the two-bounce windows only con-
tain no less than n internal oscillations of the field, with
n = 2, 3, . . ..

In Fig. 14, we display a similar picture with added
three-bounce and four-bounce windows. The ε depen-
dence of these windows closely follows the trend set by
the two-bounce windows.

Let us also comment on the critical velocity, whose
dependence on ε we display in Fig. 15. There we see a
nearly linear dependence on ε that is very similar to the
dependence of Derrick’s frequency on Fig. 11 (bottom).
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Figure 9. Two families of potentials that start as ϕ4 model
(thick black line) and gradually develop a cusp singularity at
the central hill as ε → 0.
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Figure 10. Absolute differences between shapes of deformed
kinks and ϕ4 kink for various values of ε for both families
given in Eqs. (14)-(15).
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Figure 11. The BPS masses and Derrick’s frequencies for
families as functions of ε.

IV. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have introduced the notions of a core,
tails, and skin of a kink – approximate regions of a generic
two-vacuum potential, where the solutions to the leading-
order Taylor-expanded equation of motion around the
central maximum, minima, and inflection points, respec-
tively, holds. Further, we have introduced a class of po-
tentials, that we call Frankensteinian, as ideal labora-
tories for exploring the significance of these structural
pieces of a kink on the dynamics. In particular, in this
paper, we were concerned with the presence or absence
of bouncing in KK̄ scattering.

In Sec. II, we have shown three concrete examples
of coreless potentials or increasing complexity and we
demonstrated a lack of bouncing in all of them. We
pointed out that the absence of both core and skin regions
results in trivial KK̄ scattering outcomes: namely com-
plete annihilation of the pair. Only when the potential
had skin regions, do we see oscillons and the appearance
of critical velocity.

In Sec. III, we explored the impact of non-analyticity
at the maximum for the bouncing phenomenon by con-
sidering two parametric families of potentials that are
increasingly more singular at ϕ = 0 as ε → 0.

The first family, V
(1)
ε , approaches the harmonic

double-well TT potential (7) as ε → 0 and, therefore,
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Figure 12. Dependence of normal modes on ε for families

V
(1,2)
ε . For V

(1)
ε , the massive mode crosses the continuum

threshold around εthreshold = 0.365.

departs the most from the canonical ϕ4 model. Indeed,
as ε → 0, the scattering windows rapidly close, the crit-
ical velocity increases almost linearly and all resonant
features disappear well before ε = 0.

Perhaps surprisingly, the second family which was de-
signed to stay quite close to the ϕ4 model for the entire
range of ε, showed very similar results. The most visible
difference compared with the first family is that the crit-
ical velocity remains below one and, as Fig. 16 indicates,
some oscillons are formed as the outcome of the collision
even for very small ε. In that regard, the ε → 0 limit is
qualitatively similar to the VKG+log potential discussed
in Sec. II.

Perhaps most surprisingly, in both families, we have
seen that the instance of ε when Derrick’s frequency
merges with the continuum (see Fig. 11) is a far supe-
rior predictor of when the bouncing windows disappear
compared with the massive mode. This is certainly un-
expected, but let us speculate on why this could be the
case.

As ε → 0, the range of initial velocities containing
bouncing windows gets quickly shifted towards higher,
relativistic values. It is known that Derrick’s mode plays

Family #2

Family #1

0.639

0.697

0.722

0.774

0.482

0.525

0.618

Velocity  v

Two bounce windows

Four bounce windows
Three bounce windows

Family #1

Family #2

Figure 13. Closing of two-bounce windows for both families.
The numbers represent approximate values of ε at which that
particular window closes, given our numerical accuracy.

a key role in relativistic dynamics, hence it is also impor-
tant here. To test this hypothesis, it would be of interest
to find a family of models for which critical velocity re-
mains small for the entire range of the deformation pa-
rameter.

Our results suggest that the core region of the poten-
tial plays a central (pun intended) role in the bouncing
phenomenon in KK̄ scattering. Of course, it is hard to
quantify this statement, and, at this point, we do not
have sufficient knowledge to turn the observations of this
paper into a predictive heuristic. Nevertheless, we feel
that the presented results give credence to the notion
that core, tails, and skins, as defined above, are of some
importance to the dynamical phenomena and that they
merit further investigation.

In particular, we plan to present a detailed investiga-
tion of lifetimes and other characteristics of oscillons in a
separate publication. We also plan to investigate further
examples of Frankensteinian potentials and, in particu-
lar, determine the role of the skin on the dynamics of
kinks.
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APPENDIX: COMMENTS ON THE NUMERICAL
METHOD

All numerical calculations were performed in the pro-
gramming language Julia 1.10.3 using the library Differ-
entialEquations.jl. We evolved the second-order equa-
tions of motion via the Bogacki-Shampine 5/4 Runge-
Kutta method (BS5()) in the time domain, while the
spatial domain was discretized (typically into ∼6000 seg-
ments), approximating the second derivative using the
central finite difference of the third-order.

We also exploited the reflection symmetry through the
center of collision at x = 0, so that the calculations were
performed only in the half interval x ∈ [0, xend]. For the
last 10% of the length of the interval, we introduced an
absorbing layer in which an additional damping term is
included in the equation of motion,i.e.

∂2
t ϕ = ∂2

xϕ− V ′(ϕ) − αD∂tϕ ,

where the damping value αD was chosen in the range
of values αD ∈ [0.2, 0.4] depending on the complexity of
the numerical calculation. This approach allows us to
use a smaller spatial interval x ∈ [0, 25] without fear of
reflections from the end of the interval.
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Figure 16. Gradual disappearance of resonant features in KK̄ collisions for V
(1)
ε and V

(2)
ε as ε is lowered from ϕ4 model

(ε = 1.0).
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