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Well-separated soliton-antisoliton pairs with an adjoint Higgs field in 4D space
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Abstract

We present single soliton states and soliton-antisoliton states with an adjoint Higgs field in 4D flat space. The

action of a single soliton state diverges, while the action of soliton-antisoliton states converges. The interaction

in a soliton-antisoliton state takes a logarithmic dependence on separation. Such soliton-antisoliton states exhibit

stability under a scaling transformation.
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1. Introduction

Soliton-antisoliton interactions are of paramount

importance in the realm of topological soliton re-

search [1]. For instance, magnetic monopoles and

antimonopoles in the context of the 3D SU(2) Yang-

Mills-Higgs model have garnered significant attention

as topological solitons [2, 3]. Possessing spherical

symmetry, these solitons exhibit distinctive topological

characteristics. In scenarios where the Higgs poten-

tial is absent [4, 5], monopole-antimonopole pairs ex-

hibit a long-range attractive interaction combined with

a short-range repulsive interaction [6, 7]. The strength

of this repulsion is contingent upon the twist angle

of the monopole-antimonopole pair. Consequently, a

static solution encompassing a monopole and an an-

timonopole can exist with an appropriate twist angle,

often referred to as a “sphaleron”. The existence of

such a state, also considering a nonvanishing scalar po-

tential, has been confirmed through numerical demon-

strations [8]. Moreover, a more intricate numerical ex-

ploration of the monopole-antimonopole interactions

has been elucidated [9]. Soliton-antisoliton states in

a specific model can also be utilized for simulating

quark confinement [10]. Another example is the su-

perconducting vortex-antivortex interaction, which is

primarily characterized by attraction [11]. Certain ex-

perimental techniques can prevent their annihilation,

allowing for the observation of vortex-antivortex states

[12, 13, 14, 15]. The global vortex-antivortex states in

Goldstone model are interesting because while the en-

ergy of a single global vortex, also called a string with

an additional translation-invariant dimension, diverges

logarithmically [16], the vortex-antivortex configura-

tion exhibits finite energy [17]. The numerical [17]
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and analytical [18] results shows that the interaction

potential between the well-separated global vortex and

antivortex is also attractive and logarithmically depen-

dent on their separation.

The scaling theory for studying solitons was first

proposed by Derrick [19] and further clarified by Man-

ton and Sutcliffe [1]. It is commonly believed that in

the 4D Euclidean space, there is no static topological

soliton that contains an nontrivial Higgs field and has

finite action. Therefore, the 4D soliton with an ad-

joint Higgs field has not attracted much attention in

the study of topological solitons. Instead, researchers’

interests are drawn to the instantons in 4D pure Yang-

Mills model [1, 20, 21]. However, when a soliton and

an antisoliton with opposite topological properties ap-

pear in pair, the overall configuration remains topolog-

ically trivial and may possess finite action. The exis-

tence of this configuration needs that the soliton and

antisoliton remain stable around their centers, which

is not satisfied by the standard 4D SU(2) Yang-Mills-

Higgs model. In this paper, we suggest a special 4D

model, processing soliton-antisoliton pairs with an ad-

joint Higgs field. These pairs have finite action, despite

the individual soliton or antisoliton exhibiting diver-

gent action.

The letter is organized as follows. We introduce

the 4D model and its topological property in Sec. 2.

Spherically symmetric solutions are analyzed in Sec. 3.

In Sec. 4, we present the ansatz for a well-separated

soliton-antisoliton pair, discuss the soliton-antisoliton

interaction, and analyse the scaling behavior of the

soliton-antisoliton pair. Finally, we briefly conclude

in Sec. 5.
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2. Model and its topological property

The action of our model in 4D Euclidean space with

metric tensor g = diag(1, 1, 1, 1) can be expressed as

S E =

∫

d4x

[

1

2

(

DµΦ
)†

DµΦ + λ
(

|Φ|2 − 1
)2

+
1

2g2
Tr

(

FµνF
µν
)

]

, (1)

where λ and g are the parameters of the model. The

SU(2) gauge potential is Aµ = τaAa
µ/2 with τ’s being

Pauli matrices and the field strength is

Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ + i
[

Aµ, Aν
]

. (2)

The adjoint Higgs field can be written as

Φ = G

(

1

0

)

=

(

φ0 + iφ3

iφ1 − φ2

)

(3)

with G = φ0 + iτaφ
a and its covariant derivative is

DµΦ = ∂µΦ − iAµΦ . (4)

The minus sign before Aµ is the only difference from

the standard SU(2) Yang-Mills-Higgs model. This

could be an effective model after spontaneous symme-

try breaking of a complex one, such as the two-Higgs-

doublet model [22]. We have adopted a specific en-

ergy unit such that the vacuum expectation value of the

absolute Higgs field |Φ| is 1. Taking variations with

respect to all fields in order to minimize the action

leads to the Euler-Lagrange equations for the fields.

Φ = (1, 0)T , Aµ = 0 is the vacuum state with S E = 0.

When discussing solitons and antisolitons, their

topological properties play a crucial role in preventing

the annihilation of individual solitons or antisolitons.

Defining the Chern 1-form, A = iAµdxµ, is sufficient

to calculate the topological property, the Chern num-

ber

C4 =
1

8π2

∮

∂M

Tr

(

−dA ∧ A +
2

3
A ∧ A ∧ A

)

, (5)

on the surface ∂M of a 4D region M. The minus sign

in the first term comes from the minus sign in covariant

derivative (4). The covariant derivative (4) is invariant

under a gauge transformation,

Φ→ gΦ , Aµ → gAµg
−1 − i∂gg−1 . (6)

On the surface ∂M where the covariant derivative van-

ishes and the absolute value of the Higgs field is 1

(φ0φ
0 + φaφ

a = 1), the Chern number C4 can only

change by an integer through gauge transformation.

This makes the variation of C4 difficult.

3. Spherical-symmetry solitons and antisolitons

Due to spherical symmetry in 4D space, it is

straightforward to set the ansatz for the Higgs field,

Φ±(r) = h(r)G±

(

1

0

)

, G± =
1

r
(iτaxa ± x4) , (7)

where r =
√

xµxµ is the distance from the origin and

“±” correspond soliton and antisoliton respectively.

The ansatz for the gauge field is

A±µ (r) = −i[1 − κ(r)]∂µG±G±
−1 . (8)

κ and h are the variation functionals and is unrelated to

whether the solution is a soliton or an antisoliton. With

the ansatz, action (1) of an R-radius 4-ball is written as

S E(R) =2π2

∫ R

0

dr

{

1

2
r3h′2 +

3

2
rh2κ2

+
1

g2

[

24(2 − κ)2(1 − κ)2

r
+ 6rκ′2

]

+ λr3(h2 − 1)2
}

(9)

where κ′ and h′ are the derivatives of κ and h. 2π2 in

action (9) comes from the surface area of the r-radius

4-ball. Similar to the 2D and 3D cases, the distribu-

tions of κ and h that minimize action (9) also minimize

the original action (1).

The corresponding Euler-Lagrange equations of ac-

tion (9) are

r3h′′ + 3r2h′ − 3rhκ2 − 4λr3h(h2 − 1) = 0, (10a)

rκ′′+κ′− g2rκh2

4
− 8(1 − κ)(2 − κ)(2κ − 3)

r
= 0. (10b)

Setting h and κ on a lattice with 8000 sites and lattice

constant ∆r = 0.01, action (9) is minimized by gradi-

ent descent algorithm. The result is shown in Fig. 1.

The choices of λ and g are made to ensure that the

ranges of variation for κ and h are comparable, en-

abling a better representation in Fig. 1. While r → ∞,

κ ∼ 192/g2r2 and h ∼ 1 − exp(−2
√

2λr). As a result,

choosing an R0 satisfying R > R0 ≫ 1, action (9) can

be reduced to

S E(R) =
192π2

g2

∫ R

R0

dr

[

1

r
+ O

(

1

r3

)]

+ S E(R0)

=
192π2

g2
ln R + O

(

1

R2

)

+ S 0 . (11)

The absence of R0 as a system parameter implies that

the R-irrelevant term S 0 is not related to R0. S E(R) di-

verges as R tends to infinity, which means such a soli-

ton or antisoliton cannot really exist in 4D flat space.

The logarithmical divergence of action is similar to the

energy divergence of global vortex [16].

2
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Figure 1: The 4D soliton profile functions h(r) and k(r) for λ =

1, g = 10.

λ g 192π2/g2 E0 E2 4E0 + 2E2

1 10 18.95 0.47 8.54 18.98

1 5 75.80 1.56 34.80 75.83

0.5 10 18.95 0.38 8.55 19.03

10 10 18.95 0.29 8.89 18.95

Table 1: Single soliton’s characteristic energies of scale transforma-

tion.

On the infinite 3-sphere S 3
∞, κ = 0 and h = 1. The

Chern number for the soliton/antisoliton is

C±4 =
1

8π2

∮

S 3
∞

±2εi jkl xl dxi∧dx j∧dxk

3r4
= ±1 , (12)

where εi jkl is the Levi-Civita symbol.

The energy of a single soliton in the entire infinite

space is infinite, which makes it challenging to ana-

lyze the scaling transformation. However, the soliton

in a finite space, a R-radius 4-ball as previous, has finite

energy. Now, we analyze the scaling transformation of

the finite-space soliton. The setting of the spatial size R

renders the system inconsistent with Derrick’s original

scaling argument since the system changes with scal-

ing parameter µ. Following the convention in Ref. [1],

the Euclidean action is decomposed into three parts: i)

the Higgs potential part E0, corresponding to the sec-

ond term in Eq. (1); ii) the covariant momentum part

E2, corresponding to the first term in Eq. (1); and iii)

the gauge part E4, corresponding to the third term in

Eq. (1). Due to Eq. (11), the gauge part E4 can be un-

derstood as the integral from the radius ξ to the bound-

ary with radius R. ξ is chosen to make E4 satisfy

E4 =
192π2

g2
ln

R

ξ
, (13)

and is proportional to the size of the soliton’s core,

where the gauge field is small. The core-related radius

ξ only depends on the absolute value of Φ, which has

been normalized to 1. With the scaling transformation

x → µx, the transformation of Φ is Φ → Φ and the

single-soliton action transforms as

S
p

E
→ S

p

E
(µ) =

1

µ4
E0 +

1

µ2
E2 +

192π2

g2
ln
µR

ξ
, (14)

since R → µR and ξ → ξ. At the stationary point

µ = 1, the requirement of dS
p

E
/dµ = 0 leads to

4E0 + 2E2 = 192π2/g2 . (15)

To check the constraint (15), we numerically calculate

the characteristic energies for given parameters λ, g in

Table 1. Comparing the third and the sixth columns,

Eq. (15) is well satisfied. The single soliton in the

R-radius 4-ball is an easily verifiable example where

the energy, after scaling transformation, contains a ln µ

term in a system with a length characteristic.

4. Soliton-antisoliton configuration

When studying static interactions between particles

and antiparticles [1, 6, 7, 9, 11], it is common to fix the

particle and antiparticle at given points. The particle-

antiparticle separation is a flexible parameter that can

lower the total energy unless the derivative of the po-

tential between the particle and the antiparticle is zero.

This operation inevitably introduces some approxi-

mations. Such approximations are acceptable since

we believe that perturbation theory is applicable in

particle-antiparticle studies. From another view, a con-

figuration that approximately satisfies the static Euler-

Lagrange equations should have small time derivatives

of the fields, when substituted into the time-dependent

Euler-Lagrange equations. The small time derivatives

imply that the configuration can maintain its shape for

a considerable time. Therefore, a soliton-antisoliton

configuration, that approximately satisfies the Euler-

Lagrange equations of the action (1), is sufficient to

study the static soliton-antisoliton interaction.

We define

ρ =
√

xaxa (16)

and

r± =

√

ρ2 + (x4 ∓ s)2 . (17)

Assuming a soliton located at (0, 0, 0, s) and an anti-

soliton at (0, 0, 0,−s), a suitable configuration can have

a finite Euclidean action. To describe the configuration

of a soliton-antisoliton pair, we also need

Gp =
r2 − s2 + 2isτa xa

r+r−
(18)

like in Eqs. (7) and (8). Therefore, the ansatz of fields

is

Φp = h(ρ, x4)Gp

(

1

0

)

, (19a)

A
p
µ = −i[1 − κ(ρ, x4)]∂µGpGp

−1 . (19b)
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Ansatz (19) has rotation symmetry around x4 axis. By

substituting ansatz (19) into action (1), we obtain

S
p

E
=4π

∫

ρ2dρdx4

{

1

2

(

∂h

∂ρ

)2

+
1

2

(

∂h

∂x4

)2

+
6s2h2κ2

r2
+r2
−

+ λ(h2 − 1)2 +
384s4(κ − 1)2(κ − 2)2

g2r4
+r4
−

+
8s2

g2r4
+r4
−

[

3

(

(s2 + ρ2 − x2
4)
∂κ

∂x4

− 2ρx4

∂κ

∂ρ

)2

+ 2

(

2ρx4

∂κ

∂x4

+ (s2 + ρ2 − x2
4)
∂κ

∂ρ

)2 ]}

. (20)

4π comes from the surface area of the ρ-radius 3-ball.

We investigate the well-separated situation by as-

suming the soliton-antisoliton pair’s separation 2s is

large enough. The entire 4D space can be divided into

3 parts: (i) a 4-ball with radius R centered at (0, 0, 0, s),

symbolized as B4
+; (ii) a 4-ball with radius R centered

at (0, 0, 0,−s), symbolized as B4
−; and (iii) the rest of

the space, symbolized as Mr. R is chosen to satisfy

s ≫ R ≫ 1.

InB4
+, r+ < R ≪ s and r− ≈ 2s. With ε = x4−s≪ s,

Eq. (18) is approximately as

Gp ≈
xa xa + (s + ε)2 − s2 + 2isτa xa

2sr+

≈ iτa xa + ε

r+
, (21)

which has the same form of G+ in Eq. (7). In Eq. (21),

terms of order ε/s, r+/s, and of higher orders have

been neglected. In B4
−, the situation is similar and

Gp ≈
iτa xa − ε

r−
(22)

with ε = x4+s. Therefore, fields (19) inB4
± are approx-

imately the same fields in Eqs. (7) and (8). This means

that the ansatz (19) describes a soliton/antisoliton with

accuracy of R/s near (0, 0, 0,±s). The integral (20) in

B4
± is

S
p

E

(

B4
±
)

≈ 192π2

g2
ln R + S 0 . (23)

The center of the soliton/antisoliton is fixed at

(0, 0, 0,±s) by the determinacy of the fields at these

points.

InMr, h ≈ 1 and the dominant term of κ is

κ ≈ 384s2

g2r2
+r2
−
≤ 96

g2

(

1

r+
+

1

r−

)2

≪ 1 . (24)

Considering xµ/s and R/s as new variables in the inte-

gral (20), the dominant term is

S
p

E
(Mr) ≈4π

∫

Mr

d4r
384s4 · 4
g2r4
+r4
−

=
384π2

g2
f (R/s) . (25)

Since xµ/s has already been integrated out, f only de-

pends on R/s. The specific expression of f will be

given after Eq. (27). While r± ≫ s, Gp is close to 1 and

the fields (19) are approximately the vacuum fields.

This implies that the nonzero action is predominantly

concentrated within a finite region of space. Therefore,

the total action is finite.

For the ansatz (19), the total Chern number is

C
p

4
= 0 , (26)

since the fields at infinity correspond to the trivial vac-

uum state. However, according to Eqs. (21) and (22),

the Chern number approaches ±1 for an R-radius 3-

sphere (1 ≪ R < s) near (0, 0, 0,±s).

Combining Eqs. (23) and (25), the main parts of ac-

tion (20) is

S
p

E
≈ 384π2

g2

[

f (R/s) + ln R
]

+ 2S 0 . (27)

Since the choice of R is arbitrary, S
p

E
should be inde-

pendent of R and f should be f (x) = − ln x + C. The

final result is

S
p

E
≈ 384π2

g2
(ln s + C) + 2S 0 . (28)

This means that well-separated soliton and antisoliton

exhibit an dominant attractive interaction potential that

is logarithmically dependent on their separation. Com-

pared to the linear growth of the quark-antiquark po-

tential with separation, the action in Eq. (28) increases

logarithmically. Although soliton-antisolition poten-

tial does not diverge as rapidly as the quark-antiquark

one, it still diverges as the separation approaches infin-

ity. This means that soliton-antisoliton pairs exhibit a

weak confinement. Free solitons cannot exist indepen-

dently, and soliton-antisoliton pairs can exist. The log-

arithmical interaction here is analogous to the global

vortex-antivotex interaction in the Goldstone model

[17, 18].

To minimize action (20), h and κ are set on a lat-

tice with 768 × 128 sites and lattice constants ∆x4 =

∆ρ = 0.1. On the lattice, x4 changes from −38.35

to 38.35 and r changes from 0 to 12.7. The separa-

tion is chosen to satisfy 12.5 < s < 25.5 to ensure

they are neither close to the boundary nor close to each

other. By choosing a larger value of g, the total action

can exhibit form (28) over a shorter separation, allow-

ing numerical computations to achieve higher accuracy

near the center of the soliton/antisoliton. We minimize

action (20) by gradient descent algorithm with open

boundary conditions. We note that the contribution

from the outside area of the lattice is also important

to obtain the total action, however, such contribution

can be easily given by Eq. (25).

The linear regressions of the total action S
p

E
with

respect to ln s are shown in Fig. 2. There are only two

4
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Figure 2: The total action S
p

E
as a function of the soliton-antisoliton’s

separation s.

sets of parameters are presented in Fig. 2 for clarity.

More linear regression slopes and intercepts are listed

in the fourth and fifth columns of Table 2. It is easy

to observe that the slopes match the expectations of

Eq. (28) within the error of 1/s.

Since the approximations in ansatz (19) does not

hold when soliton and antisoliton are close, we cannot

determine the nature of their interaction at close sep-

arations. Therefore, the existence of the static saddle

point particle is uncertain.

Next, we discuss the scaling transformation of the

soliton-antisoliton pairs. The setting of the separa-

tion distance s challenges the assumption of traditional

scaling argument because s is different after a scaling

transformation. Like in Sec. 3, the Euclidean action

with ansatz (19) is decomposed into E0, E2 and E4.

While s is large enough, E0 and E2 are almost inde-

pendent on s and their average values are listed in the

sixth and seventh columns of Table 2. Due to Eqs. (11),

(25), and (28),

E4 =
384π2

g2
ln s + E′4 , (29)

where E′
4

does not depend on s. E4 can be understood

as the integral of the gauge field action density, exclud-

ing the soliton and antisoliton core regions. This inte-

gral is linear to ln s/ξ. With the scaling transformation

x→ µx, the soliton-antisoliton action transforms as

S
p

E
→ S

p

E
(µ) =

1

µ4
E0+

1

µ2
E2+

384π2

g2
ln µs+E′4 , (30)

since s→ µs. The stationary constraint dS
p

E
/dµ = 0 at

µ = 1 leads to

4E0 + 2E2 = 384π2/g2 . (31)

This is numerically checked by the last column in Ta-

ble 2 with error of 1/s. As discussed in Ref. [1],

the lack of ln µ term leads to the action’s instability

under scaling transformation. In a system where the

soliton-antisoliton separation is given, the existence of

such a term allows for a meaningful discussion of four-

dimensional solitons with an adjoint Higgs field. For

suitable state in an appropriate 4D Higgs-type model,

such a term can exist, which is essential for the discus-

sions of 4D solitons with an adjoint Higgs field.

5. Conclusions

For the model described by the action (1), we have

investigated the static solutions with spherical symme-

try. These solutions have Chern numbers ±1 and cor-

respond to a soliton and an antisoliton. In the entire

infinite space, the action of such solutions diverges, in-

dicating that these solutions cannot truly exist. How-

ever, in a finite space, such as an R-radius 4-ball, these

solutions have finite action. We have also analyzed

the scaling transformation of the finite-space single-

soliton state and obtained the stability condition, which

is also verified numerically.

When a soliton and an antisoliton coexist, they can

form a quasi-static state with finite action. Such a state

is topologically trivial, as its total Chern number is 0.

The action is linearly proportional to the logarithm of

the separation. We have verified this interaction nu-

merically. As the separation tends to infinity, the ac-

tion diverges, reiterating that a soliton/antisoliton can-

not exist independently. We have also verified the scal-

ing stability condition of the soliton-antisoliton pair.
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