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Two recently found coupled Bogomol'nyi-Prasad-Sommerfield (BPS) submodels of the Skyrme model
are further analyzed. First, we provide a geometrical formulation of the submodels in terms of the
eigenvalues of the strain tensor. Second, we study their thermodynamical properties and show that the
mean-field equations of state coincide at high pressure and read p = p/3. We also provide evidence that
matter described by the first BPS submodel has some similarity with a Bose-Einstein condensate.
Moreover, we show that extending the second submodel to a non-BPS model by including certain
additional terms of the full Skyrme model does not spoil the respective ansatz, leading to an ordinary
differential equation for the profile of the Skymion, for any value of the topological charge. This allows for
an almost analytical description of the properties of Skyrmions in this model. In particular, we analytically
study the breaking and restoration of the BPS property. Finally, we provide an explanation of the success of

the rational map ansatz.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Skyrme model [1] is a highly nonlinear effective
model of nuclear physics, which has had some success in
replicating nuclear states. A consequence of this non-
linearity is that physically interesting solutions, called
Skyrmions, have only been identified numerically revealing
very sophisticated geometrical structures [2,3]. The task of
finding soliton solutions in Skyrme-like models is some-
times simplified by the possibility to reduce their second
order Euler-Lagrange equations to first order equations—
the so-called Bogomol'nyi-Prasad-Sommerfield (BPS)
equations. The corresponding BPS solutions then saturate
a topological energy bound known as the Bogomolnyi
bound. The Skyrme model [1] is not BPS, and hence its
equations of motion cannot be reduced to first order
equations. However, it is possible to identify certain BPS
submodels of the Skyrme model [4,5]. The understanding
and analysis of these BPS submodels is important for
several reasons.
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First of all, the much simpler solutions of the BPS
submodels may reveal certain qualitative properties of full
Skyrmions in an analytically tractable way, or they may
provide useful starting points for a numerical treatment of
the full model.

A second reason is related to another significant problem
in applying the Skyrme model to nuclear physics, namely
that its static Skyrmion solutions are too tightly bound to
replicate experimentally observed nuclei. Conversely,
BPS Skyrmions have zero classical binding energies by
construction. Consequently, there have been proposals to
solve this problem by the inclusion of the so-called BPS
Skyrme model [4,6,7] consisting of the sextic and potential
term or by inclusion of infinitely many vector mesons [8,9].
Alternatively, one can add suitably chosen repulsive poten-
tials to reduce binding energies [10,11]. Furthermore,
vibrational quantization of Skyrmions can reduce binding
energies [12].

Quite recently, BPS submodels of the original Skyrme
model [1] have been identified [5]. This allows, within
each submodel, to reduce the static field equations to more
tractable first order differential equations. The two sub-
models constitute the original Skyrme model in the sense
that the full model is a sum of these two submodels,
but they are not proper Skyrme models on their own.
This means that eliminating one submodel by a suitable
choice of coupling constants, simultaneously eliminates
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the other one. As they always appear together, it is natural
to call them coupled BPS submodels. Nonetheless, one
can study each submodel separately, and their solutions
reveal interesting properties of Skyrmions. For example, it
has been shown that the origin of the success of the
rational map ansatz approximation has its roots in the first
coupled BPS submodel which has rational maps as exact
solutions.

The existence of such coupled sectors give us a unique
possibility for some analytical insight into the complicated
structure of the full theory. Our aim is to further understand
the properties of the coupled BPS submodels and of certain
extensions which result from the inclusion of additional
Skyrme model terms.

The Skyrme model [1] can be expressed as

L = (72,62 + C4£4 + C6£6 + COLO with

1
Ly=—Tr[L, L,

|
L, = —~TrL,L"
2= 7 16

and Ls=-n*B,B", (1.1)
where L, = U'9,U with U € SU(2), and ¢; are dimen-
sionful, non-negative coupling constants. This has an
associated baryon current, B¥ = 241712 e’°TrL,L,L,, and
an invariant baryon number B = [ B%d°x € Z. Further,
U = —L, is a potential. In most of what follows, we will
assume ¢, = 1, ¢4, = 1, which may always be achieved by
an appropriate choice of units of length and energy.

The conventional Skyrme model, L, = £, + Ly, is
not a BPS type model. Recently, it has been shown in
[5] that when the Skyrme field is reexpressed as

U = exp(ié(x)r-n(x)) with
| u(x) + a(x)
n(x) = ———5 | —ilulx) —ukx)) , (1.2)
1+ Ju(x)? - o)

the Skyrme model £,, can be viewed as a sum of two
coupled BPS submodels

Ly = Eg? + ‘C'gl)’

where Eéi) and £§i) are the two BPS submodels

7
£(1> — 4gi 2 M”u
24 51n5(1+|u|2)2
. o E e
— 4sin? p_ W Sl ey 1.3
S‘”(‘f”f 0+ PP <1+|u|2>2> (13)

and

(uﬂﬁ”)z - uzﬁf

2) _ ;
S T

(1.4)

where £, =0,¢ and u, = 0,u.

The first BPS submodel Eg? gives rise to the
Bogomol’'nyi equation

(1.5)

and its complex conjugate. These equations imply the
constraints

u; + ieijkgjuk = 0,

wé =& =0 and uj =a; =0. (1.6)

The second BPS submodel Cgi) leads to the Bogomol’nyi
equation,

2isin® & ~
éi F meijkujuk = 0, (17)
implying the constraints,
ulé:l = ﬁié:i =0 (18)

These two BPS models independently have the topological
bounds
EY >87%|B| and E® > 4z%B|, (1.9)

where E(V) and E®) are the energies of the first and second
BPS submodels, respectively.

There is a third unrelated BPS submodel, the so-called
BPS Skyrme model, where conventionally ¢, = m? and
Ce = )«2,

’C'BPS = /12£6 + mzﬁo, (110)
which has the BPS static field equations
SOE ke i = +mi (1.11)
—— e Eu i, = tmvVU. .
(1 a2 =

Note that the BPS Skyrme model is a proper submodel,
since it can be found as a certain limit in the 4-dimensional
parameter space of the full theory while, as we pointed out
before, the first and second coupled BPS submodels do not
have this property. The coupled submodels always exist
together because each of them receives contributions both
from the quadratic Dirichlet and from the quartic Skyrme
term. In spite of this fact, it is interesting to study both
models separately, both because of their simplicity and
because they reveal crucial mathematical and physical
features of Skyrmions in the full model. Of course, if
treated separately they do not cover the whole variety of
phenomena in the Skyrme model £,,.

In the present work, we want to further analyze the two
coupled BPS submodels, especially from the thermody-
namical point of view (type of matter, mean-field equations
of state). We also analytically investigate the solutions of
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the new BPS submodels once new terms, such as a potential
or the sextic term, are added. In particular, we are interested
in deformations of the BPS submodels which preserve the
ansatz for the 71 € S? part of the Skyrme field, thus still
allowing for the almost analytical calculation of solutions
for any value of the topological charge.

II. GEOMETRIC MEANING

In order to develop some geometric understanding of
these new coupled BPS submodels and their Bogomol'nyi
equations, we use the well know formulation of the static
energy integral of the £,, Skyrme model in terms of the
eigenvalues /liz of the strain tensor [13,14],

1

(2.1)

Using Eq. (1.2) the three eigenvalues of the strain tensor
22,22, /1§ can be expressed as,

sin’¢& o B
My = i2m (ie*&u;y), (2.2)
BB+ R =& +dsine—4"_ (23)
’ (1 + |ul?)?
and
2303+ 2% + 2322
(u;in')? — u?ii?
= dsinte— L 1
S Py
u;it/ Eu'E i
+ 4sin?¢( &2 — - ) 2.4
TR e o B
Hence,

Ey - / P+ B+ B+ BB+ BR+B). (25

The derivation of the topological Skyrme-Faddeev bound is
now straightforward

E = /dz.X((ﬂ] :': 12}.3)2 + (12 :l: 1311)2 + (i’; :l: 11/12)2)
+ 6/(,13)6'/11/1223,
= 1222B,

26‘ / dBxAy I (2.6)

where B is the baryon charge associated with the baryon
density

1

B — 2—77:2211213. (27)

This topological bound can be saturated if and only if the
following Bogomol’nyi equations are satisfied

/11 - Zl:ﬂz/{:;, /12 - Zl:ﬂg/{l, 13 - :l:/’{l;{Z' (28)
However, it is known that there are no nontrivial solutions
satisfying these equations on R>. The case S is discussed
in the next section.

Let us now analyse these Bogomol’nyi equations in the
separation of variables ansatz, where we chose the plus
sign. Furthermore we decompose u = ge'®, set G = ¢* and
use the invariant gradient notation

1 1
V = 8,0, + 8,0y + 2.0 = 2,0, +— 20y + ——2,0
r

rsin@ 777
(2.9)
to obtain
sin’é
H+45+24
= (Vé&)? + 431#2‘f 1 (VG)? + G(V®)?
(1+G)*\4G '
(2.11)

2303+ 2% + 2323

_ 4sin*¢ sin?¢
_U+GV(U+GV

1 2 2 2
+ 36 (VOR(VG) - (V&-V6)?)

(VG (V)2 = (VG - VO)?)

+ G((VER(VD)? — (VE- ch)2)>. (2.12)

Now we introduce spherical polar coordinates and assume
&= ¢&(r)and u = u(@, @). This is consistent with constraint
(1.8) which is satisfied by both BPS submodels and can be
written as

VE-Vu=0 and VE-Vi=0. (2.13)
In fact it is sufficient to assume & = &(r) and then u =
u(0, ¢) follows from constraint (2.13). This assumption
implies that the strain tensor in spherical polar coordinates
partially diagonalizes such that one eigenvalue (let us say,
23) is equal to &2, 17 = £2. We choose 1, = &, and the plus
sign (or 1; = —¢&, and the minus sign), leading to
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sin?é _
12/13 = Zmler . (Vu X Vu),
. Vu-Vi
/1% + /1% = 4Sln2€m,
. Vu-Viu)? - (Vu)?(Vi)?
3% = 4sm4§( (1) - |’E|2)4) (Vi) (2.14)

The third equation is a consequence of the first, but it is
nevertheless useful to see directly the consequence of the
complex eikonal equation (Vu)? = 0. On the one hand, the
complex eikonal equation implies that u(6, ¢) is either a
holomorphic or an antiholomorphic function, so that u can
be written as u = u(z) or u = u(z) where z = tan% . On
the other hand, the complex eikonal equation immediately
implies that

Vu-Vi

/1%2/%:281n2~fm

(2.15)
For the second type of BPS system, the expressions in
terms of £, G and @ are more useful. Indeed, using the
separation of variables ansatz &=¢&(r), G = G(9),
® = ®(¢p), the equations for the eigenvalues simplify to

B=(VeR =&, (2.16)

sin & sin? £G3
B=——"0s(VG)P=——22C_. 2.17
G+ G)2< ) G(1+G)*r? 217)

2 ) 2

, . sin“¢ 5 sin” EGD;,
& _4(1 +G)? G(ve) _4(1 + G)*r*sin? 6’ (2.18)

Now we want to relate the BPS equations for the two
submodels to equations for the eigenvalues 4;. Multiplying

the BPS equation (1.7) of the second submodel Cgi) by e,
(multiplication by the other two basis vectors perpendicular
to e, gives zero), we obtain the equation

sin’¢&

e (I Ee

l.ér . (Vu X Vﬁ) =4 /11 = :l:/lzl:;.
(2.19)

The first BPS equation (1.5) reads Vu =F iVE x Vu and
implies the constraints (Vu)> =0 and V¢&-Vu =0.
Multiplying the BPS equation by Vi results in

1
(2.20)
But the constraint (Vu)? = 0 for this ansatz implies that

23 = 2% which directly leads to 4; = &, = +1, which is the
radial BPS equation for this submodel, see [5].

For both submodels we find that, after a separation of
variables ansatz & = &(r), u = u(6, @), their BPS equations
may be expressed as simple algebraic equations for the
eigenvalues of the strain tensor. The BPS equation for
the second submodel is equivalent to 4; = £1,45, whereas
the BPS equation of the first model is equivalent to the two
equations 1, = £4;43 and 43 = +4;4,. The BPS equation
of the BPS Skyrme model (1.10) may also be expressed in
terms of these eigenvalues as

2m

/1112/13 == IlZT Z/{(é)

(2.21)
This BPS equation implies that the baryon density (2.7) is
always either non-negative or nonpositive depending on the
choice of sign. This implies that there is no negative baryon
density for charge B > 0 solutions. This can be contrasted
with the standard Skyrme model L£,, where negative
baryon density has been found in [15]. For example for
B = 3 the negative baryon density was found close to the
origin and along tubes through the faces of the tetrahedron.
Furthermore, it was shown that A3 # A3 for the B =3
Skyrmion. For the second submodel we have 1; = +4,43
which implies 27 = £1,4,43. Hence, in this submodel there
is also no negative baryon density for B > 0. A similar
argument can also be applied to the first submodel, so that
all BPS models we discuss here do not have negative
baryon density.

III. S* BASE SPACE

Consider the Bogomol’nyi equations (1.5) and (1.7) on a
three dimensional sphere of unit radius with line element

ds* = dy?® + sin® wd6? + sin? y sin® Odg?.  (3.1)

For the ansatz &= &(y), u = u(f,¢), then, Eq. (1.7)
becomes

2isin® &

V,I,§ = im (VGMV(/)IT! — v(pMVQil), (32)

where the components of the invariant gradient are given by

1 1
v O siny ? an ? sinysing 7
(3.3)
This is solved by
0 .
E=n—y and u:tanze“/’ (3.4)

which has the same boundary conditions as on R? if we
interprety = 0 as the origin and y = x as “infinity.” On the
other hand, Eq. (1.5) gives
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VouxiV,EV,u=0 and V,u+iV,EVou=0.
(3.5)

This is solved again by (3.4). Therefore, on S* both BPS
submodels do lead to a common solution, as expected [13].
Solutions of higher topological charge on S* are discussed
in [16].

Recently a similar deformation of Skyrme-related
Bogomol'nyi equations has been considered, where the
coupling constants multiplying the quadratic and quartic
terms of the model are replaced by a space dependent
function f [17] (for another possibility see [18]). Then the
Bogomol’'nyi equations take the form

fzbll' + l-€ijk§juk =0 (36)
and
5 2isin? & _
[ F meijk”j”k =0. (3.7)

Now, for suitably chosen functions f the resulting
Bogomol’nyi equations have common topologically non-
trivial solutions on R3.

Due to the fact that the BPS equations on S? base space
coincide and have a common solution in the charge one
sector we can conclude that solutions of the BPS equations
satisfy

E=EV 1+ E®
= / dQ(3 + 23 + 133 + A143)
§3

4 / QU2 + B2), (3.8)
§3

=2E® 1+ EO), (3.9)
In other word, the first BPS submodel gives a two times
bigger contribution to the total energy than the second BPS
submodel for the B = 1 soliton solution,

—2E%

on—shell

£

on—shell

(3.10)

where the subscript “on-shell” emphasizes that this is only
valid for solutions of the BPS equations. The fate of this
relation on R? and its relevance for the rational map ansatz
will be investigated in Sec. VII.

IV. T =0 THERMODYNAMICS OF THE COUPLED
BPS SUBMODELS

BPS solutions have zero pressure by construction since
the energy is topological and, therefore, metric independent
[19]. The corresponding BPS equations may be generalized

to first-order equations for nonzero pressure, shedding light
on the thermodynamical behavior of the material system
described by the solitons. It is, thus, natural to analyze the
soliton solutions in the BPS submodels once a nonzero
pressure is imposed.

A. The £g‘) BPS model and nonzero pressure

Static Skyrmions of this model can be found from the
ansatz & = £(r), together with the rational map ansatz

(4.1)

where z = tang €' is a stereographic coordinate on the unit

sphere S? parametrized by the usual angular variables 6 and
@. The resulting reduced energy functional reads

EW = 4z / dr(2Bsin?£(1 + £?))

= 42B / dr(2n* = 2> + 4n), (4.2)

where, for convenience, we have introduced the target
space variable

n=1-—cosé.

Then, the profile function follows from the corresponding
reduced Bogomol’nyi equation
n ==+

n(2—=mn). (4.3)

which has the solution

n=1-cos(z—r)=¢é=n—r (4.4)
for r € [0, z] and O otherwise. R = x is interpreted as the
size of the compact Skyrmion. Here we chose the minus
sign and imposed the appropriate boundary conditions

n(r=R)=0.
(4.5)

It is interesting to note that for the BPS submodel Eg?,
all Skyrmions have the same size and volume independ-
ently of the value of the topological charge—R(B) = @
and V(B) =V, =3r* Hence, increasing the baryon
charge we increase the energy, E(B) = 8x%|B|, stored in
a fixed volume. Therefore, one can say that this BPS
submodel describes a very attractive BPS skyrmionic
matter, where solitons are confined in a fixed volume.
The radial energy density is zero both outside » = R and
at r = 0, therefore the individual B =1 Skyrmions are
distributed on a spherical shell of finite thickness which is
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independent of B. Their angular distribution is given by the
rational map u = (p(z)/q(z)) of the solution which can be
interpreted as the distribution of sigma model lumps on the
two-sphere.

The fact that the volume of a soliton and its radial profile
function are independent of its topological charge some-
what resembles a Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC). In a
BEC phase a large fraction of particles occupies the same
lowest energy state, described by the same wave function.
Adding more particles, which is analogue to increasing the
topological charge, just increases the density of the con-
densate. Furthermore, a BEC is a phenomenon occurring
close to T =0 which is the relevant phase for the
applicability of the Skyrme model.

The constant volume of Skyrmions together with their
BPS nature give a simple expression for the mean-field
baryon chemical potential

__(OE\
#=(35), =5

which is equal to the energy of the charge one Skyrmion.
Furthermore, due to the compacton nature of
Skyrmions in this submodel, there is another phase of
Skyrmionic matter—a gas of N non-overlapping B = 1
Skyrmions, each of volume V = V. This phase has exactly
the same energy as the charge B = N Skyrmion, but the
total volume of the configuration is now N times bigger.
This should be contrasted with liquid and gas phases in the
BPS Skyrme model where the volume and energy of a
soliton are always linear functions of the baryon charge.
The second order Euler-Lagrange equation for the profile &

(4.6)

"+n-1=0 (4.7)
is solved not only for the Bogomol’nyi equation (4.3) but
also for a whole family of first order equations parametrized
by a parameter C, namely

n*=n2-n+5 ¢ (4.8)

2B’

This equation can be analytically solved providing the
squeezed Skyrmion solutions

R

1 — sin (r—5) r<R
sinf =
n(r) = (4.9)
0 r >R,
where the size of the Skyrmion is
2B
R = 2arctan \/?, (4.10)

and the volume V satisfies the useful identity

1 /3V\3 2B
Ll A T
tan” > <4ﬂ> c (4.11)

The parameter C measures the squeezing rate of the solution
and therefore is related to the external pressure imposed
on the original BPS solution at zero pressure. The energy of
this solution for general C is

R
EN(P) = 471'B/ dr(2n* = 2> + 4n)
0
2n—n? +415'

2
:16713/
0 \/2’7 U8 +4B

where the first order equation (4.8) has been used to
transform the base space integral into a target space integral.

Then we find
= 167[B<\/ -+ arctan 4 / )

which can be written with (4.11) in terms of the volume as

1 37\ 13
o (25) ). (@4
tan (2£)13 N <32n> ) (4.14)

32

(4.12)

(4.13)

EM(V) = 16er(

This expression is linear in B, therefore, the mean-field
baryon chemical potential is again equal to the energy of
the B = 1 Skyrmion, now at nonzero pressure. Furthermore,
this energy allows us to compute the proper thermodynam-
ical pressure

DE(V) c

P=""9v ~

; = (4.15)
(2arctan | /%)
In other words the parameter C gives, in a rather complicated

way, the thermodynamical pressure, namely

(4.16)

where we explicitly use the formula for the size of the
squeezed Skyrmion R(C). In the small volume limit (large C
parameter) the energy and the pressure take the form

27\ 173
EN(V) = 167:B<3 ”) and

3V
327\ 15 1
p = 167B <3v> v (4.17)

This leads to the expected high pressure limit of the
mean-field equation of state relating the pressure and the
mean-field energy density p = E/V, namely
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W

p= (4.18)

This is exactly the mean-field equation of state of the £,
Skyrme model [20,21].

B. The [Zéi) BPS model and nonzero pressure

Within this submodel it is not possible to simultaneously
impose both boundary conditions for the profile function,
E(r=0)=r and &(r = 00) = 0, because the condition
&(r = o0) = 0 is not required for finite energy. Therefore,
the Skyrmion solutions do not possess integer baryon
charge. An interpretation is that there are too strong
repulsive forces in this submodel, such that a Skyrmion

cannot form, as opposed to the compactons in the LEQ
model. Acting with an additional external force by applying
external pressure should give rise to conventional
Skyrmions. Let us start with the static energy for the
second BPS submodel, where we insert & = &(r) and the
solution for the complex field u = tan$e’5¢, resulting in

00 BZ s a4
E® — 47 A drr? (5’2 + sr‘f 5). (4.19)

It is convenient to introduce the new base space variable
y = l/r, giving

E® — g / Tay(@ 4+ Bsinte).  (4.20)
0

Again, the full second order Euler-Lagrange equation for &
is solved not only by the Bogomol’nyi equation but also by
its one-parameter (D > 0) generalization

& = B%sin* ¢ + D,

(4.21)

where D = 0 gives the Bogomol’'nyi equation. The nonzero
pressure boundary conditions translate as

{(y=o0) =,
& (v =) =0,

§(y=1y9) =0, and
(4.22)

where y, = R~! and R is a compacton boundary at which
we impose an external pressure. But the first condition
leads to difficulties. Namely, at leading order at y — oo,
53 = D. As a consequence, the formal solution & = ++/Dy
is unbounded which contradicts the assumed condition at
y — oo, namely &= . Therefore, the y =00 (r =0)
boundary condition cannot be satisfied for solutions of
the nonzero pressure (D > 0) equation (4.21).

It is instructive to recall the BPS case with no squeezing
and D = 0, where the boundary condition &(r =0) =z
can be imposed but £(r = o0) # 0. Hence, qualitatively the

squeezing brings the £ = 0 end from “beyond infinity” to a
finite distance while the solution at the origin diverges.

The problem with D > 0 becomes more transparent if
we insert the generalization of the Bogomol'nyi equation to
the total energy so that

EQ — 4z / Y dy(2Bsin* £+ D). (4.23)
0

Obviously, for D > 0 the second term leads to infinite
energy at y = co which is the origin r = 0. Hence, in order
to squeeze such a skyrmionic matter we have to use an
infinite amount of energy or act with infinite pressure. We
interpret this as a very repulsive BPS skyrmionic matter
which cannot be squeezed by finite pressure.

A Skyrmion cannot exist in a ball of finite volume
because of the singular behavior at » = 0. This can be
resolved by also “squeezing” the configuration from the
inner region which is achieved by the following boundary
conditions

Er=R)=nmn and &(r=R,)=0 (4.24)
or equivalently,
Ey=Ry')=0 and Ey=R;)=nz  (425)

One can easily verify that equation (4.21) has finite energy
solutions satisfying such boundary conditions. These sol-
utions may be expressed in terms of hypergeometric
functions, but the resulting expressions are rather compli-
cated and not very instructive, so we do not show them
here. An instructive example can be provided in the limit
when D > B? which, physically, corresponds to the limit
of high pressure and high density. Then, we can choose the
plus sign in (4.21) and obtain

& =D, (4.26)
leading to the solution with baryon charge B
g = vD(E-L), (4.27)
r R2

where r € [R}, R,]. Furthermore the radii are related by the
following condition

11
=VvVD|———]. 4.28
§ \/—<R1 Rz) (428)
The corresponding energy reads
1 1 R\R
E=47D(——-—) =453 —2  (4.29)
Ry Ry Ry, — R,
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and the volume of the solution is

V= 43—” (R} —R}). (4.30)
It follows that the energy cannot be expressed solely by the
volume, but depends separately on the volume and on the
“size” (e.g. R,) of the solution which is related to the fact
that the underlying field theory is not of the perfect fluid
type. For such field theories, the correct thermodynamical
definition of the pressure is given by the Weyl rescaling of
the energy functional, see [19]. If the space coordinates in
d-dimensional Euclidean space are rescaled by X — e’X,
then the pressure is given by

1 OF

=2 431
P=avor|,, (4:31)

For the above energy expression the Weyl rescaling is just
R; = ¢'R;, leading to the pressure and equation of state

1 E

s E, p=—=p=
3V P p

v . (432)

p:

W

which is the expected equation of state in the limit of high
density.

C. Oscillons in the £, BPS model

Although this issue is somewhat outside the main line of
the present paper, it is interesting to observe that in the £(!)
BPS submodel there exists a different type of nontopo-
logical and nonstatic soliton, the so-called oscillon. We first
observe that the ansatz &= &(r,1), u = u(6,¢) is still
compatible with the field equations and u continues to be
solved by rational maps u(z) for this ansatz.

In order to prove it we note that the ansatz implies the
orthogonality &,u* = &, = 0. As a consequence, the last
term in the Lagrangian density (1.3) vanishes identically
and, as it is quadratic in the action, it also vanishes in the
equations of motion. Hence, for the above ansatz, the
model is just the CP' model multiplied by a real scalar field
model, with Lagrangian density

UV
4u,u

1)
£g4 = Lep Le, m

Lepr =
Le = sin?&(1 = &,8). (4.33)

The ansatz implies for the Euler-Lagrange (EL) variation of
u that

) N .y _ [0 )
(5 aﬂ 8—%> £24 — ‘C.’: <8u 8/1 81,{”) ‘CCPI (434)

because L only depends on r and z. Hence, the EL
equations are just the field equations for the CP' model.

For the variation w.r.t. & we use that Lop1 = r2Lcpi (6., )
and find

O 9. 9\eWw_2p (09 2 20
<8§ aﬂ aéﬂ) £24 =r ﬁcpl a§ 8’4 85” + ragr ﬁé
(4.35)

where the only effect of the last term is to replace the
three-dimensional radial Laplacian 9% + (2/r)0, by the
one-dimensional Laplacian 2. To find the equivalent
symmetry-reduced model for the ansatz we now separate

the Lagrangian L{}) = / dQp: L) as

1 5\2
Lgt) = <_2/Q§2 ﬂ(uzﬁz + uzuz)>

(14 uin)?
X /dr sin® &(1 — &,&+) (4.36)
where we used that
dQps = drr*dQg dQg: = Ldzdz (4.37)
’ (1+[z)?
and
1+ 22)*
w, i = —uit; = 4tz 25) (w itz + uzun;).  (4.38)
Here we introduced the stereographic coordinate

7= tan%’ei‘/’. Note that the 2 factor from u,ut cancels

with the 72 factor from the volume form. The CP' part is
minimized by rational maps of degree B with energy
Ecp1 = 4r|B|. Hence,

Léi) = —2Eqpi /drsin2 &(1-¢,8")

— 8x/B] / drsin? €&, — 1) (4.39)
or, using 7 = 1 —cosé,
LY = 8zB / dr(nﬂn” -n(2-mn)) (4.40)

where the rh.s. is formally equivalent to a scalar field
theory in 1 + 1 dimensions with a potential with two vacua.
To investigate solutions with small amplitudes around the
first vacuum 7 = 0 we substitute 5(z, r) = e(¢,r) > 0 and
find

L = 871'B/dr(€”€” —2¢). (4.41)

The resulting equation of motion is
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D?e(t,r) — D2e(t,r) = —1. (4.42)

Since the perturbation cannot take negative values one has
to specify what happens for ¢ — 0. Following [22] we
equip the field equation with the elastic bounce condition at
e(t,r) = 0 relating the field velocities before and after
bouncing. Namely

0.e(t, r) = —0,e(t,r) when e = 0. (4.43)

This condition can be removed if we extend the field (the
target space) to a new auxiliary field (extended target space)
¢ € R with ¢(t, r) = |&(t, r)| by performing the unfolding
procedure as described in [22]. As a consequence, we
derive the following evolution equation

0%2&(t,r) — 0%&(t,r) = —sign(é(t, r)),  (4.44)

which is the signum-Gordon equation in (1 4 1) dimension.
Strictly speaking, it is a version of the model on R x R,
An interesting observation is that this equation still admits
breatherlike solutions which are stable, nonradiating, and
time-periodic [23]. Furthermore, these solutions are known
in an exact form [23]. Let

—’7 0<Lr<t,
2 1
5—rt t<r<i—t,
P2t 1 1
S+ -L-L+% I-t<r<i+t,
& (tr) = 3 27278 2 2
S+1(r—1) I+1<r<1-u,
2
d-r) l—r1<r<t,
0 otherwise,
(4.45)
for € [0,4] and
—% OSrS%—t,
2 t 1 1
§+tr—§—§+§ E—ISFSI,
S —i-t4+l 1-t<r<i4n
ez(t’r): ? rot_3 1
7-[F+§+§—§ 1—t§r§5—|—t,
(1-r)? 1
0 otherwise,
(4.46)

for € [.}]. Then the solution for time 7 can be

written as

&i(t,r) 0<r<y,

&(1.7) P13,
E(r.r) =14 =& (1—1) l<r<3,  (447)
—&(t—3 3<r<l,
ét,r)=¢(t+1,r) otherwise.

This solution has period 7' = 1 and describes an oscillating
shell of size R = 1 and with the center at R, = % Using the
translation invariance of the reduced model it can be trivially
moved to any position R, > 1.

Moreover, since the signum-Gordon equation is dilata-
tion invariant, the breather solution constitutes in fact an
infinite family of solutions

él(t, r) = l2~(§,§),

where the arbitrary parameter [/ is the size and the period of

the solution. The amplitude is {—26 and the energy is

(4.48)

2
E = ZzBP.

: (4.49)

Of course, our assumption of small amplitude leads to a
restriction on the parameter / < 1.

To summarize, these solutions are approximate solu-
tions, and therefore the true solutions are not breathers but
very long lived oscillons. Analogous long lived oscillons
can also be found for small field fluctuations about the
second vacuum at n = 2.

Compact breathers with arbitrarily small amplitude
[arbitrarily long lived compact oscillons in the model
(4.40)] have arbitrarily small energy and therefore form a
sort of an infrared cloud (a composition of nonoverlapping
compactons) which may dominate radiation/interaction in
the model (4.40). It is also worth emphasizing that the
oscillons are genuine 3 + 1 dimensional non-topological
objects (nontopological shell solitons) even though
described by the effective 1+ 1 dimensional signum-
Gordon equation. The detailed analysis of the oscillons in

the model (4.40), their fate in the L&) BPS model as well as
their role in the full Skyrme model is very interesting but
goes beyond the scope of the present work. The perturbation
of the signum-Gordon model by a quadratic part of the
potential has been investigated in [24]. In addition to
breathers with a fixed boundary, the signum-Gordon model
also gives rise to breathers with oscillating boundaries [25].
Consequently, the model (4.40) should contain oscillons with
oscillating boundaries (inner and outer radial boundary)
which become long lived in the limit of small amplitude.
Finally, nontopological long-lived breather-like structures
in the Skyrme model have been reported [26]. It would be
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interesting to verify if they are related with the presented
signum-Gordon breathers of the £(24> submodel.

V. THE L) BPS MODEL AND ITS SOLVABLE
NON-BPS EXTENSION

As we know, the second coupled BPS submodel does not
support Skyrmions with an integer baryon number. In fact,
this may be interpreted as a strong repulsion built into
the model.

The addition of a potential

£ =LY +mc, (5.1)
not only breaks the BPS property of this submodel but also
increases the attractive force acting on the Skyrmion. This
may result in the appearance of the usual infinitely extended

Skyrmions which possess an integer valued baryon charge.
The first important observation is that the ansatz

assumed for Eéi) BPS submodel

E=¢(r) and u=v(0)e?, (5.2)

still works and gives v :tang and the radial energy
functional

sm“f

E® + Ey=4x / drr? (5’2 m2Z/l(§)>, (5.3)

where Ey = 4xm? [ drr*U(€) is the contribution from the
potential part. This ansatz continues to work even after
including the usual BPS Skyrme term. A finite energy
requirement is that £(r = 0) = nz, for n € Z (we chose
E(r=0) =n).

In the following we assume /(£ = 0) = 0, so that { has
its vacuum at £ = 0. Then the second boundary condition is
lim,_, &(r) = 0. Using these two boundary conditions, the
lower topological energy bound becomes

E® + Ey > E® > 47%|B|. (5.4)

A. The pion mass potential U1,

To find solutions, when a pion mass term is included, we
need to consider the energy functional

sin* &

E® +E,= 47r/drr2<§’2+ +m?(1 —cosf)>.

(5.5)

One can redefine the radial coordinate » — Br to obtain a
one parameter family of models with the energy scale
multiplied by the charge B

E® 4+ E,=4zB / drr? <§'2 + (1 = cos 5))

(5.6)

and 2 = B>m?. The corresponding field equation is

=20,(r*&) + 4 ssin® EcosE+ Arisiné =0.  (5.7)

Expansion at the origin where £ =z —n + o(y) is gov-
erned by the first two terms and is not affected by the
potential. We find that

E=nm—r+o(r). (5.8)

On the other hand, at » — oo where £ = 57 + 0o(7) we obtain

£=Ae™ . (5.9)
The existence of the expansions at r =0 (£ = z) and at
r=o0 (£ =0) gives some evidence that there can exist
integer baryon charge Skyrmions for (5.6). Especially, if
one compares with what happens for the BPS case without
potential when

—20,(r*¢) + sm Ecosé=0. (5.10)

For the asymptotic expansion at infinity we assume
n = Cr%, which leads to

—2Aa(a+ 1)r" + 443 3*2 = 0, (5.11)

Hence, @ = 1. But this contradicts our assumption that & (or
n) is close to the vacuum value for r — oo. So, there is no
expansion at infinity which would give £ = 0 for r = 0.
This completely agrees with our previous finding that there
is no integer baryon charge Skyrmions for the £ BPS
submodel.

Therefore, to solve the differential equation (5.7) we
need to proceed numerically. We approximate the deriva-
tives by fourth order finite differences on a numerical
lattice, and minimize the energy functional with gradient
flow. This produces an artificial solution which is supported
by the numerical lattice and the solution shrinks as the
lattice spacing is reduced. This is due to what numerically
seems to be an infinite derivative. To proceed we consider
the inverse problem. This is analogous to solving a differ-
ential equation by separation of variables. We make use
of the identity £7'(£(r)) = r to rewrite the differential
equation (5.7) as (i = dr/d¢),
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FIG. 1. Left: Profile function ¢ in the E?) 4 E, model with the pion mass potential and m = 1. Right: Energy divided by 127%|B| as a
function of the mass parameter for B = 1 (there is no discernible difference for B = 2, 3, 4).

4B
—4ri? + 27 + — 7 sin® Ecos £ + P27 sin & = 0.
r

(5.12)

We now consider the radius as r(&), with the boundary
conditions r(£ = 0) = oo and r(¢ = x) = 0. Solving this,
with gradient flow, produces the image in Fig. 1. As a
further check we placed the solution into the gradient flow
for £(r) with a lattice spacing of 0.000001 and verified the
previous solutions.

The Skyrmion solutions we obtain have rather remark-
able qualitative features. First of all, the profile £ looks like
a step-function. Second, the size of the Skyrmion, here
identified with the position of the rapid jump of &, does not
significantly vary as we change the baryon charge. The
corresponding energy is very close to the bound (5.4). For
m =1 we find E/(127°B) = 0.3333 for B=1, 2, 3, 4,
which agrees with the bound for the given numerical
precision. Furthermore, the energy grows only very slowly
as we increase the mass parameter and go away from the
BPS regime as shown in Fig. 1. For m =500 we
found E/(127°B) = 0.36.

B. Inclusion of the sextic term

As we have already mentioned, adding the sextic term
does not spoil the applicability of the ansatz. This is
important, since it allows us to reduce the problem to a
second order ordinary differential equation (ODE) for the
profile function &. In fact, £, and L4 constitute the BPS
Skyrme model, which for the assumed ansatz reads

2p2 (ind ££2
EBPS:4ﬂ/drr2<%+m2U(f)>. (513)

Here we want to analyze the existence and properties of
Skyrmions in a model which is a sum of the second BPS
submodel and the BPS Skyrme model

B?sin* ¢

E(z) + EBPS = 47T/dr}’2 <§/2 + 7’/‘4
A?B? sin* ££7

L A B sinTEe”

17 (5.14)

+ m2Z/{> ,
where, for simplicity, the potential is chosen as the standard
pion mass potential U = m?(1 — cos &). Equivalently, one
can treat the model (5.14) as the BPS Skyrme model
equipped with a partial contribution from the Dirichlet and
the Skyrme term. This is the maximal extension of the BPS
Skyrme model such that it admits a reduction to an ODE for
the profile function ¢ with the angular dependence solved
by the ansatz u = v(6)e'®” and with the same v(6) = tan%.

‘
2220.0001 —— |

FIG. 2. Profile function & in the £® + Lpzps in the B =1
sector. Here we assume the pion mass potential ¢/, with m = 1.
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FIG.3. Energy per baryon charge (left) and energy divided by the topological bound (5.16) (right) for B = 1,2, 3, 4 inthe L2 + Lgpg
model, as a function of the coupling constant 4. Here we assume the pion mass potential ¢, with m = 1.

First of all, let us observe that we can use the topological
bounds for both parts of the model separately, i.e., for the
second coupled BPS submodel and for the BPS Skyrme
model

64\/§ﬂ
Egps > ———|B. (5.15)
15
Then the improved bound reads
642
E? 1 Egps > <4”2 +—1\g_ﬂ/1m> |B|. (5.16)

In Fig. 2 we show the profile function ¢ for some
particular values of A for charge one solutions. For
decreasing A the solution approaches the previously found
step-functionlike solution of the E®) + E, model. In Fig. 3
we plot the energy per baryon charge and energy per
topological bound (5.16) for the first Skyrmions (B = 1, 2,
3, 4) as a function of the coupling constant A. Here we have
chosen the mass parameter m = 1. As one may expect, the
ratio E/Eyqunq tends to 1 as 4 — 0. For increasing A the ratio
grows as we depart from the BPS theory. Finally, for very
large A the ratio drops again. However, even for extremely
large 4 it is significantly above 1. This means that even in
this limit the quadratic term 4z [ drr’&? provides an non-
negligible contribution to the total energy, and we do not
approach the pure BPS regime.

VI. THE £} BPS MODEL AND ITS NON-BPS
EXTENSION

Here we consider an extension of the first coupled BPS
submodel by the inclusion of a potential
=LY +mL,. (6.1)

For m = 0, inserting the separation of variable ansatz &(r)
and u(@, ¢) leads to a complete factorization of the energy

density into an angular part, which is equivalent to the
CP(1) model on S?, and a radial part. For m # 0 this is no

longer true. Instead, the £&> term contains an angular factor
proportional to the topological charge density on S?,
whereas the potential part has no angular dependence at
all for potentials of the form U/(¢). After the separation of
variables, the variation with respect to u gives rise to Euler-
Lagrange (EL) equations which can be identified with those
of the CP(1) model and have solutions given by rational
maps. The EL equation for & however, is the sum of one
angular-dependent term and one angular independent term,
which is not compatible with the separation of variables.
The only exception is the spherically symmetric charge one
case u = z, where the topological charge density is a
constant.

Therefore, in this section we will study how the inclusion
of the potential influences the properties of the compacton
in the B =1 sector. The corresponding reduced energy
functional is

EW 4 Ey=4n / dr(2sin? £(1 4 &%) + rPmPU(£))

(6.2)

= 471/ dr(2sin? £ + 2sin? & + rPm?U(E))

(6.3)

= 47:/ dr(2n* = 20> + 4n + r*m*U(y)).
(6.4)

Adding a potential means adding a new attractive force
into the system. Therefore, at least for the case of compact
solutions, the size of the compactons will decrease.
We find an analytical understanding of this property in
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the following subsection. Furthermore, we can analytically
study how the potential breaks the BPS property.

A. The pion mass potential

For the usual pion mass potential, U, = (1 —cos&) = 7,
the model is

E=EY +E, = 471'/ dr(2n? = 2> + (4 + r*m*)n).
(6.5)

This energy integral has a unique vacuum at # = 0 in the
relevant interval 0 < 5 < 2, and the effective potential V =
(4 + m?r?)n approaches its vacuum linearly, that is, V ~ 7
for n > 0. As a result, the static solutions in this BPS
submodel are compactons.

The corresponding field equation is

m2
n+n- <1 +7r2> =0, (6.6)
with the general solution
m? m?
n:asinr—kﬂcosr—i—Trz—kl—?. (6.7)

Now, we have to impose the proper boundary conditions
for compactons (4.5). Hence,

2 2
R
a= <1+m—> tan R — = ——— (6.11)

2 2 cosR’

where R is given by the following implicit formula whose
graph is shown in Fig. 4

2 1 +cosR
mo___ Toost . (6.12)
2 Rst—l—cosR—ER cosR—1

One can check that R is a monotonously decreasing
function of the mass m. In the limit m = 0 we find the
BPS submodel result R = 7, as expected. Furthermore, the
expansion for small m gives

24
R=n- d

m + o(m). (6.13)

On the other hand increasing the mass parameter, and
thereby increasing the attractive force, shrinks the size of
the Skyrmion according to

m1/2 m1/2

R= 2\“/§L+0(L> for m — co.  (6.14)

This solution leads to the following exact expression for the
energy
E =8xf(R), (6.15)

where f(R) is displayed in Fig. 4 and is given by

f=1+ m7 (6.8)
1
. m*R m 30(2 + (R*—=2)cosR —2RsinR)
0=asinR + fcosR + +1-—, (6.9)
2 X [240R — 20R* + 14R°
2R — 8R(R? — 10) cos R + 4R(60 — 35R? + 2R*)
OzacosR—ﬂs1nR+T. (6.10) X cos 2R + 40R?*(R* — 6) sin R
This leads to — (240(1 — R?) + 55R") sin 2R], (6.16)
R(1/2m) fR)
ey o

FIG. 4. Dependence of the radius and f(R) function of the B = 1 Skyrmion in the ES‘) + £, model on 1/2m.
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and the size R of the soliton depends on the mass m by
(6.12). This function is a monotonously decreasing func-
tion of R. For R — #, which coincides with the limit
m — 0, it tends to its minimal value f(z) = z. This gives
E = 872 for m = 0. More precisely, for R — 7 we find

xnt—6 5 5
f(R)=na+_-—5—(R-n)"+o((R-n)"). (6.17)
67°—4
Similarly, for small radius
128 1
R)=—-= R). 1
FR) =572+ O(R) (6.18)

Combining this with the relation between the size of the
compacton and the mass leads to

2 -6 , 2
E(B) = 87°| | + ——m* + o(m*) |, m — 0.

(6.19)

As was observed above, rational maps are not solutions of
the problem for B > 1. This leads to several interesting
questions about the case of higher B. First of all, we may
calculate higher B solutions approximately within the
rational map ansatz approximation as is done for the
standard Skyrme model £,,. That is to say, we assume
separation of variables and also assume that u is given by a
rational map. Then we integrate over the angular part of the
energy functional where the integral over the CP(1) charge
density just gives B. After the replacement m*> — (m*/B),
the resulting reduced energy functional for &(r) leads to the
same EL equation (6.6) and, therefore, to the same solution
and boundary conditions.

There is, however, one important difference between the
rational map ansatz in the massless standard Skyrme model
and our case. In the standard Skyrme model, the Skyrme
term (more precisely, the Egi) contribution to it) selects one
rational map as its minimizer which determines the optimal
rational map and, therefore, the symmetry of the corre-
sponding Skyrmion. In our case, the potential does not
depend on u at all and, therefore, cannot lift the degeneracy
between arbitrary rational maps within the rational map
ansatz approximation. This leads to the second question
about the geometry of the energy minimizers in each
topological sector. The potential term is not compatible
with the separation of variables, so it will most likely lift the

rather large degeneracy of the Lg? model for true (numeri-
cally calculated) Skyrmions. The resulting Skyrmions will,
therefore, have definite shapes and symmetries. These
symmetries will in general be different from the symmetries
of Skyrmions in the £,; model. The two different sym-
metries from the mass term in the model considered here,
on the one hand, and the massless standard Skyrme model,
on the other hand, and their competing effects might be

useful to understand the shapes of standard Skyrmions
with massive pions. Similar considerations hold for other
potential terms. In any case, this issue requires full three
dimensional numerical calculation, which goes beyond the
scope of the present paper. We plan to investigate this in the
future.

VII. THE SKYRME MODEL AND THE
RATIONAL MAP ANSATZ

The fact that arbitrary rational maps (4.1) are solutions
of the first coupled BPS submodel provided an explanation
why the rational map ansatz works remarkably well for
the massless Skyrme model £,, [5]. Here we further
investigate this problem.

In a first step, we numerically calculate the true soliton
solutions of the massless Skyrme model L£,, with
B =1, ...,8. Then we compute the corresponding on-shell
energies of the first E(!) and second E®? coupled BPS
submodels. Obviously, for each B they sum to the energy
of the Skyrmion of the massless Skyrme model, E,; =
EM + E@)_ 1t is instructive to plot the on-shell energies
divided by the respective topological bounds. Figure 5
shows that the energy of the first BPS submodel computed
on the true solution of the full E,, model is very close to the
topological bound, with the ratio approaching approxi-
mately 1.05 for higher values of the topological charge.
This implies that the solution of the full £,, model is rather
close to a solution of the £!) submodel which can be
parametrized by rational maps. On the other hand, the
on-shell energy of the second BPS submodel exceeds the
corresponding bound much more significantly. This
explains why the angular part of a solution of the first
BPS Skyrme submodel, rather than the solution emerging
from the second BPS submodel, provides a good guess for
the true massless Skyrmions. In this approximation, the role
of the second submodel £ is to select a minimizing
rational map among all rational maps of a given degree. In
addition, Fig. 5 shows that the second BPS submodel is the
main source of the binding energy problem in the Skyrme
model £24.

The on-shell ratios E(V/(872|B|) and E?)/(47*|B|) seem
to provide a good indication when the rational map ansatz
is a good approximation. Indeed, one can compute them
for Skyrme models with arbitrary potentials or with a
contribution from the sextic term. If E(V/(87%|B|) is close
to one, then the rational map is still a good approximation.
It is, however, completely plausible that for many poten-
tials, with or without the inclusion of the sextic term, the
ratio is much above one. This should result in a different
ansatz for solutions of such a generalized Skyrme model.
It is an intriguing question whether in such a situation the
second ratio, E®)/(4x*|B|), can be made closer to one.
Then, the ansatz inherited from the solutions of the second
BPS submodel might be the right guess. We emphasize that
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Left: On-shell energy of the first and second BPS submodels divided by the corresponding topological bounds as a function of

the topological charge. Right: Ratio between the on-shell energies of the first and second BPS submodel.

knowing good analytical approximations for Skyrmions is
important for numerical calculations.

If both bounds were saturated at the same time, then the
ratio between the energy of the first and the second BPS
submodels would read

EM

(7.1)

saturated

As we know, this happens on S* base space. For the usual
R® base space the bounds cannot be simultaneously
satisfied. We found that for the true Skyrmions in the
massless Skyrme model this ratio grows with the baryon
charge but never approaches the “saturated” value as shown
in Fig. 5.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In the present paper, we further analyzed the coupled
BPS submodels of the £,4; Skyrme model. Although the
submodels are coupled, which means that they always
coexist, one can investigate them separately, as some
features of Skyrmions in the full theory may originate
from one of the submodels. Due to the fact that, by
construction, these submodels are examples of BPS theo-
ries, they offer unique analytical insights into properties of
Skyrmions. Let us summarize the main results.

(1) Geometric explanation of the coupled BPS submo-
dels. A target space coordinate-independent formu-
lation of these models together with the corresponding
Bogomol’nyi equations is given by the eigenvalues of
the strain tensor. The Bogomol’nyi equations for each
of the models are just a subset of the Bogomol’'nyi
equations emerging in a derivation of the topological
Skyrme-Faddeev bound for the Skyrme model.

(@)

3

“)
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Explanation of the success of the rational map
ansatz (RMA). The success of the RMA in the
construction of approximate solutions of the stan-
dard massless Skyrme model £,, can be explained
by the fact that the on-shell value of the E(!) energy
is remarkably close to the relevant topological
bound. This implies that the solution of the full
L4 model is rather close to a solution of the £()
submodel which is solved by rational maps.
Thermodynamics at T = 0. We found that, in spite
of many differences, both submodels have the same
mean-field equation of state (MF EoS) in the high
pressure regime p = p/3. As expected, this coin-
cides with the MF EoS for the £,,; Skyrme model.
Of course, it gives a subleading contribution to the
MF EoS of the full Skyrme model L,44 in the high
pressure limit, where the thermodynamics is gov-
erned by the sextic term [20,27]. Still, the submodels
describe rather different types of Skyrmionic matter.
In the first coupled BPS submodel we found a very
attractive matter which resulted in compactons
while in the second submodel the matter reveals a
very repulsive nature. In the £,; Skyrme model,
where both submodels coexist, there is a balance
between these two opposing properties leading to
the appearance of crystal structures [28]. Under-
standing the details of this process requires further
analysis.

Bose-Einstein condensate. It is a rather surprising
fact that the volume of Skyrmions in the first coupled
BPS Skyrme submodel is independent of the topo-
logical charge. This behavior has some similarities
with that of a Bose-Einstein condensate. Such a BEC
would not be a condensate of individual Skyrmions
because it occurs already in the charge one sector.
This resembles the perfect fluid property of the
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BPS Skyrme model where even the B = 1 solution
is a perfect fluid droplet. The observation of a
BEC-like sector within the Skyrme model is inter-
esting and definitely deserves further investigation.

(5) Oscillons. There is also arich nontopological sector in
the E&) BPS submodel where approximate exact
oscillons can be found. Notably, they can oscillate
for an arbitrarily long time by reducing their ampli-
tude. Therefore, such small amplitude oscillons
dominate interactions in this submodel. Whether they
give rise to some nontopological structures in the £,
Skyrme model [26] or can be detected in Skyrmion
interactions [29] requires further investigations.

(6) Existence of a solvable non-BPS model. The second
BPS submodel can be extended to various non-BPS
theories by the addition of new terms, in such a way
that the corresponding ansatz for the S? part of the
Skyrme field remains valid. As a result, we are left
with an ODE for the Skyrme profile function ¢
where the topological charge enters as a parameter,
which allows for easy studies of such models for any
value of the topological charge.

This is an interesting observation, as it provides an
extension of the BPS Skyrme model, where the quadratic as
well as quartic terms are partially taken into account, which
gives the main contribution to thermodynamical and bulk
properties at higher density/pressure [20]. This can have
obvious applications to nuclear matter, neutron stars [30],
and hairy black holes [31].

It is widely known that a restriction of the Skyrme model
to a two-sphere target space (simply by assuming that
£ takes a constant value which leaves only u € C or

equivalently n € S? degrees of freedom) gives the Skyrme-
Faddeev-Niemi model conjectured to be relevant for the
low energy sector of the quantum SU(2) Yang-Mills theory
and therefore a candidate for a model of glueballs [32]. It is
a matter of fact that each of the coupled BPS submodels
contains a different contribution from the SFN model. The
first BPS submodel contains the (9,n)* term which is the
kinetic part generated by the dimension two condensate,
while the second BPS submodel contains the (9,1 x d,n)?
term. This term follows from the YM action if the Faddeev-
Niemi-Cho-Shabanov decomposition of the gauge field is
assumed [32,33]. In particular, it carries magnetic monop-
ole like degrees of freedom of the original gauge field,
which coincides with previous remarks that the second BPS
submodel resembles a dilaton-magnetic monopole system
[34]. It would be very desirable to better understand a
possible relation between the coupled BPS structures of the
Skyrme model and the Skyrme-Faddeev-Niemi action.
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