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1 Introduction

Color confinement in quantum chromodynamics (QCD) is one the most challenging prob-
lems in modern physics. Quarks are confined by color electric flux tubes called confining
strings. Consequently, particles observed in nature are hadrons; mesons are bound states
of a quark and an anti-quark confined by a string, while baryons consist of three quarks
confined by three strings possibly joined at a junction. Taking a duality, confining strings
are mapped to ZN vortices in which magnetic fluxes are confined, and quarks are mapped to
monopoles. Thus, monopoles and anti-monopoles are confined by color magnetic flux tubes
as a dual Meissner effect [1, 2]. When one pulls a constituent quark in a meson, a confining
string is elongated and one would observe a pair creation of quark and anti-quark and the
string breaking, resulting in two mesons. If one does so for a baryon, three string junction
will be seen. A lattice QCD simulation of a bound state of three heavy quarks clearly shows
a Y-junction of three confining strings [3–5]. More generally, N strings join at a junction
called a baryon vertex in an SU(N) Yang-Mills theory. In string theory, confining strings
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are identified with fundamental strings [6, 7]. Recently, confining strings are also proposed
as cosmic strings [8].

On the other hand, Faddeev and Niemi proposed that glueballs can be represented
by knotted strings [9]. To this end, they proposed by using the so-called Cho-Faddeev-
Niemi or Cho–Duan–Ge–Faddeev–Niemi–Shabanov decomposition [10–16] (for a review,
see Ref. [17]) that SU(2) Yang-Mills theory is reduced to the Faddeev-Skyrme model, an
O(3) nonlinear sigma model with a four derivative term [18, 19].1 The target space is S2 and
topological lumps supported by the second homotopy group π2(S

2) ≃ Z are identified with
confining strings. A straight string was discussed in Refs. [21]. Furthermore, this model
admits Hopfions topologically characterized by π3(S

2) ≃ Z, which are closed lump strings
[22–26], see Refs. [27, 28] for a review. Faddeev and Niemi proposed that these Hopfions
can be identified with glueballs.

More realistic case for QCD is the gauge group G = SU(3). For the gauge group
G = SU(N), the decomposition results in a flag manifold [11, 14, 17]

FN−1 ≃ SU(N)/U(1)N−1. (1.1)

The flag manifold sigma models have been recently studied in various contexts in high
energy physics and condensed matter physics [29–46], see Ref. [47] for a review: spin chains
[29, 30, 38, 39, 44], flag manifold sigma model on R×S1 [35], anomaly and topological θ term
[36, 45], world-sheet theories of composite non-Abelian vortices [48, 49], and a non-Abelian
vortex lattice [50]. The flag manifold sigma models admit several types of topological lumps
because of the second homotopy group

π2(FN−1) ≃ π1[U(1)
N−1] ≃ ZN−1. (1.2)

Various properties of the topological lumps have been elucidated in Refs. [32, 41, 42, 51, 52].
In our previous paper [52], we exhausted Bogomol’nyi-Prasad-Sommerfield (BPS) lumps in
supersymmetric Kähler flag sigma models [53–58] and determined their moduli space in
terms of the moduli matrix [59–63]. When we regard the flag manifold sigma model as a
low-energy theory of the SU(N) Yang-Mills theory along the line of Faddeev and Niemi
[17], Hopfions in the F2 Faddeev-Skyrme model were discussed in Ref. [43]. In this case, to
justify the F2 Faddeev-Skyrme model as a certain low-energy theory of the SU(3) Yang-
Mills theory, the model should admit an N string junction, which is the main target of this
paper.

In this paper, we show that a stable string junction is indeed present in the flag manifold
sigma model with a four derivative term and a potential term. We construct a three-string
junction of a Y-shape in the F2 ≃ SU(3)/U(1)2 sigma model, which could be relevant for
the SU(3) Yang-Mills theory. More specifically, in this paper, for the purpose to simulate
a three-string junction elongated to infinity in R3, we comactify the space to a torus T 3

with twisted boundary conditions, so that one can perform numerical simulations in a finite
box, and sheets of crystals composed of the string junctions are numerically constructed.
The most important aspect of numerical simulations for the construction is choosing a

1However, there is also an objection to this claim [20].
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topologically correct initial state, prepared using a BPS solution in a Kähler F2 nonlinear
sigma model.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we define the FN−1 Faddeev-Skyrme model.
In Sec. 3, we present BPS lump solutions in the F2 sigma model based on Ref. [52]. In Sec. 4,
we numerically construct a stable string junction of Y-shape in the F2 sigma model on a
three dimensional torus T 3. Sec. 5 is devoted to a summary and discussion. In Appendix
A, we give a relation between the parametrizations of the model used in this paper and the
original one by Faddeev and Niemi. In Appendix C, we give some details of our numerical
calculations.

2 FN−1 Faddeev-Skyrme model

In this section, we present the model and provide an overview of the topological lumps in
the model.

2.1 The model

The model we consider in this paper is a 3+1 dimensional theory called the FN−1 Faddeev-
Skyrme model, defined by the Lagrangian

−L =

N∑
i=1

(
f2

4
tr [∂µPi∂

µPi] +
1

8g2
F i
µνF

i,µν

)
+ V, (2.1)

with the Minkowski metric convention ηµν = diag(−1, 1, 1, 1). The first term is the FN−1

sigma model, the second term with four derivatives is called the Skyrme term, and the last
term is a potential. The Skyrme term and the potential V are introduced to avoid a subtle
problem on the stability of string junctions (see Sec. 4). The Skyrme term was present in
the proposal of Faddeev and Niemi [14]. See Appendix A for the equivalence between the
model in Eq. (2.1) and one used by Faddeev and Niemi [14] in which a potential is not
considered.

The target manifold FN−1 is described by a set of N projection matrices {Pi|i =

1, 2, . . . , N} satisfying

Pi = (Pi)
†, PiPj = δijPi,

N∑
i=1

Pi = 1N , tr [Pi] = 1. (2.2)

We also define reference projection matrices pi as

(pi)
a
b = δiaδib. (2.3)

Using this pi, the set of {Pi} can always be expressed with a unitary matrix U ∈ U(N) as

Pi = U †pi U for i = 1, 2, · · · , N, (2.4)

where there exists a gauge redundancy of U(1)N acting on U as

U ∼ U ′ = eiΘU with Θ =
N∑
i=1

θipi θi ∈ R. (2.5)
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Related to this gauge redundancy, a (composite) gauge field Ai
µ and its field strength F i

µν

are defined as

Aj
µ ≡ itr [pj∂µUU †], F j

µν ≡ ∂µA
j
ν − ∂νA

j
µ = −itr [Pj [∂µPj , ∂νPj ]] , (2.6)

respectively. In the following, we set the potential term as

V =
µ2

4

N∑
i=1

tr
[
(pi − Pi)

2
]
. (2.7)

This potential explicitly breaks the U(N)-flavor symmetry to U(1)N and hence the fluc-
tuations around the vacuum U = 1 have the mass µ/f . In addition to the unbroken
U(1)N symmetry, this model has an SN symmetry which permutes the projection matrices
Pi ↔ Pj .2 This SN symmetry is particular for the model in Eq. (2.1) and does not exist in
the FN−1 flag sigma model with more general coefficients, given in Appendix B.

2.2 Topological lump strings

Here, we discuss topological lumps corresponding to the second homotopy group π2(FN−1) ≃
ZN−1 in Eq. (1.2). According to the topological charges, the topological sectors can be clas-
sified by the following topological invariant

m = (m1,m2, · · · ,mN ) : mj ≡
1

4πi

∫
Σ
dxµ ∧ dxνF j

µν ∈ Z, (2.8)

where Σ is a two-dimensional plane embedded into the base space. Note that this topological
invariant has N − 1 degrees of freedom since it must satisfy the constraint

N∑
i=1

mi = 0

(
∵

N∑
i=1

F i
µν = 0

)
. (2.9)

This topological invariant guarantees the existence of string-like topological solitons, which
are orthogonal to the plane Σ. Among such string-like objects, an elementary one carries a
charge

m = m⟨i,j⟩ ≡ (0, . . . , 0,
i

+1, 0, · · · , 0,
j
−1, 0, . . . ), (2.10)

We call the string-like object with this topological charge ⟨i, j⟩-string. Each string has a
direction: for example, a ⟨j, i⟩-string is a ⟨i, j⟩-string extending in the opposite direction.
Thus, a pair of parallel ⟨i, j⟩- and ⟨j, i⟩-strings can be annihilated:

m⟨i,j⟩ +m⟨j,i⟩ = 0. (2.11)

The composite state of an ⟨i, j⟩- and ⟨j, k⟩-strings orthogonal to the plane Σ has the same
topological charge with an ⟨i, k⟩-string:

m⟨i,j⟩ +m⟨j,k⟩ = m⟨i,k⟩. (2.12)

2An element σ of SN acts on the unitary matrix U as P−1
σ UPσ with the permutation matrix Pσ.
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All elementary strings have the same tensions thanks to the SN symmetry in our model.
Therefore,a single ⟨i, k⟩-string is energetically more stable than two separated ⟨i, j⟩- and
⟨j, k⟩-strings.

Based on these facts, it is quite natural to expect that three ⟨i, j⟩-, ⟨j, k⟩- and ⟨k, i⟩-
strings extending from three directions meet at a single point and form a string junction
as illustrated in Fig. 1. Due to the balance of forces, all three angles between the strings
in this junction should be 2π/3. The aim of this paper is to show that this configuration
indeed exists as a stable solution of the equation of motion.

1,2 2,3

1,3

Figure 1. Schematic picture of a string junction in the N = 3 case.

3 BPS lump solutions as initial configurations

In this section, we prepare initial configurations for iterative numerical simulations to con-
struct a string junction solution discussed in the next section. In the numerical process,
the topology of the configuration remains unchanged. Therefore, the initial configuration
should have the correct topology to lead to the string junction. To obtain an initial config-
uration which is topologically equivalent to the string junction, we use BPS string solutions
in a Kähler flag manifold sigma model [53–58] without the Skyrme term and the potential
term (1/g2 = µ2 = 0). Here, we provide an overview the construction of a general BPS
solution composed of a ⟨1, 2⟩-lump and a ⟨2, 3⟩-lump in the Kähler flag manifold sigma
model.

3.1 Non-Kähler and Kähler FN−1 sigma models

Here, we consider the general FN−1 sigma model. The general FN−1 sigma model has
N(N − 1)/2 parameters as shown in Appendix B. In an N -dimensional subspace of the
parameter space, the model takes the form of N copies of the CPN−1 sigma model with
some constraints

−Lσ-model =

N∑
i=1

ri
2
tr [∂µPi∂

µPi] =

N∑
i=1

riKFS(wi, w
†
i ) with Pi =

w†
iwi

|wi|2
. (3.1)
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Here wi ∈ CN\{0} (i = 1, 2, . . . , N) are row vectors representing the homogeneous coordi-
nates with the equivalence relation wi ∼ λiwi (λi ∈ C\{0}). They are not independent and
must satisfy the orthogonality constraints

wi · w†
j = 0 for j ̸= i. (3.2)

KFS is the kinetic term with the Fubini-Study metric

KFS(w,w
†) ≡ 1

|w|2
∂µw

(
1− w†w

|w|2

)
∂µw

†, w ∈ CN\{0}. (3.3)

The coefficients ri (i = 1, · · · , N) must satisfy inequalities

ri + rj > 0 for j ̸= i. (3.4)

Note that they can take negative values as long as this inequalities are satisfied. In terms
of wi, the topological number mi, defined in Eq.(2.8), takes the following form seen in the
CPN−1 sigma model:

mi =
1

2πi

∫
Σ
d

(
dwi · w†

i

|wi|2

)
. (3.5)

Now let us focus on the case of the F2 sigma model (N = 3). In this case, Eq. (3.1) is the
most general case because N(N − 1)/2 = 3 for N = 3. Note that F2 is a complex manifold
with three inequivalent complex structures. For each choice of the complex structure, F2

becomes a Kähler manifold by setting one of ri to be zero. To express BPS solutions, it is
convenient to use the complex coordinates {ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3}3 such that wi are given as

w1 ∼ (1 , ϕ3 , ϕ
+
2 ), w2 ∼ (−(ϕ′

3)
∗, 1 , ϕ′

1), w3 ∼ (−(ϕ−
2 )

∗,−ϕ∗
1 , 1 ) (3.6)

where ϕ∗
i stands for the complex conjugate of ϕi and

ϕ±
2 ≡ ϕ2 ±

1

2
ϕ3ϕ1, ϕ′

1 ≡
ϕ1 − ϕ∗

3ϕ
−
2

1 + (ϕ+
2 )

∗ϕ−
2

, ϕ′
3 ≡

ϕ3 + ϕ∗
1ϕ

+
2

1 + ϕ+
2 (ϕ

−
2 )

∗ . (3.7)

We can confirm that if one of the parameters ri is set to zero, the target manifold becomes
a Kähler manifold, otherwise it is not a Kähler manifold. Note that if two of ri are set to
zero, the target space reduces to CP 2.

3The complex coordinates {ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3} are the parameters contained in the coset matrix as

U = ĥ−1eΦ, Φ =

 0 ϕ3 ϕ2

0 0 ϕ1

0 0 0

 ,

where U is the unitary matrix appearing in Eq. (2.4) and ĥ is the lower triangular matrix which can be
determined from ĥĥ† = eΦeΦ

†
up to U(1)3.
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3.2 BPS lumps in the F2 sigma model on T 2

Here, we consider strings parallel to the x2-axis, which can be viewed as lump solutions
localized on the perpendicular 2D plane. We set r2 = 0 to obtain a Kähler F2 sigma model
admitting BPS lump solutions. In this case, there is no interaction between ⟨1, 2⟩-lumps
and ⟨2, 3⟩-lumps. BPS lump solutions are given by holomorphic maps from C to F2 which
are represented by meromorphic functions (ϕ1(z), ϕ2(z), ϕ3(z)) of z = x1 + ix3 ∈ C.

In the numerical analysis in the next section, it is more convenient to take the basis
space to be a torus T 2 rather than the complex plane C. Therefore, we take Σ = T 2 as the
base space.

Let us construct a single BPS lump solution on T 2 by embedding a single CP 1 lump
solution into one of the complex coordinates {ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3} of F2. A single CP 1 BPS lump
solution is given by a meromorphic function with a single pole (and a single zero). However,
all doubly periodic meromorphic functions must have at least two poles (and two zeros)
in their fundamental domains. To obtain a single BPS lump solution, let us define T 2 as
T 2 = C/ ∼ with z ∼ z + pL1 + iqL3 (p, q ∈ Z) by dividing the fundamental domain into
two domains and allowing twisted periodicity on {ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3} as

(ϕ1(z + L1) , ϕ
±
2 (z + L1) , ϕ3(z + L1) ) = (+ϕ1(z),−ϕ±

2 (z),−ϕ3(z)), (3.8)

(ϕ1(z + iL3), ϕ
±
2 (z + iL3), ϕ3(z + iL3)) = (−ϕ1(z),−ϕ±

2 (z),+ϕ3(z)). (3.9)

To construct solutions, it is convenient to use the Jacobi’s elliptic functions sn(u), sc(u) and
sd(u), which have different twisted periodicity given by

( sc(u+ 2K ) , sd(u+ 2K ) , sn(u+ 2K ) ) = (+sc(u),−sd(u),−sn(u)), (3.10)

(sc(u+ 2iK ′), sd(u+ 2iK ′), sn(u+ 2iK ′)) = (−sc(u),−sd(u),+sn(u)), (3.11)

where K is the complete elliptic integral of the first kind

K(k) =

∫ π
2

0

dθ√
1− k2 sin2 θ

, K ′(k) = K(
√
1− k2). (3.12)

Setting the elliptic modulus k so that K(k)/K ′(k) = L1/L3, we can find L∗ ∈ R>0 such
that K = L1/(2L∗) and K ′ = L3/(2L∗). Then, by identifying the coordinates as u = z/L∗,
we can show that each of (sn(u)−1, sc(u)−1, sd(u)−1) is a function that satisfies the twisted
boundary conditions (3.8)-(3.9) and has a single pole at z = 0 on T 2. Therefore, using
these functions, we can write down single BPS lump solutions.

The general solution for a single ⟨1, 2⟩-lump is given by

ϕ3 =
c3

sn(u− u3)
, ϕ±

2 = ϕ1 = 0 with m = m⟨1,2⟩ ≡ (1,−1, 0), (3.13)

where ϕ3 has only one pole at u = u3. Similarly, the general solution for a single ⟨2, 3⟩-lump
is given by

ϕ1 =
c1

sc(u− u1)
, ϕ±

2 = ϕ3 = 0 with m = m⟨2,3⟩ ≡ (0, 1,−1). (3.14)
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Here, c1 and c3 are dimensionless moduli parameters. The quantity |ci|L∗ roughly gives
the size of each lump. We assume that |ci| is sufficiently smaller than 1 so that the energy
density profile of each lump is localized around u = ui (the poles of ϕi).4

Next, let us consider composite states of ⟨1, 2⟩ and ⟨2, 3⟩-lumps carrying charge m =

m⟨1,2⟩ + m⟨2,3⟩. Eq.,(3.5) implies that in order to have topological charges m = m⟨1,2⟩ +

m⟨2,3⟩, (ϕ3, ϕ
+
2 ) and (ϕ1, ϕ

−
2 ) should each have only one pole at u = u3 and u = u1,

respectively. Therefore, the general solution is given by5

ϕ3 =
c3

sn(u− u3)
, ϕ+

2 =
c1c3

sc(u3 − u1)

1

sd(u− u3)
,

ϕ1 =
c1

sc(u− u1)
, ϕ−

2 =
c1c3

sn(u3 − u1)

1

sd(u− u1)
. (3.15)

By setting c1 = ϵc2, c3 = ϵc2 and u3 − u1 = ϵ2c2 and taking the limit ϵ → 0, we find
that the above solution for the composite state becomes that for the ⟨1, 3⟩-lump as

ϕ±
2 =

c2
sd(u− u1)

, ϕ3 = ϕ1 = 0 with m = m⟨1,3⟩ = (1, 0,−1). (3.16)

The existence of the continuous deformation from the ⟨1, 2⟩, ⟨2, 3⟩-lump composite to the
⟨1, 3⟩-lump clearly indicates that there are no topological obstacles in constructing the
string junction illustrated in Fig. 1.

4 Numerical solution of string junctions

In this section, we construct a numerical solution of string junctions . We go back to the
original Lagrangian of the F2 model of N = 3 with the Z3 symmetry (the model with
r1 = r2 = r3 = f2/2) and turn on the Skyrme and potential terms.

4.1 Initial configuration and boundary condition

Our goal in this paper is to construct a numerical solution for a string junction illustrated in
Fig. 1. To this end, we take the following strategy depicted in Fig. 2. We take a torus T 3 as
the base space to clarify the situation in numerical calculations. First, we prepare a pair of
⟨1, 2⟩ and ⟨2, 3⟩-strings on the torus so that they form skew lines and nearly intersect each
other, as illustrated in the left panel of Fig. 2. Starting from this configuration as an initial
condition, we perform a numerical optimization to reduce the energy of the configuration.
Then, the two strings will stick together in the middle, producing a ⟨1, 3⟩-string with a pair

4Conversely, if |ci| is sufficiently larger than 1, we observe an object of size |ci|−1L∗ localized around
zero of ϕi.

5Here the coefficients in the above ϕ±
2 are uniquely determined as follows. The poles of ϕ+

2 and ϕ−
2 are

located at the different points, although ϕ±
2 are not independent of each other and must satisfy a relation

0 = f(u) ≡ ϕ−
2 (u)− ϕ+

2 (u) + ϕ3(u)ϕ1(u).

Therefore, the coefficients in ϕ±
2 must be determined so that the two poles in f(u) cancel out. Once the

coefficients are determined in this way, f(u) becomes a constant function due to the property of elliptic
functions, and furthermore, the twisted periodicity of f(u) automatically requires that f(u) = 0.
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Figure 2. Schematic picture of a pair formation of string junctions with an intersection of two
strings through numerical optimization.

of the string junctions. As the energy decreases, the length of the ⟨1, 3⟩-string increases
further until the angles between all the strings at the junction points become 2π/3. The
energy is expected to be minimized to reach a solution of the form illustrated in the right
panel of Fig. 2. The two types of junctions appearing here are related to each other by
spatial rotation and complex conjugation.6

More specifically, as the initial configuration, we choose the configuration given in
Eq. (3.15) at arbitrary constant x2 surfaces, set c1 = c3 = 1/2 and give the x2-dependence
to the parameters u1, u3 as

u3 = u3(x2) ≡
1

L∗

(
L1

4
+

L1

2L2
x2 + i

(
L3

2
+ δ

))
,

u1 = u1(x2) ≡
1

L∗

(
3L1

4
− L1

2L2
x2 + i

(
L3

2
− δ

))
, (4.1)

where δ is a small constant introduced to avoid a singularity due to intersection of the
strings. Here u3(x2) and u1(x2) satisfy u3(x2+L2) = u3(x2)+K,u1(x2+L2) = u1(x2)−K.

On the base space T 3, we impose the following twisted periodic boundary condition on
the projection matrices Pi:

Pi(x1 + L1, x2, x3) = U †
1Pi(x1, x2, x3)U1, U1 = diag(−1, 1, 1), (4.2)

Pi(x1, x2, x3 + L3) = U †
3Pi(x1, x2, x3)U3, U3 = diag(1, 1,−1), (4.3)

Pi

(
x1 +

L1

2
, x2 + L2, x3

)
= Pi(x1, x2, x3), (4.4)

so that this periodicity is consistent with the initial condition given in Eqs. (3.15) and (4.1).
Under this setting, the lengths of the ⟨1, 2⟩ and ⟨2, 3⟩ strings in the fundamental domain

should be L1/
√
3 and that of the ⟨1, 3⟩-string becomes L2 − L1/(2

√
3).

6Here, a string is represented by parallel and opposite arrows, but their spatial ordering is merely for
the convenience of the drawing and has no physical meaning. Therefore, the twisting of the arrows around
the upper junction in the right panel of Fig. 2 has no physical meaning.
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Figure 3. Energy densities at the x3 = L3/2 cutting plane. The left panel is for the initial state,
and the right panel is for the final state of the numerical simulation with (L1, L2, L3) = (8, 7, 5)

and a = 1/4.

4.2 Numerical results

Before considering a string junction, let us briefly describe the basic data of the component
lump solution. In the case with 1/g = µ = 0, the configurations of single lump given
in Eqs. (3.13), (3.14) and (3.16) are still solutions even if r2 is turned on. There, as a
result of scale invariance, a flat direction (zero mode) corresponding to the size moduli |ci|
appears on the configuration space. In the lattice calculations, however, due to the finite
lattice spacing, this flat direction |ci| is slightly tilted toward the origin of ci. Thus, during
numerical optimization, the lump size shrinks toward zero and eventually the configurations
break down when the lump becomes smaller than the lattice spacing. Therefore, we need
to make both of the two parameters, 1/g and µ, to be finite to numerically obtain stable
lump solutions. With the two parameters, the lump size takes a value roughly estimated
to be on the order of 1/√µg by the scaling argument.

A set of the values of the parameters for our numerical simulations is

f2 = 1,
1

g2
= 1, µ2 = 1, (4.5)

and the size of the torus is chosen as follows:

(L1, L2, L3) =
n

4
× (8, 7, 5), with n = 3, 4, 5, 6. (4.6)

Here, L2/L1 = 7/8 is chosen to be a rational number close to
√
3/2, where the lengths of

the three types of strings are approximately equal within the fundamental domain of T 3.
In these parameter settings, we numerically construct a configuration for a pair of the

string junctions, which is our objective in this paper. We conducted numerical simulations
using the steepest descent method with a finite difference approximation where the number
of lattice points is 7560(= 24×21×15) – 483840(= 96×84×60), and the lattice spacing is
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Figure 4. The surface contour of ρ = 8 (Orange) and ρ = 16 (Blue) in the energy density ρ for a
net composed of the string junctions in the case with (L1, L2, L3) = (12, 10.5, 7.5) and a = 1/8.

taken as either a = 1/4 or a = 1/8. A detailed description of our numerical method is given
in Appendix. C. As the result of the numerical optimizations with the initial configuration
given in Eqs. (3.15) and (4.1), we obtain the final converged configuration shown in Figs. 3
and 4, in which the energy density ρ is depicted.

We also study the Li dependence of the total energy to remove a possible dependence
on situational settings such as the twisted periodic boundary condition we take, as discussed
in detail in Appendix C.

5 Summary and Discussion

We have numerically constructed a three-string junction of Y-shape in the F2 sigma model
with the four derivative Skyrme and potential terms with a typical set of parameters in
the system. The introduction of a potential term stabilizes the strings and thus the string
junction is expected to always be stable in the system with an arbitrary set of parameters,
independent of the lattice spacing and the periods of the base space T 3. To eliminate
the effects caused by the finite periods of the torus and the finite lattice spacing, we have
investigated the a-dependence and the Li-dependence of the string junction. In the large
volume limit, it reduces to the junction in R3.
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The model taken in this paper has a dimensionless parameter µ/(gf2) which is even-
tually taken to be 1 for the numerical calculations. Furthermore, we can choose a different
type of a four-derivative term and a potential term. Details of the numerical results for the
string junction will depend on such choices, however, it is expected that no drastic changes
will occur.

Here we address possible future directions and discussion. The original proposal by
Faddeev and Niemi is that glueballs are described by Hopfions. Thus far Hopfions in the
F2 Fadeev-Skyrme model was discussed only in Ref. [43]. Therefore, one of possible future
directions is to construct Hopfions with junctions and to compare them with glueballs in
SU(3) Yang-Mills theory.

Although we have concentrated on a three-string junction in the F2 nonlinear sigma
model, the model itself was defined for general flag manifold FN . In the case of the F3

nonlinear sigma model, we may show that a four-string junction of tetrapod-shape exists
using the same manner we took in this paper.

In this paper, we have used BPS strings in the F2 sigma model just as an initial
configuration for numerical simulations. Whether there is a model admitting a BPS string
junction is actually an open question. The flag sigma model itself does not admit BPS string
junctions. From a supersymmetric point of view, 1/4 BPS equations for string junctions are
proposed [64–66] (see also Ref. [67]) but no explicit solution is available. Thus, we expect
that there is a supersymmetric theory of any modification of the flag sigma model admitting
a BPS string junction.

Cosmological consequences of confining strings as cosmic strings in pure Yang-Mills
theory were studied in detail [8], and thus similar analysis could be performed for strings in
the flag sigma models. In particular, two strings with different topological charges do not
reconnect in their collision. Fig. 2 in fact shows a production of a string stretched between
two strings after a collision of these strings with different topological charges.7 Therefore,
a string network is formed in this model, giving an impact on cosmology.

Note Added: While preparing the draft of this paper, we are aware of the paper [69]
discussing the string junction in QCD in ArXiv, in which the stability condition of a junction
is discussed in terms of a junction mass. It is an important future problem that the junction
mass that we obtained in this paper (the right figure of Fig. 5 in Appendix C) is compared
with their condition.
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A Parametrization of the Lagrangian

Faddeev and Niemi conjectured that the FN−1 Faddeev-Skyrme model describes the low-
energy limit of SU(N) Yang-Mills theory. In terms of their parametrization, the Lagrangian
(2.1) can be written as

−L =
N−1∑
a=1

(
f2

2
tr [∂µna∂

µna] +
1

g2
Fa
µνFaµν + µ2tr [ha(ha − na)]

)
, (A.1)

where ha = 1
2λa(a+2) is the basis of the Cartan subalgebra of su(N) and the color direction

fields na are defined as
na = U †haU , (A.2)

with the SU(N) matrix U . The tensor Fa
µν are the coefficient of the Kirillov symplectic

two-forms defined as

Fa
µν = − i

2

N−1∑
b=1

tr [na[∂µnb, ∂νnb]] . (A.3)

In this appendix, we derive the Lagrangian (2.1) from Eq. (A.1).
In addition to the basis of the Cartan subalgebra of su(N), we introduce hN = 1√

2N
1.

The basis satisfies the orthonormal condition

tr [hahb] =
1

2
δab . (A.4)

We decompose them in terms of the diagonal singleton matrices pi as

ha =

N∑
i=1

νiapi (A.5)

with real constants νia. The orthonormalzing condition (A.4) implies that the vectors
(ν1a , ν

2
a , ..., ν

N
a ) for a = 1, 2, ..., N form an orthogonal basis of RN with the length 1/

√
2.

Therefore, the matrix ν is orthogonal, and we find
N∑
a=1

νiaν
j
a =

δij
2
,

N∑
i=1

νiaν
i
b =

δab
2

. (A.6)

From Eq. (A.5), we can decompose the color direction fields na in terms of the projectors
Pi as

na =

N∑
i=1

νiaPi . (A.7)

Substituting it into the first term in Eq. (A.1), we obtain
N−1∑
a=1

tr [∂µna∂
µna] =

N∑
a=1

tr [∂µna∂
µna]

=
N∑
a=1

νiaν
j
atr [∂µPi∂

µPj ]

=
1

2

N∑
i=1

tr [∂µPi∂
µPi] (A.8)
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where we have used ∂µnN = 0 because of nN = hN . Similarly, we can write

Fa
µν =− i

2

N∑
b=1

tr [na[∂µnb, ∂νnb]]

=− i

2

N∑
b=1

N∑
j,k,l=1

νjaν
k
b ν

l
btr [Pj [∂µPk, ∂νPl]]

=− i

4

N∑
j,k=1

νjatr [Pj [∂µPk, ∂νPk]] . (A.9)

Now, we have an identity for i ̸= j, j ̸= k, k ̸= l of the form

tr [Pi∂µPj∂νPk] = tr [pi[pj , U∂µU
†][pk, U∂νU

†]] = 0 , (A.10)

which is implied by pipj = δijpj . Using the identity, we obtain

Fa
µν = − i

4

N∑
j=1

νja

tr [Pj [∂µPj , ∂νPj ]] +
∑
k ̸=j

tr [Pj [∂µPk, ∂νPk]]


= − i

4

N∑
j=1

νja

tr [Pj [∂µPj , ∂νPj ]] + tr [Pj [
∑
k ̸=j

∂µPk,
∑
l ̸=j

∂νPl]]


= − i

2

N∑
j=1

νjatr [Pj [∂µPj , ∂νPj ]]

=
1

2

N∑
j=1

νjaF
j
µν (A.11)

where we have used
N∑
i=1

∂µPj = 0. Therefore, we find that the Skyrme term, the second

term in Eq. (A.1), can be cast into the form

N−1∑
a=1

Fa
µνFaµν =

N∑
a=1

Fa
µνFaµν

=
1

4

N∑
a=1

N∑
i,j=1

νiaν
j
aF

i
µνF

jµν

=
1

8

∑
i=1

F i
µνF

iµν . (A.12)
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In addition, the potential term can be written as

N−1∑
a=1

tr [ha(ha − na)] =
N∑
a=1

tr [ha(ha − na)]

=
N∑
a=1

N∑
i,j=1

νiaν
j
atr [pi(pj − Pj)]

=
1

2

N∑
i=1

tr [pi(pi − Pi)]

=
1

4

N∑
i=1

tr [(pi − Pi)
2]. (A.13)

Summarizing the results in Eqs. (A.8),(A.12), and (A.13), we find that the Lagrangian in
Eq. (A.1) is equivalant to the one in Eq. (2.1) which we have studied in this paper.

B FN−1 sigma model with general coefficients

In this appendix we introduce the most general form of the FN−1 sigma model. The model
can maximally possess N(N − 1)/2 parameters as

−Lσ-model = −1

2

N∑
j=2

j−1∑
i=1

fijtr [∂µPi∂
µPj ]. (B.1)

This general model returns to the original one by setting fij = f2 for all i, j. Here the
coefficient fij = fji must be positive definite. This can be confirmed as follows. Since
FN−1 is a homogeneous complex manifold, we only need to examine the neighborhood of
the origin. Substituting an unitary matrix U ≈ 1+X with an anti-Hermitian matrix X to
the projection matrices Pi = U †piU and taking quadratic terms in the Lagrangian, we find
that

−Lσ-model ≈
N∑
j=2

j−1∑
i=1

fij |∂µXi
j |2, (B.2)

which shows that fij must be positive definite; if it meets this condition, any value is
acceptable. Here, an ⟨i, j⟩-string remains to be a solution under this deformation to the
general FN−1 sigma model, because it is a solution of the F1 ≃ CP 1 sigma model embedded
into the FN−1 one. Note that the solution might be unstable as a saddle point.

In the absence of the Skyrme and potential terms (1/g2 = µ2=0), the ⟨i, j⟩-string is a
BPS solution whose tension is given by

2πfij (B.3)

if and only if fij ≤ fik + fkj for all k ̸= i, j [52]. If fij < fik + fkj , an ⟨i, j⟩-string is
energetically more stable than a composite state of ⟨i, k⟩- and ⟨k, j⟩-strings. If fij > fik+fkj ,
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the ⟨i, j⟩-string is unstable and will separate into ⟨i, k⟩- and ⟨k, j⟩-strings. In the case with
fij = fik + fkj , there is no interaction between the ⟨i, k⟩- and ⟨k, j⟩-strings, and actually a
composite state of them at any relative distance is a BPS state, which is exactly what is
discussed in Sec 3.

By setting fij = ri + rj with introducing N parameters {ri}, the above general model
reduces to a sum of N copies of the CPN−1 sigma model given in Eq. (3.1), where a set
{ri} must satisfy

ri + rj > 0 for i ̸= j. (B.4)

The N = 3 case is special where parameter space of Eq. (B.1) and one in Eq. (3.1) are
equivalent since

fij = ri + rj

⇔ r1 =
1

2
(f12 + f13 − f23), r2 =

1

2
(f12 + f23 − f13), r3 =

1

2
(f13 + f23 − f12), (B.5)

and thus the model given in Eq. (3.1) is the most general.

C Numerical calculation

In this appendix, we describe some details of our numerical calculations.

C.1 FN−1 on the lattice

Let us discretize the system by taking a d-dimensional Euclidean lattice Γ as the base space,
where the action is a function whose variables are a set of unitary matrices Ux⃗ ∈ U(N)

defined at each point x⃗ ∈ Γ as,

So = ad
∑
x⃗∈Γ

N∑
i=1

 f2

2a2

N∑
j=1,(j ̸=i)

d∑
µ=1

tr [P x⃗+µ⃗
i P x⃗

j ] +
1

8g2

d∑
µ,ν=1

(F i,x⃗
µν )

2 +
µ2

4
tr [(P x⃗

i − pi)
2]


(C.1)

with the projection matrices P x⃗
i = U †

x⃗piUx⃗, the lattice spacing a and µ⃗ defined to point to
an adjacent lattice point as (µ⃗)ν = aδνµ. The field strength f i,x⃗

µν is defined as

F i,x⃗
µν ≡ 1

a2
Im tr [P x⃗

i P
x⃗+µ⃗
i P x⃗+µ⃗+ν⃗

i P x⃗+ν⃗
i ] = F i

µν

(
x⃗+

µ⃗+ ν⃗

2

)
+O(a2). (C.2)

Note that, to define an energy density ρx⃗ at x⃗ ∈ Γ used in Figs. 3 and 4, the values at
the relevant adjacent lattice points need to be averaged since the difference and the field
strength on Γ are defined on the links and the plaquettes of Γ, respectively.

In order to deal with the variation with respect to the unitary matrices, it is convenient
to introduce Lagrange multipliers λx⃗ which are N -th order Hermitian matrices defined at
each x⃗ ∈ Γ and to add terms to the original action So as follows:

S = So − ad
∑
x⃗∈Γ

tr [λx⃗(U
†
x⃗Ux⃗ − 1N )], with λ†

x⃗ = λx⃗, (C.3)
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where the matrix Ux⃗ is not restricted to unitary. Here, thanks to the U(1)N gauge symmetry,
Ux⃗ does not appear explicitly in So and the function So is written in terms of the matrices
P x⃗
i . Therefore, we can define a variation of So with respect to P x⃗

i as

Qx⃗
i ≡ δ′So

δ′P x⃗
i

= (Qx⃗
i )

†, ⇔ δSo({P x⃗
i }) ≡ ad

∑
x⃗∈Γ

N∑
i=1

tr [δP x⃗
i Q

x⃗
i ], (C.4)

where each P x⃗
i is treated as if it were an arbitrary Hermitian matrix unrelated to each

other, and δ′ means a variation under that manner.8

Under the above preparations, we can derive a variation of the action as

δS = ad
∑
x⃗∈Γ

tr
[
iU−1

x⃗ δUx⃗Hx⃗ + h.c.
]

(C.5)

with the matrix Hx⃗ defined by

Hx⃗ ≡ −i

(
N∑
i=1

Qx⃗
i P

x⃗
i − λx⃗

)
=

i

2

N∑
i=1

[
P x⃗
i , Q

x⃗
i

]
, (C.6)

where we require that Hx⃗ is Hermitian, Hx⃗ = H†
x⃗. This requirement gives an equation

solved for the Lagrange multiplier as,

λx⃗ =
1

2

N∑
i=1

{
P x⃗
i , Q

x⃗
i

} (
= (λx⃗)

†
)
. (C.7)

Since there are N identities on Hx⃗, tr [P x⃗
i Hx⃗] = 0 under the unitary condition U †

x⃗Ux⃗ = 1,
the number of independent equations in Hx⃗ = 0 is N(N − 1) which is just the dimension
of FN−1. Therefore, Hx⃗ = 0 is nothing more than the equation of motion in this system.

C.2 Numerical method and some results

To obtain numerical solutions to Hx⃗ = 0, we apply a gradient method, steepest descent,
to this system. We set each step of the numerical calculation on the set of the unitary
matrices {Ux⃗|x⃗ ∈ Γ} as

Ux⃗ → U
(α)
x⃗ = Ux⃗e

iαHx⃗ ,
(
P

x⃗,(α)
i = e−iαHx⃗P x⃗

i e
iαHx⃗

)
, (C.8)

with an appropriate step size α ∈ R>0. If we choose a sufficiently small α, this method
ensures that the total energy is always decreasing at each step, because

lim
α→+0

1

α

[
S({P x⃗,(α)

i })− S({P x⃗
i })
]
= −2ad

∑
x⃗∈Γ

trH2
x⃗ ≤ 0. (C.9)

Note that, since Hx⃗ is Hermitian, each step of iterations will automatically keep the unitary
condition U †U = 1, if the initial condition satisfies it.

8In other words, Qx⃗
i is defined by extending the function So({P x⃗

i }) by extrapolation outside the domain
of definition of P x⃗

i . Strictly speaking this extension and thus the definition of Qx⃗
i are not unique, but there

should be no problem with this definition since the introduction of Qx⃗
i is only for notational simplicity.
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Figure 5. Li-dependence of total energy of the string junction for each fundamental domain of T 3,
with the lattice spacing a = 1/4, 1/8 and keeping the ratio of the periods, L1 : L2 : L3 = 8 : 7 : 5.

After enough iterations of the steps in a numerical simulation, the deviation from the
solution of the fields ϕx⃗

i decreases exponentially as δϕx⃗
i ≈ φx⃗

i e
−∆t, where φx⃗

i is the lightest
massive mode around the solution and ∆ is a certain positive real number related to the
mass gap and t is the relaxation time as the accumulation of α in each step up to that
point. Under the optimization, therefore, that of the total energy E behaves as δE ∝ e−2∆t

whereas the other observed quantities Oa behave as δOa ∝ e−∆t. Using this knowledge, a
faster converging sequence of numbers {Ên} can be constructed from the sequence {En}
obtained by the gradient method as follows,

Ên ≡
EnEn−2 − E2

n−1

En + En−2 − 2En−1
, (C.10)

and then the calculation error can be roughly estimated as |Ên −En| when the calculation
is terminated at a certain n.9

In Sec. 4.2, we applied the gradient method explained above to the construction of the
string junctions. The boundary conditions we have adopted here are technical and not
essential to the construction of the string junction. In order to estimate and remove the
effect of the periodic boundary conditions, we plot the Li-dependence of the total energy
in Fig. 5 with keeping the ratio L1 : L2 : L3 = 8 : 7 : 5. In those numerical calculations the
termination conditions were set as follows

∀x⃗ ∈ Γ :
√
tr [H2

x⃗] ≤ O(10−4) or O(10−3) (C.11)

and then calculation errors in the total energy are estimated to be |Ên−En| < 5×10−4 which
can be omitted in Fig. 5. It can be confirmed that these numerical solutions satisfy at least√

tr [(U †
x⃗Ux⃗ − 1)2] ≤ O(10−11), and as explained above, the unitary condition is almost

preserved. As can be seen in the left panel of Fig. 5, the linear potentials as contributions
9Due to truncation errors from taking the difference, the calculation of Ên requires higher computational

accuracy than that of En. Therefore, if the required accuracy for Ên exceed the calculation accuracy, then
this estimation does not work well.
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from the strings dominate the total energy, where the solid lines are given by

T ×

(√
3

2
L1 + L2

)
with T =

{
12.7706 for a = 1

4

13.2993 for a = 1
8

and L2 =
7

8
L1. (C.12)

Here T is the sting tension and its values are estimated by applying the same method as
in Eq.(C.10) to the difference of the total energy dE/dL1. In the right panel of Fig. 5, we
removed these contributions from the total energy. There, a value obtained in the limit
of L1 = ∞ should be a quantity independent of the boundary conditions. Since the a-
dependence of the total energy should be approximated by a smooth function of a2, the
total energy in the continuum limit is roughly predictable by extrapolation. For example, a
true value of the tension of the lump string with parameters given in Eq. (4.5) is estimated
to be T ≈ 13.5.
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