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W e study the existence and stability oflocalized states in the two-dim ensional(2D ) nonlinear

Schr�odinger (NLS)/G ross-Pitaevskiiequation with a sym m etric four-wellpotential. Using a four-

m odeapproxim ation,weareableto tracetheparam etricevolution ofthetrapped stationary m odes,

starting from the corresponding linearlim its,and thusderive the com plete bifurcation diagram for

the fam ilies of these stationary m odes. The predictions based on the four-m ode decom position

are found to be in good agreem ent with the num ericalresults obtained from the NLS equation.

Actually,thestability propertiescoincidewith thosesuggested by thecorresponding discretem odel

in the large-am plitude lim it. The dynam ics ofthe unstable m odes is explored by m eans ofdirect

sim ulations.Finally,while we presentthe fullanalysisforthecase ofthe focusing nonlinearity,the

bifurcation diagram forthe defocusing case isbriey considered too.

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

In the recentyears,there hasbeen a considerable e�orton experim entaland theoreticalstudiesofBose-Einstein

condensates (BECs) [1,2]. M any ofthese studies were focused on m acroscopic nonlinear structures that arise in

BECs,which often have counterparts in nonlinear optics [3]. O ne ofthe appealing features ofthis setting is the

possibility to tailorthedesirablegeom etry ofm agnetic,optical,orcom bined trapsthatcon�netheultracold bosonic

atom s.Forthisreason,the analysisofthe existence,stability and dynam icalpropertiesofnonlinearlocalized states

trapped in these geom etrieshave becom e a focalpoint ofresearch. The theoreticalanalysis is enabled by the fact

thata very accurate description ofdilute atom ic BECsisfurnished,in the m ean-�eld approxim ation,by the G ross-

Pitaevskii(G P)equation,which isa variantofthe nonlinearSchr�odinger(NLS)equation.Thecubic nonlinearity in

theG P equation originatesfrom theinteratom icinteractions,accounted forthrough an e�ectivem ean-�eld.TheNLS

equation in this,aswellasin som ewhatdi�erentform s,isrelevantto a variety ofalternativephysicalapplicationsin

nonlinearopticsand otherareas[3,4,5].

Am ongthetrappingcon�gurationsavailablein currentBEC experim ents,onethathasdrawn considerableattention

isthedouble-wellpotential(DW P).Itsprototypicalrealization isprovided by thea strong parabolic(harm onic)trap

com bined with a periodic potential,which can be created as an \opticallattice",by a set ofcoherentlaserbeam s

illum inating the condensate [1, 2, 4]. The DW P was realized experim entally in [6], using the m agnetic �eld to

induce the parabolic trap. The experim entsreported in Ref. [6]revealed a variety offundam entale�ects,including

tunneling and Josephson oscillations for a sm allnum ber ofatom s,or m acroscopic quantum self-trapping leading

to a stable asym m etric partition ofatom s between the wells for a su�ciently large num ber ofatom s. DW Ps have

also inspired theoreticalstudiesofvarioustopics,such as�nite-m ode reductions,�nding exactanalyticalresultsfor

specially designed shapesofthepotential,quantum e�ects[7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15],and a nonlinearDW P (alias

double-wellpseudopotential),which isinduced by therespectivespatialm odulation ofthenonlinearity coe�cient[16].

It is relevantto m ention thatDW Ps have also been studied in the contextofnonlinearoptics,including twin-core

self-guided laserbeam s in K errm edia [17]and optically-induced waveguiding structuresin photorefractive crystals

[18].

Theaim ofthepresentworkistoextend theanalysisoftheDW P toatwo-dim ensional(2D)setting.Unlikeprevious

studiesofthetrapping ofquasi-2D BECsunderthecom bined action ofharm onictrapsand optical-latticepotentials

[19],weim plem enta G alerkin-typefew-m odereduction to deducea discretem odel,based on a sym m etricsetoffour

wells,which isthe m ostnaturalcon�guration in the 2D case.The sam em odelcan also be realized in optics,using a

bulk nonlinearm edium with a setoffourem bedded waveguiding rods.In thatsetting,weusenum ericalm ethodsto

generatea bifurcation diagram forpossiblestationary statesofthesystem .Itisworth noting thatallthestatesthat

areexpected on thebasisofa four-sitediscretenonlinearSchr�odinger(DNLS)reduction [20]arealso obtained in the

continuum m odelwith thecom bined parabolicand periodicpotentialconsidered herein.Furtherm ore,theirstability,

in the largenonlinearity lim it,coincideswith whatisexpected from the DNLS m odel.

The paper is structured as follows. In section II, we present the m odeland the derivation of the four-m ode

approxim ation. Num ericalresults are reported in section III. W e present com plete bifurcation diagram s of the

possiblestationary statesforboth theunderlying G P equation and foritsfour-m odereduction.Com parison between

them dem onstratesvery good agreem ent.In addition to thestudy oftheexistenceand stability,evolution ofunstable
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m odes isexplored too by m eans ofdirectnum ericalsim ulations. Finally,we sum m arize our �ndingsin section IV,

wherewealso discusspossibledirectionsforfurtherwork.

II. T H E M O D EL A N D T H E G A LER K IN A P P R O X IM A T IO N

W estartby presentingthebasicm odelin thequasi-2D setting,nam ely theNLS/G P equation in (2+ 1)-dim ensions,

which isexpressed in the following dim ensionlessform [1,2,4]:

i@tu = L̂u + sjuj
2
u � �u; (1)

whereu(x;y;t)isthenorm alized wavefunction,�thechem icalpotential(� �isthepropagationconstantin theoptical

realization ofthem odel),s= � 1 corresponds,respectively,to repulsiveorattractiveinteratom icinteractionsin BEC

(alias self-defocusing or self-focusing K err nonlinearity,in term s ofnonlinear optics),and L̂ is the single-particle

operatorgiven by:

L̂ = �
1

2
�+ V (x;y): (2)

In Eq.(2),� � @ 2
x + @2y isthe 2D Laplacian,while V (x;y)isthe four-wellpotential,assum ed to take the following

form ,

V (x;y)=
1

2

2
r
2 + V0 [cos(2kx)+ cos(2ky)]; (3)

with r2 � x2 + y2.ItisclearthatV (x;y)iscom posed ofa harm onictrap ofstrength 
 and a periodic(O L)potential

with strength V0 and period d = �=k.In thefollowing analysisbelow,weadoptthefollowingrepresentativevaluesfor

param etersofthe potential:
 = 0:21,V 0 = 0:5 and k = 0:3,in which case the foursm allesteigenvaluesofoperator

L̂ arefound to be

!0 = 0:3585; !1 = !2 = 0:3658; !3 = 0:3731: (4)

In a weakly nonlinear setting,we im plem ent the naturalpossibility ofa four-m ode approxim ation,based on a

G alerkin-typeexpansion ofu(x;y;t)and truncation ofthehigher-orderm odes.W edenotetheground and �rstthree

excited eigenstatesofthelinearoperatorL̂,shown in Fig.1,asu0 and u1;2;3.Thissetconstitutesa naturalm inim um

basis for the G alerkin approxim ation in the system offour potentialwells coupled by tunneling. Eigenstates uj

(j= 0;1;2;3)can be chosen to be real,given the Herm itian natureofthe operator L̂.Then,solutionsofEq.(1)for

valuesofthe chem icalpotentialin a vicinity oflineareigenvalues(4),m ay be approxim ated by linearcom binations

ofthe foureigenfuctions.

Actually,itism oreconvenientto usea transform ed basis,f�0,�1,�2,�3g,asshown in Fig.2,which isbased on

populationsofthe fourwells.Thisbasisisgenerated from the originalsetby a lineartransform ation:

�
�0 �1 �2 �3

�
=
�
u0 u1 u2 u3

�
T; (5)

wherethe appropriatetransform ation m atrix is

T =
1

2

0

B
@

1 1 1 1

� 1 � 1 1 1

� 1 1 1 � 1

1 � 1 1 � 1

1

C
A : (6)

Each m ode �j (j= 0;1;2;3)islocalized in one ofthe fourwells,with the fourofthem constituting an orthonorm al

set.

Using the new basis,wecan readily reform ulatethe four-m odedecom position as

u(x;y;t)=

3X

j= 0

cj(t)�j(x;y); (7)
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FIG .1: (Color online) The wave functions ofthe ground state,u0,and the �rst three excited states,u1,u2 and u3,for the

four-wellpotentialofEq. (3) with 
 = 0:21,V 0 = 0:5 and k = 0:3. Note the di�erence in the grayscale (color,in the online

version) bars in the �rst and three others panels,related to the fact that the wave function ofthe ground state is positive,

while the excited statesfeature sign-changing patterns.

x

y

 

 

−10 −5 0 5 10
−10

−5

0

5

10

0

0.1

0.2

0.3
Φ

0

x

y

 

 

−10 −5 0 5 10
−10

−5

0

5

10

0

0.1

0.2

0.3
Φ

1

x

y

 

 

−10 −5 0 5 10
−10

−5

0

5

10

0

0.1

0.2

0.3
Φ

2

x

y

 

 

−10 −5 0 5 10
−10

−5

0

5

10

0

0.1

0.2

0.3
Φ

3

FIG .2:(Coloronline)Basism odesf� 0,� 1,� 2,� 3g thatare localized in each ofthe wells.

with tim e-dependentcom plex am plitude cj(t),j = 0;1;2;3. Substituting Eq. (7)into Eq. (1)and projecting onto

theorthonorm albasisf�0,�1,�2,�3g,wederive,by m eansofstraightforward algebra,thefollowing system offour

ordinary di�erentialequations(O DEs),

i_cj = ~!j + sA jjcjj
2
cj + s

X

k6= j

B jk (2jckj
2
cj + c

2

kc
�

j)

+ s
X

k6= j

[D kjjckj
2
ck + D jk (2jcjj

2
ck + c

2

jc
�

k)]+ s
X

k6= l6= j6= k

E kjl(2jckj
2
cl+ c

2

kc
�

l)

+ s
X

k6= l6= j6= k

E jkl(c
�

jckcl+ cjc
�

kcl+ cjckc
�

l)+ sG
X

k6= l6= m 6= k

k;l;m 6= j

c
�

kclcm ;

(8)

with the sum m ation perform ed over k;l;m = 0;1;2;3. To cast these equations in a m ore com pact form ,we have
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7
5 ; (9)

where 0 � !0 + !1 + !2 + !3,1 = !0 + !1 � !2 � !3,2 � !0 � !1 + !2 � !3,and 3 � !0 � !1 � !2 + !3.

Noticethat,fortheunderlying eigenvalues(4),onehas1 = 2 = !0 � !3 and 3 � 0.Furtherm ore,Eqs.(8)involve

nonlinearcoe�cientsgiven by overlap integrals,viz.,A n �
RR
�4
n dxdy,B m n �

RR
�2
m �

2
n dxdy,D m n �

RR
�3
m �n dxdy,

E lm n �
RR
�2

l�m �n dxdy,G �
RR
�0�1�2�3 dxdy,with l;m ;n = 0;1;2;3;these indices m ustbe m utually di�erent

whereverthey appearin the coe�cientsbefore the nonlinearterm s.

Forourchoiceoftheparam etersofthepotential,theoverlapping between m odes�i isweak (seeFig.2),therefore

allthe overlap integralsare m uch sm allerthan the A n’s.Neglecting these sm alloverlap term sleadsto the following

sim pli�cation ofEq.(8):

i_cj = ~!j + A jjcjj
2
cj; j= 0;1;2;3: (10)

It has been checked that the latter reduction ofthe four-m ode equations very slightly a�ects the accuracy ofthe

solutions,while it renders the identi�cation ofvarious bifurcation branches signi�cantly easier. Furtherm ore,this

reduction ism oreconvenientin sim ulationsaswem ay usethesesolutionsasinputsforgeneratingnum ericalsolutions

ofthe fullG P system ,asexplained below.

In this2D setting,we seek both realand com plex stationary solutionsto the O DE system . Substituting cj(t)�

�j(t)e
i’ j(t) into Eq.(10),wesplitthem into realequationsfor�j and ’j:

_�0 =
1

4
1[�1 sin(’1 � ’0)+ �3 sin(’3 � ’0)]; (11)

_’0 = (��
1

4
0)� sA 0�

2

0 �
1

4
1[

�1

�0
cos(’1 � ’0)+

�3

�0
cos(’3 � ’0)]; (12)

_�1 =
1

4
1[�0 sin(’0 � ’1)+ �2 sin(’2 � ’1)]; (13)

_’1 = (��
1

4
0)� sA 1�

2

1 �
1

4
1[

�0

�1
cos(’0 � ’1)+

�2

�1
cos(’2 � ’1)]; (14)

with theequationsfor�2;3 and ’2;3 obtained by interchanging theindices,0  ! 2 and 1  ! 3,exceptforin 0 and

1.

Looking for solutions with constant �j and ’j which are integer m ultiples of�,we reduce Eqs. (11) -(14) to

a set offour algebraic equations for �j,which can be used to derive a com plete set ofstationary solutions ofthe

four-m odetruncation.These werefurtherused asinitialguessesto �nd num ericalsolutionsofthe fullsystem ofthe

G P equations. M oreover,our analysis ofthe four-m ode system indicates that nontrivialcom plex solutions in this

setting are only possible in the form ofdiscrete vortices,i.e.,solutionswith phase sets’j = �j=2,j = 0;1;2;3 [22],

which havebeen studied in detailin Refs.[19]and [21](wealso briey considerthem here).

III. N U M ER IC A L R ESU LT S

A . A ttractive interactions

Letus�rstpresentresultsofnum ericalsim ulationspertaining to attractiveinteractions(aliasself-focusing nonlin-

earity)case,i.e.,s= � 1in Eq.(1).O urbasicbifurcation diagram ,shown in Fig.3,displaysthesquared L2 norm ofthe

solution (which physically describesthenum berofatom sin BECsorthepowerin optics),N =
RR
ju(x;y;t)j2 dxdy,as

a function ofthechem icalpotential�.TheleftpanelofFig. 3 presentsthefullnum ericalbifurcation diagram ,which

involvestwelverealand onecom plex solutions(forthelattersolution,N isthesam easoneoftherealbranches,hence

thisbranch isnotvisibleasa separatecurvein the diagram ).Thecom panion diagram in therightpanelisobtained

from the above-m entioned algebraic system for stationary solutions produced by the the four-m ode reduction,and

dem onstratesgood agreem entwith itsnum ericalcounterpart.

The twelve realbranches are labeled m ainly according to their relation to the populations ofthe four wells. To

support our explanation,we introduce a sym bolic representation that we developed in the form of2� 2 m atrices,
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FIG .3:(Coloronline)Top panels:squared norm N (norm alized num berofatom sin BECsorpowerin optics)ofnum erically

found solutions of Eq. (1) (left), and their counterparts predicted by the four-m ode approxim ation (right),for attractive

interatom ic interactions (s = � 1),as a function of�,i.e.,respectively,the chem icalpotentialor propagation constant. The

bottom panels are segm ents ofthe top left panel. The (blue) solid lines and (red) dashed lines denote stable and unstable

solutions,respectively.The branchesare explained in the textand theirpro�lesand stability are detailed in Figs. 4-7.

labeling di�erentwaveform sthatarisein the diagram ,asfollows:A1 �

�
1 1

1 1

�

,A2 �

�
1 1

� 1 � 1

�

,A3 �

�
� 1 1

1 � 1

�

,

A4 �

�
1 0

0 � 1

�

,B 1 �

�
1 1

" "

�

,B 2 �

�
1 "

" 1

�

,B 3 �

�
1 � 1

" � "

�

,C 1 �

�
1 "

" "

�

,C 2 �

�
1 "

1� " 1

�

,C 3 �

�
1 "

� 1� " 1

�

,

C 4 �

�
1� " 1

1 � 1� "

�

,and D 1 �

�
1 1� "

� 1� " � "

�

. In this representation,1,� 1 and 0 have the obviousm eaning,

by indicating thata particularwellisorisnotpopulated,and thephaseofthewavefunction in itbeing 0 or� in the

casesof+ 1 and � 1,respectively,when populated.Sym bol" denoteseithera sm all(butnonzero)population in one

ofthewells,ora sym m etry-breaking e�ect(when som eofthedensity peaksfeaturevalues� 1� ",thusbeing slightly

di�erentfrom � 1).Thelabeling isthen de�ned asfollows:branchesA1-A4 havethesam eam plitudeatthefourwells

aslong asthey arepopulated,branchesB1-B3 featuretwo pairsofpeakswith di�erentam plitudes,branchesC1-C4

have three di�erentam plitudes,while D1 hasallofitsfourpeaksdi�erent. The waveform sin the top rowsofFigs.

4-7 display prototypicalrealizationsofthe relevantbranches.Theirstability propertiesare illustrated,asa function

ofeigenvalueparam eter�,in the bottom rows.

W e willnow explain in detailsolutions appearing in the fullbifurcation diagram ,starting from the linear lim its

(N ! 0).First,we look atthe group ofsolutionsrelated to branch A1,asshown in the bottom leftpanelofFig.3.

Thisbranch arisesfrom thesym m etriclinearm odeat� = !0,i.e.,theground statein thelinearlim it,u0.Accordingly,

A1 features four identically populated wells. The analysis dem onstrates that it is stable near the linear lim it,but

is soon destabilized,due to the em ergence ofbranches C1 and B1,through subcriticaland supercriticalpitchfork

bifurcations,respectively,around � = 0:355. In other words,there are two consecutive steady-state bifurcations,

in the language ofRef. [29],in two di�erent subspaces,in which one unstable solution,C1,collides with A1 and,

sim ultaneously,a pairofeigenvaluesem ergeson therealaxisfortheA1 branch with thedecreaseof� (in a subcritical

pitchfork);then,a super-criticalpitchfork takes place in another subspace,in which B1 retains only one realpair,

while anotherpairpassesthrough the origin along the A1 branch.The actual\pitchfork" cannotbe visualized here

in the usualm anner,because any ofthe four equivalent versions ofB1 (obtained by �=2 rotation) have the sam e

value ofN ,and so are represented by the sam e branch in the graph. Branch B1,which isunstable due to a pairof
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at � = 0:34. The bottom panels display realparts ofthe unstable eigenvalues ofthe respective branches as functions ofthe

param eter�.

x

y

 

 

−10 −5 0 5 10
−10

−5

0

5

10

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2B1

x

y

 

 

−10 −5 0 5 10
−10

−5

0

5

10

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2B2

x

y

 

 

−10 −5 0 5 10
−10

−5

0

5

10

−0.2

−0.1

0

0.1

0.2B3

0.335 0.34 0.345 0.35 0.355
0

0.005

0.01

0.015

0.02

µ

λ r

0.335 0.34 0.345 0.35
0

0.002

0.004

0.006

0.008

0.01

µ

λ r

0.34 0.35 0.36
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

x 10
−3

µ

λ r

FIG .5:(Coloronline)Top:pro�lesofwave functionsthatrepresentbranchesB1,B2 and B3 (from leftto right)at� = 0:34.

Bottom : realparts ofunstable eigenvalues ofthe corresponding branches as a function of�. The dashed-dotted line in the

bottom rightpanelindicatesa com plex quartetofeigenvalues.

realeigenvalues in the linearization around it throughout its dom ain ofexistence,features two ofthe wells on one

sidebeing lesspopulated than theothertwo.Con�guration B1 becom esincreasingly m oreasym m etricasitdeviates

from A1. A noteworthy feature isshown by branch C1,which bifurcatesfrom A1 atalm ostthe sam e place asB1:

afterhaving em erged,ittendsto belocated on theleftofA1 asareallotherbranchesbifurcating from A1.However,

within a narrow intervalof�,itsnorm decreases(dN =d� > 0)slightly beforestarting to grow asusual(dN =d� < 0).

Naturally,when the norm decreasesthe solution is destabilized and then it rem ains stable after the turning point,

which is explained by the well-known Vakhitov-K olokolov criterion [23]. Branch A1 is endowed with two identical

pairsofrealeigenvaluesby B1 and C1 upon theirbifurcation (which isshown asthe dashed line in the bottom left

panelofFig. 4.) AsN growsfurther,a subsequentbifurcation,at� = 0:3519,leading to the em ergence ofbranch

B2,addsyetanotherrealeigenvaluepairto A1;thism eansthatA1 possessesin totalthreerealeigenvaluepairsfor

su�ciently large vauesofN . Branch B2 featurestwo wellson the diagonalwhich are lesspopulated than the other

two,and it is unstable,with two pairs ofrealeigenvalues,near the point where it is generated by the bifurcation

from A1;however,oneofthepairsiselim inated by theem ergenceofa new branch,C2,from B2 through a pitchfork
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shortly afterwards.Branch B2 then rem ainsunstable with one realpair,while C2 (with three principalsites,one of

which isoflesseram plitude than the othertwo)isunstable due to two realeigenvaluepairs.

Thisdescription encom passesallbranchesofstationary solutionswhich can be traced back to the ground state of

the linear system . Detailed inform ation for the wave function pro�les and the developm ent ofthe realeigenvalues

associated to them ispresented in Figs.4-6.
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FIG .6:(Coloronline)Top:pro�lesofwavefunctionsofbranchesC1,C2,C3 and C4 (from leftto right)at� = 0:34.Bottom :

realpartsofunstable eigenvaluesofthe corresponding branchesasa function ofthe eigenvalue param eter�.
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FIG .7:(Coloronline)Left:thepro�leofwavefunction ofbranch D 1at� = 0:34.Right:realpartsofitsunstableeigenvaluesas

a function oftheeigenvalueparam eter�.Thedashed-dotted linein therightpanelindicatesa com plex quartetofeigenvalues.

Nextwe turn to the statesoriginating from the second linearm ode,asshown in the bottom rightpanelofFig.3.

Branch A2 starts from the respective eigenvalue,� = !1 = !2,which pertains to the �rstand second (degenerate

at the linear lim it) excited states. This branch em erges as an unstable one,carrying a realeigenvalue pair. The

respective wave function pro�le featuresfour wellspopulated with the sam e am plitude but � out-of-phase between

the two sides,see Fig. 4. Branch B3 em erges from A2 through a supercriticalpitchfork at � = 0:3623,lending

anotherrealeigenvaluepairto A2.Sim ilarto the case ofB1 (asitseparatesfrom A1),in the B3 state two wellson

theonesidetend to belesspopulated than theothertwo,asthisbranch m ovesfurtherfrom A2.Branch B3 rem ains

unstable with one realeigenvalue pair,untilgetting stabilized by anotherpitchfork bifurcation which takesplace at

� = 0:3589;this sim ultaneously gives rise to a new unstable branch,D1,that has di�erent populations in allfour

wells.Noticethatboth B3 and D1 passthrough a Ham iltonian-Hopfbifurcation (alias1:1 resonance,in term sofRef.

[29]),which m eansthat,in therelevantparam etricinterval(0:3362< � < 0:348 forB3;0:3444< � < 0:3553 forD1),

B3 isdestabilized by a com plex quartetofsm alleigenvaluesin thelinearization around thestationary solution,while

D1 rem ainsunstable,butwith onerealeigenvaluepairand a com plex quartet(thedashed-dotted linesin thebottom

rightpanelsofFigs.5 and 7 referto thise�ect).

Furtherm ore,branch A4 bifurcatesfrom the sam e linearm ode asA2.Itisunstable nearthe linearlim itdue to a

Ham iltonian-Hopfbifurcation,butwith theincreaseofN itbecom esstable.Branch A4 featuresa waveform in which

only two wellslying on the diagonalarepopulated,with the sam eam plitude butoppositesigns.
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Branch A3arisesfrom thethird excited linearm odeat� = !3.In thiscase,twowellson thediagonalarepopulated

with equalam plitudes,whilein theothertwotheam plitudesareofoppositesigns.Itistheuniquestationary solution

which rem ainsstableacrosstheentirebifurcation diagram (despitethefactthatithasthreepairsofpurely im aginary

eigenvalueswith negativeK rein signature[30],which in principle,can giveriseto Ham iltonian-Hopfbifurcations).

Finally,branchesC3and C4,which arelocated slightly below A2in Fig.3,correspond toapairofstateswhich arise

through a saddle-nodebifurcation atsom ecriticalvalueofchem icalpotential(� � 0:348,forthem odel’sparam eters

chosen in thepresentcase.) Branch C4 (theonewith highervaluesofN )isunstablewith a realeigenvaluepair,while

C3rem ainsstable,exceptinsideashortinstability interval,which isaccounted forby aHam iltonian-Hopfbifurcation.

In addition to theaboverealstationary states,wehavealso found com plex solutionsin theform ofvortices[19,21].

A typicalexam ple ofsuch a solution is shown in Fig. 8. Throughoutthe regim e ofparam etersconsidered herein,

such solutionshavebeen found to be linearly stable.
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FIG .8:(Coloronline)The absolute value (left)and phase (right)ofa vortex state for� = 0:34.

Itisinterestingtonotethat,forallthesolutionsconsidered herein,in thelarge-N lim ittheirstabilitycharacteristics

coincide with what can be suggested by the DNLS m odelconsidered in Ref. [22](see also Refs. [24,25]for the

corresponding 1D and 3D stability results).G rossfeaturesofthese�ndingsarethat,whenevertwo adjacentsitesare

in-phase,a realeigenvalue pairisexpected to em erge due to theirinteraction,while wheneversuch sitesare out-of-

phase,therelevanteigenvalueisexpected to beim aginary [26],butwith negativeK rein signature[22],which im plies

a potentialfora Ham iltonian-Hopfbifurcation. Itshould also be noted that,in the lim itofthe in�nite lattice,itis

naturally expected thattheasym m etriesobserved herein in m any ofthebrancheswilldisappear(i.e.,theam plitudes

in di�erentwellswillbe equal){ seealso a relevantdiscussion in Ref.[27].

B . R epulsive interactions

W enow brieydiscussthecaseofrepulsiveinteractions(aliasself-defocusingnonlinearity),correspondingtos= + 1

in Eq.(1),with an objectiveto highlightitssim ilaritieswith and di�erencesfrom the caseofattractiveinteractions.

The bifurcation diagram forthe m odelisdisplayed in Fig.9.

Thesolutionsarelabeled soastom atch theself-focusingcase,bym eansoftheappropriatestaggeringtransform ation

[28].The lattere�ectively convertsthe defocusing nonlinearity into a focusing oneby changing the relativephaseof

nearest-neighborsfrom 0 to � and vice versa,while preserving the relative phase ofnext-nearest-neighbors. In this

way,each solution in thedefocusingcaseislinked toitscounterpartin thefocusingm odelthrough thistransform ation.

Following thisrelation,and adopting the sam e m atrix sym bolic representation used forthe focusing case in section

IIIA,thebranchesofsolutionsarelabeled asfollows:A1 �

�
� 1 1

1 � 1

�

,A2 �

�
� 1 1

� 1 1

�

,A3 �

�
1 1

1 1

�

,A4 �

�
� 1 0

0 1

�

,

B 1 �

�
� 1 1

" � "

�

,B 2 �

�
� 1 "

" � 1

�

,B 3 �

�
� 1 � 1

" "

�

,C 1 �

�
� 1 "

" � "

�

,C 2 �

�
� 1 "

1� " � 1

�

,C 3 �

�
� 1 "

� 1� " � 1

�

,

C 4 �

�
� 1+ " 1

1 1+ "

�

,and D 1�

�
� 1 1� "

� 1� " "

�

.

Thus,in thiscase,thesym m etricground stateofthesystem isA3,which isstableforarbitraryvaluesofN .Branch

A2 isim m ediately unstable,starting from thelinearlim it.B3 bifurcatesfrom A2 and rem ainsunstablebeforegetting

stabilized through giving birth to D1 (and then becom ing destabilized again). Branch A1 is stable near the linear

lim it,butissubsequentlydestabilized duetobifurcationsthatgiverisetoB1and C1,and an additionalrealeigenvalue

pairarisesathighervalue ofN due to the em ergence ofB2,from which anothernew branch,nam ely C2,arisesin

turn. BranchesC3 and C4 existfora while (when N islargeenough),and then collide at� = 0:389 (forthe values

ofparam etersadopted herein).The typesofthe bifurcations,the em ergenceofthe corresponding solutions,and the

corresponding stability propertieswerefound to be in directcorrespondenceto the caseofself-focusing nonlinearity,
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FIG .9:(Coloronline)The norm ofthe num erical(left)and approxim ate (right)stationary solutionsto Eq.(1)with the self-

defocusing nonlinearity (s= + 1),asa function oftheparam eter� (thechem icalpotentialin BECsorpropagation constantin

optics).The labelsofthe branchesare explained in detailin the text.

provided thatone takesinto accountthe staggering transform ation relating the repulsiveand attractivecasem odels

asindicated above.

C . D ynam ics

W e now proceed to investigate the evolution ofunstable states in the m odelwith the self-focusing nonlinearity.

To this end, for each unstable branch,a sm allperturbation is added to the m ost unstable eigendirection ofthe

linearization nearthe originalstationary solution,at� = 0:335.Resultsofthe sim ulationsarepresented in Fig. 10.

Panel(a)showsthe behaviorofsolution A1,which,asa resultofthe instability,startsoscillating between a state

where allfour wells are populated and one in which only two diagonalwells are not em pty. Panel(b) depicts a

periodic oscillatory behavior ofA2,also between four and two populated sites,but in this case the continuously

populated sitesareadjacentto each other.Unstablem odeA4 (panel(c))featuresonly two non-em pty wells,with the

sym m etry-breaking instability resulting in the enhanced population ofone ofthe two.Asexplained in section IIIA,

m odes B1,B2 and B3 have two very weakly populated wells,in com parison with the other two. Since we em ploy

isosurfaceju(x;y;t)j2 = k (wherek isthehalfofthem axim um density att= 0)to plotthedynam icsin Fig.10,the

evolution in the weakly populated wellsisnotvisible (which indicatesthatthey play a m inorrolein the dynam ics).

Panel(d)showsthatm ode B1 sustainsa sym m etry breaking sim ilarto thatofA4,butbetween adjacentsites. O n

the otherhand,m odesB2 and B3 appearto be oscillating between the two dom inantwellsroughly periodically,as

shown in panels(e)and (f).M ode C2 [in panel(g)]oscillatesbetween three and two populated sites(the seem ingly

em pty wellisactually a weakly populated one,sim ilarly to the m odesoftype B,see above).M ode C3,whose weak

instability iscaused by a quartetofeigenvalues,isalso \breathing" within the respectivesetofthree predom inantly

populated wells,asshown in panel(h).Finally,m odeC4 [shown in panel(i)]involvesa com plex sym m etry-breaking

pattern,with di�erent num bers ofwells populated at di�erent tim es,while m ode D1 (panel(j)) oscillatesbetween

three-and two-wellasym m etriccon�gurations.

IV . C O N C LU SIO N

In this work, we have studied stationary and dynam ical properties of the two-dim ensional nonlinear

Schr�odinger/G ross-Pitaevskiiequation,including a four-wellexternalpotential,with both signsofthe nonlinearity,

self-attractive(focusing)and self-repulsive(defocusing).Them odelappliesto a BEC con�ned in a highly anisotropic

harm onic trap,with the transverse con�ning frequency being m uch sm aller than the axialone,which results in a

planarcon�guration.In thiscontext,thefour-wellpotentialcan begenerated by a com bination ofthetransversepart

ofthe harm onic trap and an opticallattice. The sam e m odelm ay describe the propagation ofan opticalbeam in a

bulk nonlinearm edium with an em bedded four-channelguiding structure.

In ouranalysis,�rstwe developed a four-m ode approxim ation,which strongly sim pli�esthe identi�cation ofsta-

tionary solutions. Using this approxim ation,we were able to �nd the four (two ofwhich are identical) sym m etric
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FIG .10: (Color online) The spatiotem poral evolution of unstable states, represented by the respective density isosurface,

ju(x;y;t)j
2
= k,where constant k is taken as halfthe m axim um value ofthe density distribution at t= 0. The results are

arranged asfollows.Top panels:A1,A2,A4;m iddle panels:B1,B2,B3;bottom panels:C2,C3,C4,D 1.

and antisym m etric linear m odes,and allbranches ofasym m etric solutions em erging from them in the m odelwith

the self-focusing nonlinearity.The linear-stability analysisdem onstrated how pitchfork and saddle-node bifurcations

change the stability ofthe branches. W e have shown thatin the lim itofstrong nonlinearity,propertiesoflocalized

m odes in the m odelwith either sign ofthe nonlinearity can be,roughly,understood on the basis ofearlier results

pertaining to the corresponding discrete NLS m odel. W e have also described the evolution ofallunstable solutions,

observing,typically,the em ergence ofsym m etry-breaking instabilities and the em ergence ofrespective oscillating

solutions.

Itwould be interesting to investigate how these four-site con�gurationsm ay be em bedded into a largerpotential

pattern,with 9 or16 wells,and exam inewhetherthesym m etry-breaking bifurcationsconsidered abovearesustained

(orhow they arem odi�ed)within thelargerpattern.In thiscontext,a conjecturethatwould beworthwhileproving

isthat,in an in�niteperiodiclatticeform ed by potentialwells,thenonlinearity can support2D solitonsand localized

vorticeswith varioussym m etries,butnotcon�ned asym m etricstates.Thisconjectureissuggested by resultsreported

forin�nite linear[31]and nonlinear[32]potentiallattices.
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