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We predict hyper-entanglement generation during binary scattering of mesoscopic bound states,
solitary waves in Bose-Einstein condensates containing thousands of identical Bosons. The under-
lying many-body Hamiltonian must not be integrable, and the pre-collision quantum state of the
solitons fragmented. Under these conditions, we show with pure state quantum field simulations
that the post-collision state will be hyper-entangled in spatial degrees of freedom and atom num-
ber within solitons, for realistic parameters. The effect links aspects of non-linear systems and
quantum-coherence and the entangled post-collision state challenges present entanglement criteria
for identical particles. Our results are based on simulations of colliding quantum solitons in a quintic
interaction model beyond the mean-field, using the truncated Wigner approximation.

PACS numbers:

Introduction: Quantum mechanics is fundamentally ir-
reconcilable with classical notions such as local realism
due to entanglement [1–4]. Seminal explorations were
based on pairs of particles originating from a common
source, such as a decaying compound particle [2] or non-
linear optical processes [4]. Similarly, the common source
can be a scattering or collision event [5, 6], entangling
two earlier separable entities. A single collision then al-
lows a controlled inspection of how interactions entangle
complex objects with their surroundings and thus lead to
decoherence [7, 8]. For projectiles with multiple degrees
of freedoms (DGFs), entanglement will in general involve
all of these.

Simultaneous entanglement in multiple DGFs has been
termed hyper-entanglement [9], and can outperform sin-
gle DGF entanglement for certain tasks in quantum com-
munication [10, 11] and computation [12, 13] as well as
quantum cryptography and teleportation [14, 15]. It
also is of fundamental interest for explorations of the
quantum-classical transition such as the generation of ex-
otic mesoscopically entangled states [16, 17], which we
explore here.

We show that mesoscopic bound-states of thousands
of ultracold Bosons, bright matter wave solitons [18–35],
can hyper-entangle in a single collision. During the colli-
sion, atoms coherently transfer between the solitons, if
there are effective integrability breaking quintic inter-
actions that arise when taking into account transverse
modes in the confining potential as shown in Fig. 1 (a)
[36–38]. The resultant superposition state of different
atom numbers within each soliton evolves to also exhibit
superpositions of momenta and positions after some free
evolution, owing to momentum conservation. All three
quantities in one soliton are then entangled with those
of the collision partner. Both solitons thus are hyper-
entangled in constituent number and momentum.

As opposed to many other carriers of hyper-
entanglement, e.g. [13, 39–41], the size of a soliton can
be continuously scaled by varying its constituent atom
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FIG. 1: (a) Sketch of soliton collisions. Two solitary waves
(blue) in an elongated cigar-shaped trap (green) with trans-
verse oscillator length σ⊥, initially separated by a distance d0,
will collide due to an initial momentum p. For a 1D descrip-
tion, the radial wavefunction is fixed in the transverse ground
state (violet line), but virtual transitions to excited transverse
modes (black line) are taken into account through quintic in-
teractions. (b) Total stochastic density |φW (x, t)|2 of colliding
solitons in a single exemplary TWA trajectory (black, zero;
bright, high), with d0 = 80 and v = 0.05. After the collision,
the atom numbers nL in the left and nR in the right soliton
differ from their initial value ≈ Nsol, hence post-collision ve-
locities also differ. The white-dotted horizontal line marks
x = 0 as a guide to the eye.

number Nsol, while important tools for the readout of
entanglement such as local oscillators remain available
[42, 43]. Our simulations treat pure states only, and the
entangled states are not yet nonlocal, but the complex
structure of the post-collision quantum state represent
an example of hyperentanglement in two continuous vari-
ables that challenges existing entanglement criteria. Our
results are based on the truncated Wigner approximation
(TWA) [44–47], which has been shown to give good re-
sults regarding creation of entanglement and correlations
by comparison with exact methods [48–51].

Earlier studies of entanglement generation in soliton
collisions did not cover hyper-entanglement and atom
transfer due to quintic interactions. Instead, aspects ex-
plored were fast collisions that preclude atom transfer
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[52], internal entanglement in soliton breathers [53, 54],
slow entanglement buildup through repeat collisions in
a trap [55], distinguishable solitons [56] or dark solitons
[57, 58]. In contrast to many of the above, we demon-
strate entanglement generation in a single collision under
realistic conditions, that match experiments in Ref. [24].

Solitary waves and effective three-body interactions: We
consider an ultracold gas of Bosons with mass m,
which are free to move in the x direction and har-
monically confined transverse to that, with Hamilto-

nian Ĥ3D =
∫
d3r

[
Ψ̂†(r)

(
− ~2

2m∇2 + 1
2mω

2
⊥r

2
⊥

)
Ψ̂(r)

+
U0
2 Ψ̂†(r)Ψ̂†(r)Ψ̂(r)Ψ̂(r)

]
, where the field operator Ψ̂(r)

annihilates an atom at position r = [x, y, z]T . Atomic
two-body interactions with strength U0 = 4π~2as/m are
in the three-dimensional (3D) s-wave scattering regime,
where the scattering length is tuned negative as < 0
for attractive interactions. The transverse trapping fre-
quency in the plane r⊥ = [y, z]T is ω⊥.

For extreme transverse confinement, where even mi-
croscopic collisions involve only the dimension x because
~ω⊥ by far exceeds all other energy scales, one obtains the
integrable Lieb-Liniger-MacGuire (LL) model [59, 60].
There, the set of all individual atomic momentum mag-
nitudes is conserved [55, 59, 61]. Hence, that model does
not capture essential features of the more common quasi-
1D setting, on which we focus here, in which transverse
dynamics is suppressed for the mean-field, but micro-
scopic atomic collisions do involve all three dimensions.
For example, the LL model cannot capture the widening
momentum distribution of a repulsive quasi-1D conden-
sate freely expanding in a wave guide, as in Ref. [62].

A more adequate quantum field model of quasi-1D con-
densates is provided by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ =

∫
dx

{
Ψ̂†(x)

[
− ~2

2m

∂2

∂x2

]
Ψ̂(x)

+
g̃1D

2
Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂(x)Ψ̂(x)

− g̃2

3
Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂(x)Ψ̂(x)Ψ̂(x)

}
, (1)

where g̃1D = U0/(2πσ
2
⊥) and g̃2 = U⊥/(3π

2σ4
⊥) from

U⊥ = 72 ln(4/3)
~3a2sπ

2

m2ω⊥
are effective one dimensional

interaction strengths, using a transverse width σ⊥ =√
~/(mω⊥). The self-focussing quintic term ∼ −g̃2 < 0

describes effective three-body collisions that arise when
integrating out transverse trap modes [36–38] and en-
ables dynamically evolving momentum magnitude distri-
butions by breaking the integrability of the case g̃2 = 0.

From Eq. (1), one can derive the TWA equations of

motion [44, 47] for the stochastic field φW (x, t) as:

i
∂

∂t
φW =

[
− 1

2

∂2

∂x2
+ g1D(|φW |2 − δc)

−q2

(
|φW |4 − 2|φW |2δc + δ2

c

)]
φW ,

(2)

We now use dimensionless variables, by rescaling φW →
φW
√
D, x→ x/D, t→ t/T , where D=σ⊥ and T = ω−1

⊥ .
The dimensionless interaction constants then take the
form: g1D = 2as/σ⊥ and q2 = 24 ln[ 4

3 ]a2
s/σ

2
⊥. In Eq. (2),

δc = δc(x, x) is based on a restricted basis commutator
[63, 64], which scales as δc ∼ fcutdx

−1, where dx is the
grid spacing and fcut the fraction of Fourier space to
which we are adding noise. We choose fcut = 1/2, to be
able to check for aliasing. The TWA method becomes
stochastic through the initial state

φW (x, 0) = φ0(x) +
1√
2
ζ(x), (3)

where φ0(x) is the initial mean field wavefunction and
ζ(x) is a complex Gaussian distributed random function
with correlations ζ(x)ζ(x′)=0 and ζ∗(x)ζ(x′) = δc(x, x

′)
=
∑
` u`(x)u∗` (x

′) [65]. The index ` numbers a plane

wave basis u` = eik`x/
√
V with normalisation volume V.

The overline denotes the stochastic average, which is used
to sample quantum correlations, such as 〈Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂(x′)〉 =
φ∗W (x)φW (x′)− δc(x, x′)/2 [66].
Solitons with quintic nonlinearity: Keeping the quintic
term in (2) but skipping commutators and initial quan-
tum noise ζ in (3), we reach the quintic Gross-Pitaevskii-
equation (GPE) describing the mean-field. Its solitons
and their collisions are discussed in [67–73]. The soliton
mean-field wavefunction is

φ(x) =

(
3

4q2

)1/4
√

−4µ√
g2 − 4µ cosh(2

√
−2µx) + g

, (4)

using g = −g1D

√
3/q2/2. The chemical potential µ < 0

fixes the atom number per soliton Nsol [67], and in the
limit q2 → 0, Eq. (4) reduces to the usual sech shape.

To study collisions in the mean-field, one starts with a
soliton pair on collision course, separated by d0,

φ0(x) = L(x)eikx + eiϕR(x)e−ikx, (5)

with left and right soliton modes L(x) = φ(x − d0/2),
R(x) = φ(x + d0/2), k the initial wave number of the
moving soliton and ϕ the initial relative phase. Colli-
sions usually appear attractive for ϕ = 0 and repulsive
for ϕ = π, as for solitons in the basic cubic model [74, 75].
Features that emerge exclusively for q2 6= 0 are symme-
try breaking in collisions for 0 < ϕ < π and mergers of
two solitons for slow collisions [67]. Symmetry breaking
allows the growth of one soliton at the expense of the
other, changing its internal energy and thus represent-
ing inelastic collisions. Inelastic soliton collisions due to
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a cubic-quintic nonlinearity have also been extensively
studied in non-linear optics [76–81].

We now include quantum correlations beyond the
mean-field, using the TWA for parameters close to recent
experiments [24], with Nsol = 28000, g1D = −2.53×10−5

and q2 = 1.10 × 10−9 = q̄2, unless otherwise indi-
cated, corresponding to a scattering length as = −0.030
nm and ω⊥/(2π) = 254 Hz, such that our length and
timescales are D = 2.38 µm and T = 0.62 ms. Since
a single stochastic trajectory of (2) is found from a
solution of the GPE with initial noise (3), quantum
field results can be understood from mean-field dynam-
ics discussed in Ref. [67], if we consider stochastic ini-
tial conditions. The added noise ζ(x) randomizes the
initial relative phases ϕ, initial velocities v = ~k/m
(~ = m = 1) and individual atom numbers nL,R,

e.g. nL(0) =
∫ 0

−∞ dx
[
|φW (x, 0)|2 − δc(x, x)/2

]
. While

the noise is weak enough that nL ≈ nR ≈ Nsol, the num-
ber fluctuations around this value later cause large phase-
fluctuations through phase-diffusion [82] leading to frag-
mentation [83, 84]. We focus on collisions of fragmented
solitons, such that despite ϕ = 0 initially, relative phases
at the moment of collision are essentially random.

A representative single trajectory for two colliding soli-
tons is shown in Fig. 1 (b), obtained from a numerical so-
lution of (2) using the high-level language XMDS [85, 86].
The relative phase here at the collision is ϕ ≈ 0.68π caus-
ing the transfer of 2a ≈ 6598 atoms from the left to the
right soliton. Relating ϕ and the half number difference
a = (nR − nL)/2 is nontrivial [67, 87]. The heavier soli-
ton subsequently moves slower than the light one, due
to momentum conservation, see Fig. 1 (b). A distracting
consequence of the initial noise is the randomization of
soliton velocities, causing slight variations of the collision
time tcoll and collision point. This represents the diffu-
sion of soliton centres of mass (COM) [88, 89], which we
remove from the simulations as discussed in the SI.
Beyond mean-field collisions: For our trajectory aver-
ages, we wish to concentrate on binary collisions in the
two-mode regime, and remove multi-mode effects such as
the excitation of breathers at larger a, and soliton merg-
ers at the largest a [67]. To this end, trajectories in our
stochastic average are dynamically filtered: If the differ-
ence of the atom number on the left and right side of the
numerical grid exceeds a moderate population imbalance
2a = |nL−nR| > Acut, indicating a likely merger, trajec-
tories are discarded from that time onwards, such that
the resultant ensemble only contains twin soliton final
states.

We then find the mean atomic density n(x) =
〈Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂(x)〉 = |φW (x)|2 − δc(x, x)/2 from an average
over initially Ntraj = 20000 individual trajectories similar
to the one in Fig. 1 (b) and show the result in Fig. 2 (a).
We also sample the probability distribution P (a) of the
relative atom number 2a in Fig. 2 (b), which is initially
(red line) Gaussian distributed P (a) ∼ exp [−a2/(2σ2

a)]

FIG. 2: Beyond mean-field collision of fragmented soli-
tons with quintic interactions, generating entanglement. (a)

Square root of mean atomic density
√
n(x) to emphasize weak

features (black, zero; bright, high). Trajectories with a left-
right population imbalance exceeding Acut are dynamically
removed. (b) Relative atom number distribution P (a) before
collisions (red, dashed) and after collisions at tf = 1455 for
q2 = q̄2 (blue), q2 = q̄2/4 (magenta), q2 = q̄2 × 2 (black).
Dotted adjacent lines show the sampling error. (c) Adjusted
soliton CM position uncertainty ∆[xR−xL− d̄(a)] (lines with
◦) compared to ∆Σx (solid lines) for the different values of
q2 in the same colors as used in (b). The horizontal cyan

dashed line shows the width ξ ≈ (2|µ|)−1/2 of a single soli-
ton. The inset shows the mean separation d̄ at fixed a (black
solid) and expectation from Eq. (9) (red dashed) at t = 1200.
(d) Joint momentum uncertainty ∆[pR + pL] (lines with ◦)
compared to ∆Σp (solid lines). Dotted lines near solid lines
indicate the sampling error. We use Acut = (1, 5, 10) × 103

for q2/q̄2 = (2, 1, 1/4) respectively.

due to addition of vacuum noise ζ(x) in Eq. (3), with
σa ≈

√
2Nsol, as expected for two initial coherent state

solitons. Since relative phases ϕ at the moment of col-
lision are random and most ϕ cause atom transfer be-
tween the solitons [90], the post collision number differ-
ence distribution P (a) (blue and pink lines) can be much
wider than the initial one. We explain in Ref. [90] why
the widening is much enhanced after soliton fragmen-
tation, compared to before, and why the post-collision
width does not depend monotonically on the quintic non-
linearity q2. Here we focus on the consequences of the
underlying atom transfer, inspecting post-fragmentation
collisions only.

Due to momentum conservation, a soliton that has
gained atoms at the expense of the other during the col-
lision, must move more slowly afterwards. The resultant
link of the atom-number in a soliton and its velocity then
gives rise to an increase of the soliton momentum uncer-
tainty in the ensemble, which finally converts into a posi-
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tion uncertainty in the ensemble, as evident by a blurring
of the mean atomic density after tcoll in Fig. 2 (a). The
atom transfer causing this requires effective three-body
interactions: For q2 = 0 the number distribution P (a) is
conserved during collision, as enforced by the integrabil-
ity of the GPE [90, 91], consequently the density blurring
in panel (a) is absent. This reflects that also for the pure
1D quantum field theory [92], there is no atom-transfer
between solitons [93], since the rapidity distribution is
conserved [55, 59, 61].
Hyper-entanglement generation: We now show that inte-
grability breaking opens the door for hyper-entanglement
generation between colliding bright solitons. This is in
line with other observations in spin-systems that indi-
cate stronger entanglement generation in non-integrable
systems, see e.g. [94, 95]. Since the model (1) is uni-
tary, atom transfer between solitons during the collision
is quantum coherent. Schematically, the post collision
many-body state |Ψpc 〉 can then be written as

|Ψpc 〉 =
∑
a

ca|n(a)L, v(a)L 〉L ⊗ |n(a)R, v(a)R 〉R, (6)

where |n, v 〉 denotes a bound state of n atoms forming a
soliton and moving with velocity v, and n(a)L = Nsol−a,
n(a)R = Nsol + a. Subscripts L/R below the ket distin-
guish the left and right soliton. The coefficients ca ∈ C
are set by the dynamics of the collision and the initial
state. Since the TWA does not provide a many-body
quantum state directly, we discuss in the following how
averages and single trajectories all support that a state
of the structure (6) arises in the simulation.

The initial state is a separable product of the two co-
herent states for the solitons, and for a separable state
the total number N and the relative number 2a have the
same variance [96]. Collisions conserve the total number
and its variance, while we see in Fig. 2 (b) that the vari-
ance of the relative number significantly increases. Thus
the pure post-collision state describing atom numbers can
no longer be separable [54].

To demonstrate the conversion of number entangle-
ment into momentum entanglement, we use that sepa-
rable pure states of two solitons must fulfill

∆[pR + pL] =
√

∆[pR]2 + ∆[pL]2 ≡ ∆Σp, (7)

as shown in the SI. Here, ∆[o] is the uncertainty
(standard deviation) of observable o, and pL(t) =∫ 0

−∞ dp[|φ̃W (p, t)|2 − δ̃c(p, p)/2]p and the corresponding
quantities for the right soliton, are the centre-of-mass
(CM) soliton momentum based on the momentum space
wavefunction φ̃W (p) and the restricted basis commuta-
tor in momentum space δ̃c(p, p). We show the joint un-
certainty ∆[pR + pL] compared with ∆Σp in Fig. 2 (d),
demonstrating that Eq. (7) is violated for all three cases,
hence the momentum state cannot be separable. Since
solitons have become entangled in number and momen-
tum, they are hyper-entangled.

Key to the further structure of Eq. (6) is that one
can infer both soliton’s velocity and then position as a
function of relative atom number a from energy and mo-
mentum conservation, including internal soliton energy
but neglecting changes in the mode-shape and the ini-
tial number uncertainty. The right soliton moves with
dimensionless velocity [96].

|v(a)R| =
√
a−Nsol

√
a2m(χ+ 2ηNsol)− p2

0Nsol

σ⊥ω m
√
aNsol +N2

sol

, (8)

where χ (η) parametrise the cubic (quintic) nonlinear
energy [97]. The left velocity is |v(a)L| = |v(a)R|(Nsol +
a)/(Nsol − a). These allow us to predict the expected
position of each soliton at time t as

x̄L/R(a, t) = x̄0L/R(a) + (t− tcoll)v(a)L/R, (9)

and from that their separation d̄(a) = x̄R − x̄L. One
can infer tcoll = 712.5 and x̄0L/R(a) = ±dmin(a)/2, with
minimal distance dmin(a) from ensemble averages.

We then show in Fig. 2 (c) cases where

∆[xR − xL − d̄(a)] <
√

∆[xR]2 + ∆[xL]2 ≡ ∆Σx, (10)

using xL(t) =
∫ 0

−∞ dx[|φW (x, t)|2 − δc(x, x)/2]x, the
stochastic variable representing the CM position of the
left soliton within each trajectory, similarly for R. The
sampled distribution of d̄ as a function of a, and the ex-
pected values based on Eq. (9) are shown in the inset.
Residual deviations from Eq. (9) (Eq. (8)) are likely due
to the excitation of breathing modes. The figure shows
that knowing the position of one soliton and the rela-
tive number, we can infer each solitons position better
than their overall uncertainty for two cases. For qc = 2q̄
this is not possible, since the number distribution has not
widened sufficiently.

Further information that can contribute to the charac-
terisation of the state (6) are density-density correlations

g(2)(x, x′) =
G(2)(x, x′)

n(x)n(x′)
=
〈Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂†(x′)Ψ̂(x′)Ψ̂(x)〉
〈Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂(x)〉〈Ψ̂†(x′)Ψ̂(x′)〉

.

(11)
The numerator G(2)(x, x′) will only be nonzero for two
locations x, x′ where atoms are simultaneously present
and is sampled according to the TWA prescription as

G(2)(x, x′) = φ∗W (x′)φ∗W (x)φW (x′)φW (x)

− 1

2
φ∗W (x)φW (x) δc(x

′, x′)− 1

2
φ∗W (x′)φW (x′) δc(x, x)

− 1

2
φ∗W (x′)φW (x) δc(x

′, x)− 1

2
φ∗W (x)φW (x′) δc(x, x

′)

+
1

4
δc(x, x) δc(x

′, x′) +
1

4
δc(x, x

′) δc(x
′, x). (12)

Then, g(2)(x, x′) is related to the conditional probability
to find an atom at x′ if one was detected at x. In Fig. 3
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FIG. 3: Post collision density-density correlations (a) with-

out normalisation G(2) and (b) with normalisation g(2) at
t∗ = tf , for the case with q2 = q̄2 shown in Fig. 2. We
show the blue parametric line (x, x′) = (x̄R(a, t∗), x̄L(a, t∗))
of expected soliton positions in the state (6) as a function of
a ∈ [−2400, 2400], an interval matching the width of the dis-
tribution in Fig. 2 (b). Insets in both panels show correlations
tracing along the blue line.

we show the normalized [g(2)] and unnormalised [G(2)]
correlations at the time tf indicated by the white-dotted
line in Fig. 2 (a). Superimposed in blue is the parametric
line (x, x′)=(x̄R(a, t∗), x̄L(a, t∗)) indicating at which po-
sitions the soliton centres are expected in the state (6),
for the range of transferred atom number 2a populated
in Fig. 2 (b), with velocities from Eq. (8). It traces the
peak region of G(2)(x, x′) well, thus confirming the soli-
ton velocities (8) underlying the state (6). For most of
those positions we also find correlations g(2) > 1, indi-
cating atom bunching. While Eq. (6) and the subsequent
discussion are based on a two-body picture, treating each
soliton as a composite object with one internal quantum
number (the atom number), we actually model a con-
tinuous atomic field describing N = 2Nsol atoms. From
Fig. 3 (a), we can infer that this field describes a quan-
tum state in which those N atoms are mesoscopically en-
tangled, residing always in either of two solitons, which
are themselves delocalised over a space larger than their
width, see cyan line in Fig. 2 (c).

Without removing mergers we obtain the correlations
shown in Fig. 4 (a), which contain the same features as
Fig. 3, but also additional signatures at coordinates not
matching binary soliton collisions described by Eq. (9).
Deviations can occur due to the excitation of breath-
ing modes, which modifies the energy conservation rela-
tion. Inspection of single trajectories indicates that these
are responsible for the features at x < 40, x′ < −40 in
Fig. 3 (b) and Fig. 4 (a). Even more extreme deviations
can be traced back to mergers and radiation from merg-
ers in Fig. 4. Fig. 4 (b) shows the number of trajectories
Nm that are discarded as a function of time when remov-
ing mergers, amounting to about 39% of trajectories at

the end.

FIG. 4: (a) Signature of mergers in post collision density-
density correlations, for the same scenario as in Fig. 3 (b). (b)
The number Nm of discarded trajectories in Fig. 3 that do not
pass the criterion |nL−nR| > 5000 as a function of time, with
a final number Nmax

m ≈ 7939 of discarded trajectories.

Density-density correlations in Bose-Einstein conden-
sates can now be measured to high precision, and we have
shown that these can contain a wealth of information af-
ter soliton collisions. Correlations involving mergers ap-
pear at different coordinates x, x′ than binary collisions,
and those regions can provide insight on intra-merger dy-
namics such as breathing and local entanglement [54].

The TWA method employed here has a good track
record in capturing the generation of entanglement [48,
98] and correlations [49, 50]. However, it remains approx-
imate, while the complex many-body state (6) discov-
ered here strongly motivates a future approximation free,
many-mode, many-body quantum field method like the
Positive-P [99, 100] and Gauge-P representations [101],
that so far suffer from limited simulation times.

Conclusions and Outlook: Sampling density-density cor-
relations and joint variances of soliton position and mo-
mentum from stochastic quantum field theory, we have
provided evidence for the generation of a hyper-entangled
state in momentum and atom-number, during condensate
soliton collisions in non-integrable scenarios. This relied
on the simulation modelling pure states only. Hyper-
entanglement generation requires atom transfer between
solitons during the collision, enabled by effective three-
body collisions that are present naturally in quasi-1D
traps [36–38]. Atom transfer may thus serve as an ex-
perimental handle to explore these interactions.

The state found in simulations here describes hyper-
entanglement in two continuous variables, calling for
the development of new entanglement criteria beyond
e.g. [102] and advances in the definition of identical par-
ticle entanglement [103]. While the entanglement in soli-
ton positions and momenta shown here does not yet
violate Heisenberg limits [104, 105] and could thus be
mimicked classically, the underlying many-body state
for many-atoms is clearly mesocopically entangled as
in [106, 107], which could ultimately be demonstrated



6

through interference fringes in centre of mass wavefunc-
tions [107, 108]. Fine tuning collisions dynamics could
even lead to a hyperentangled version of the kinematic
state in the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen paradox [1], with
additional features from many-body physics and number
entanglement.

Finally, the excessively repulsive appearance of soliton
collisions in experiments [20, 22–24] remains unsatisfacto-
rily explained [109, 110]. The complex nature of collision
dynamics unravelled here might be a key to resolve that.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Single collision trajectories: In addition to the single
TWA trajectory of Fig. 1(b) in the main article, we show
four more trajectories in Fig. 5. The outgoing velocity
is compared in detail with the prediction of Eq. (8) of
the main text, for which we extract the transferred atom
number a from the individual TWA trajectory.

FIG. 5: Additional single trajectories from TWA simula-
tions along with the expected post-collisional velocities. (a-d)
show the square root of the total stochastic density |φW (x, t)|2
(black, zero; bright, high). Superimposed as a blue solid line
is the expected trajectory x̄L(t − tc) where tc is the starting
point of blue line for the left soliton, with v(a)L using Eq. (8)
of the main text. The white dotted horizontal line marks x=0
as a guide to the eye.

Removing quantum noise on soliton velocities: The ve-

locity v0 intended for the soliton initially, will be slightly
changed due to the noise addition in the initial state of
TWA trajectories, and becomes v0+v′ with small v′ caus-
ing the post collisional trajectories of soliton centres of
mass (COM) diffusive [88, 89]. However for an analysis
of soliton collisions in TWA can be distracting for some
parameters, differing from those in the main article, in
which case COM diffusion can be removed from simula-
tions as follows.

To remove quantum noise on soliton velocities, we cal-
culate the local velocity from the stochastic wavefunction

v(x) =
φ∗W∇φW

|φ2
W |

where |φ2
W | exceeds some density cut-

off. We then integrate the function v(x) over the soliton-
mode profile L(x) to find v̄ =

∫∞
−∞ dx v(x) |L(x)|2, to

re-adjust the soliton velocity by multiplying its stochas-
tic wavefunction by exp [i(v0 − v̄)x]. Separately apply-
ing the procedure to both solitons yields a clear collision
point in TWA simulations. Fig. 6 is an example picked to
highlight the utility of velocity adjustment. In contrast,
for parameters in the main article which are guided by
experiments, the difference is much less severe.

FIG. 6: Mean atomic density n(x) = 〈Ψ̂†(x)Ψ̂(x)〉 of collid-
ing solitons of a TWA simulation averaging over Ntraj = 100
(black, zero; bright, high) with d0 = 140, vini = 0.01 for
Nsol = 1000, g1D = −2.3× 10−4, q2 = 9.6× 10−8 correspond-
ing to a scattering length as = −0.15 nm and ω⊥/(2π) = 800
Hz. (a) Without removing quantum noise on the velocity, the
collision point is not clearly visible in the average. (b) With
adjusting each solitons velocity to the target one, they collide
at tcoll = 5000 with a clear collision moment shown by the
white-dotted line.

Number statistics for a separable two-mode state: Con-
sider the most general pure, separable two-mode state:

|ψ〉 =

∞∑
n=0

cn|n〉 ⊗
∞∑
m=0

dm|m〉 =

∞∑
n,m

cndm|n m〉. (13)

We define the total- and relative number operators

N̂ = ĉ†ĉ+ d̂†d̂ = N̂L + N̂R (14)

2â = ĉ†ĉ− d̂†d̂ = N̂L − N̂R (15)
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The variance of the total number ∆N2 is then:

∆N2 = 〈N̂2〉 − 〈N̂〉2 (16)

= 〈N̂2
L〉 − 〈N̂L〉2 + 〈N̂2

R〉 − 〈N̂R〉2

+ 2(〈N̂LN̂R〉 − 〈N̂L〉〈N̂R〉)

= ∆NL
2 + ∆NR

2, (17)

since 〈N̂LN̂R〉 = 〈N̂L〉〈N̂R〉 for the state (13).
Similarly for the variance of (half of) the relative num-

ber ∆a2, we have

∆a2 = 〈â2〉 − 〈â〉2 = (18)

1

4

[
〈N̂2

L〉 − 〈N̂L〉2 + 〈N̂2
R〉 − 〈N̂R〉2

− 2(〈N̂LN̂R〉 − 〈N̂L〉〈N̂R〉)
]

=
1

4

[
∆NL

2 + ∆NR
2
]
. (19)

We have thus shown that ∆N2 = 4∆a2 for a state
(13), thus 4∆a2 > ∆N2 indicates entanglement for pure
states. In our separable initial state ∆N2 = 4∆a2 is ful-
filled, thus any significant widening of the distribution
for a as shown in Fig. 2(b) of the main text indicates
entanglement generation for pure states.
Position and momentum variances for a separable pure
state of two particles: The situation is quite similar for
the spatial degrees of freedom for the most general sepa-
rable pure state of two particles

ψ(xR, xL) = φ(xR)ϕ(xL) (20)

The variance of the momentum sum is then

∆(pR + pL)
2

= 〈(pR + pL)2〉 − 〈(pR + pL)〉2 (21)

= ∆p2
R + ∆p2

L

+ 2(〈pRpL〉 − 〈pR〉〈pL〉) = ∆p2
R + ∆p2

L,

while the variance of the position difference, ∆(xR−xL)2

∆(xR − xL)
2

= 〈(xR − xL)2〉 − 〈(xR − xL)〉2 (22)

= ∆x2
R + ∆x2

L

− 2(〈xRxL〉 − 〈xR〉〈xL〉) = ∆x2
R + ∆x2

L.

Thus whenever either

∆(pR + pL) <
√

∆[pR]2 + ∆[pL]2 ≡ ∆Σp

or ∆(xR − xL) <
√

∆[xR]2 + ∆[xL]2 ≡ ∆Σx, a pure
state is entangled.
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