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We investigate the formation of self-bound quantum droplets in a one-dimensional binary mixture of bosonic
atoms, applying the method of numerical diagonalization of the full Hamiltonian. The excitation spectra and
ground-state pair correlations signal the formation of a few-boson droplet when crossing the region of critical
inter-species interactions. The self-binding affects the rotational excitations, displaying a change in the energy
dispersion from negative curvature, associated with superfluidity in the many-body limit, to a nearly parabolic
curvature indicative of rigid body rotation. We exploit two global symmetries of the system to further analyze
the few-body modes in terms of transition matrix elements and breathing mode dynamics. The exact results are
compared to the usual ad-hoc inclusion of higher-order contributions in the extended Gross-Pitaevskii equation,
showing a remarkable agreement between the few-body regime and the thermodynamic limit in one dimension.

I. INTRODUCTION

Beyond mean-field (BMF) effects in ultra-cold atomic
gases have long been suggested as the origin of self-bound
complexes of bosons, fermions or even boson-fermion mix-
tures [1–3]. While BMF corrections originating from three-
body effects or quantum fluctuations are typically small, they
may play a significant role in weakly interacting binary Bose
gases, where different competing mean-field (MF) contribu-
tions to the energy may be tuned to almost cancel each other.
As a result small BMF corrections, such as the Lee-Huang-
Yang (LHY) quantum fluctuations [4], become consequential
to the state of the system and may lead to the formation of a
dilute bosonic droplet [5, 6] due to differences in scaling with
density. Albeit initially predicted for binary bosonic gases,
the first observations of such quantum fluctuation-stabilized
droplets came from experiments on dipolar condensates [7–
11]. There, the stabilization through quantum fluctuations
in a rather similar scenario leads to the formation of spa-
tially elongated self-bound droplets and droplet crystals with
shapes governed by the dipolar magnetostriction [12–15]. The
formation of filaments in analogy to a Rosensweig transi-
tion in a dipolar condensate [7] was also analyzed in Monte
Carlo simulations [16–18]. Soon after the discovery of dipo-
lar droplets, the original suggestion of self-bound droplets in
binary gases [5] was confirmed by two independent observa-
tions in mixtures of potassium atoms in different hyperfine
states [19–21], and followed-up by experimental studies also
on hetero-nuclear mixtures [22, 23] reporting an increase
in droplet lifetimes. Although the extended Gross-Pitaevskii
(eGP) approach incorporates BMF quantum fluctuation con-
tributions in a somewhat ad-hoc manner, it describes many
of the experimental findings rather well (see, e.g., Refs. [12–
15, 24–30] or the reviews [31, 32]). In three dimensions, de-
viations of critical atom numbers for droplet formation be-
tween theory and experiment were attributed to an effective
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finite-range interaction through diffusion Monte-Carlo calcu-
lations [33].

In low-dimensional systems, quantum fluctuations are en-
hanced leading to droplet formation and stabilization for
wider parameter ranges, and independent of atom number
[6, 34–39]. References [40–42] addressed the effects of a
cross-over to lower dimensions on the LHY-contributions.
The properties of the droplet phase eGP ground state (GS)
and low-lying modes in one (or quasi-one) dimension (1D)
were investigated in [43–45], mapping out the collective
modes across the homogeneous-to-droplet [45] and droplet-
to-soliton transition [43]. Thermal instabilities have also been
addressed [38, 46]. Corrections in 1D beyond LHY were
discussed in Ref. [47], and alternative functionals based on
1D as well as 3D quantum Monte Carlo solutions were sug-
gested [33, 48, 49]. Low dimensionality is generally favor-
able for exact approaches, as exemplified long ago by the
well known exact Lieb-Liniger model [50, 51] for a repul-
sive 1D single-component Bose gas. Previous studies have
applied quantum Monte Carlo techniques [37, 52], the Bose
Hubbard model [53, 54], and an effective quantum field the-
ory [55]. Additionally, the bosonic multi-configurational
time-dependent Hartree approach has been applied to study
droplet dynamics [39].

Experimental realizations of self-bound boson droplet
states have so far been restricted to systems of at least several
dozen or hundreds of atoms. For fermionic systems, however,
a new generation of micro-traps has enabled the realization of
few-body states [56–58]. For such systems quantum tunneling
processes [59] allow single-atom control, leading to observa-
tions of novel and strongly correlated few-body phases [60]
and making the study of complex many-body phenomena ac-
cessible to a bottom-up approach [61, 62]. In theoretical work,
excitations of such few-fermion systems [63, 64] have been
interpreted as precursors of Higgs-Anderson (HA)-like ampli-
tude modes [65, 66] signaling the transition from a normal to a
paired phase [67–69]. With this progress in mind, we here in-
vestigate the few- to many-body aspects of droplet formation
in a 1D binary system of bosons. Applying an importance-
truncated configuration interaction approach, we report nu-
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merically exact solutions for the ground state and low-lying
excitations of a few-boson system, uncovering the emergence
of collective modes across criticality.

This work is organized as follows. Section II defines the
Hamiltonian on a ring for the bosonic system. The eGP ap-
proach is also briefly recalled. Section III provides the nu-
merically exact few-body spectra and pair correlations for a
system of in total eight bosons, and compares the few-body
results with the eGP approach. Further evidence for the tran-
sition to a localized state is provided by the rotational spectra
discussed in Sec. IV and a discussion of dynamical properties
in Sec. V. A summary is given in Sec. VI along with future
perspectives.

II. MODEL

We consider a binary bosonic mixture with components of
equal mass M , such as the hyperfine states of 39K, as in
Refs. [19–21]. The components, labeled σ ∈ {A,B}, in-
teract via the usual contact interactions with effective intra-
species (gAA, gBB) and inter-species (gAB) strength param-
eters. We impose the constraints of equal atom numbers
(NA = NB = N/2) and equal intra-species interactions
(gAA = gBB = g). Confining the system to a 1D ring of
radius R, the Hamiltonian reads

Ĥ =
∑
σ,m

m2

2
â†σ,mâσ,m

+
1

2

∑
σ,σ′

m1,m2,k

gσσ′

2π
â†σ,m1+kâ

†
σ′,m2−kâσ′,m1 âσ,m2 .

(1)

Here setting ~ = M = R = 1 defines the dimensionless units
used throughout this work. The operators â†σ,m(âσ,m) create
(annihilate) a boson of species σ in the single-particle angu-
lar momentum eigenstate φm(θ) = 1√

2π
eimθ, where θ is the

azimuthal position on the ring and m is the integer one-body
angular momentum quantum number. In the limit of small
N direct diagonalization of the Hamiltonian Eq. (1) becomes
feasible, giving access to numerically exact solutions.

Previous studies have used exact diagonalization methods
to investigate the formation of solitons in a single-component
attractive BEC for several hundred particles [70–72]. In these
cases the low lying excitation spectra could be captured by a
one-body basis with only three [71, 72] or five [70] single-
particle states. In the case considered here, i.e., in the regime
of droplet formation of a binary few-boson mixture described
by Eq. (1) we found that the considered states have compar-
atively large interaction energy contributions and are highly
correlated, requiring the single-particle angular momentum
cut-off to be large. We found |m| ≤ mmax = 60 to be ade-
quate for the interaction strengths and particle numbers con-
sidered in this work. The resulting one-body basis of size
121 yields a Hilbert space that is prohibitively large for any
naive direct diagonalization of the many-body Hamiltonian.
This holds even when realizing its block-diagonal structure
due to conserved total angular momentum L. A remedy to

this problem is that for a given low-lying energy eigenstate
within one of these blocks, only a relatively small subset of
all many-body basis states has a non-negligible contribution
to the exact solution. The dimension of the relevant Hilbert
space for a specific target eigenstate can thus be greatly re-
duced. To identify the relevant elements of the Hilbert space
for each desired energy state we employ a so called impor-
tance truncated configuration interaction (ITCI) method [73].
The exact Hamiltonian Eq. (1) is diagonalized in a subspace
of the Hilbert space to which many-body basis states are it-
eratively added. The condition to include a many-body ba-
sis state is that the magnitude of its overlap with a perturba-
tive expansion of the considered energy eigenstate is greater
than or equal to some predefined threshold. For the systems in
this work, a threshold of 10−5 is considered adequate. In this
way the description is successively expanded, acquiring an in-
creasingly accurate truncation of the Hilbert space tailored to
the Hamiltonian Eq. (1) and to the desired energy eigenstate
or small set of eigenstates. Details of the construction of the
Hilbert spaces in which the exact diagonalization is performed
along with all relevant convergence parameters can be found
in Appendix A. A list of selected ground-state and excitation
energies is also provided.

Where possible we draw comparisons between the exact
and BMF results, with the aim of characterizing the few- to
many-body transition in the homogeneous-to-droplet cross-
over region. For a binary system with components of equal
atom numbers and equal intra-species interactions the eGP
equation reads

µΨ =− 1

2

∂2Ψ

∂θ2
+
N

2
(g + gAB) |Ψ|2 Ψ

−
√
N

π23/2
[(g + gAB)3/2 + (g − gAB)3/2] |Ψ|Ψ

(2)

where µ is the chemical potential, and the normalization con-
dition for the order parameter

∫
|Ψ(θ)|2dθ = 1 applies. A

trivial solution to Eq. (2) is the homogeneous solution Ψ0,
however this solution is not always stable. Specifically, ener-
getic and dynamic instability occurs for Ψ0 when

0 > −
√
N

8π3/2

[
(g + gAB)3/2 + (g − gAB)3/2

]
+
N

2π

(g + gAB)

2
+

1

4
,

(3)

defining the phase boundary between the homogeneous and
localized phases. (See Appendix B for a derivation of Eqs. (2)
and (3).)

III. FEW-BODY TRANSITION FROM A HOMOGENEOUS
TO A LOCALIZED STATE

Let us now investigate the exact ground state and low-lying
excitations of binary bosonic mixtures described by Eq. (1)
in the case of attractive inter-species interactions gAB < 0
and equal intra-species repulsion g = gAA = gBB > 0. This
choice of interaction strengths for the ITCI calculations is
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guided by BMF analysis (as detailed in Appendix B). The ex-
citation energy spectra for a system of N = 8 bosons with
fixed relative attraction gAB/g = −0.9 and variable intra-
species repulsion 0 ≤ g ≤ 2.5 are shown in Fig. 1. The spec-
tra for the N = 8 system with fixed g = 2 and variable gAB
are presented in Fig. 2. In both cases the excitation energies
are shown for the three lowest values of total angular momen-
tum, L = 0 (black), L = 1 (blue) and L = 2 (light blue).
The excitation energies are taken relative to the ground state,
which itself has total angular momentum L = 0. All states
were determined with the numerical accuracy of convergence
specified in Appendix A.

A noticeable feature of both excitation spectra is the dis-
tinct minimum in the lowest L = 0 excitation mode. Fur-
thermore, the gaps between the ground state and the lowest
rotational modes with L = 1 and L = 2, respectively, di-
minish upon increasing g as in Fig. 1, or −gAB , as in Fig. 2
which will be discussed further in Sec. IV. Interestingly, the
low-lying excitations bear the typical signatures of a broken
symmetry in the ground state when passing through a certain
critical range of interaction strengths. In particular, the for-
mation of a Higgs-Anderson (HA) -like gapped mode (such
as the lowest L = 0 mode of Fig. 1) has been seen in other
cases of symmetry breaking, for example in soliton formation
in a BEC [70] or the BEC to supersolid phase transition [74],
as well as in the formation of paired fermions in the few- to
many-body regime [63, 64, 68]. Here the formation of the
broken symmetry state, manifesting as an excitation energy
minimum, requires a sufficiently large interaction energy con-
tribution (for fixed ratio gAB/g), see Fig. 1. However, a large
interaction energy contribution alone (e.g., g = 2) is not suf-
ficient, the inter-species attraction must also be sufficiently
large, see Fig. 2.

The few-body ground state solutions obtained by direct
diagonalization of Eq. (1) necessarily preserve the Hamilto-
nian’s azimuthal symmetry. To further analyze the formation
of a bound state hidden in the internal structure of the full
eigenstate |Ψ〉we must turn to correlation functions. By fixing
the position, θ′, of a single particle of species σ′ and calculat-
ing the probability distribution of all other particles of species
σ with respect to the fixed position, the pair correlations

ρ
(2)
σσ′(θ, θ

′) =
∑

m,n,k,l

φ∗m(θ)φ∗n(θ′)φk(θ′)φl(θ)

× 〈Ψ|â†σ,mâ
†
σ′,nâσ′,kâσ,l|Ψ〉

(4)

map out the internal structure of the quantum state. We
note that ρ(2)

tot = ρ
(2)
AA + ρ

(2)
BA = ρ

(2)
BB + ρ

(2)
AB for symmet-

ric components A and B with the normalization condition∫
ρ

(2)
σσ′(θ, θ′)dθ = Nσ − δσσ′ .

Let us now investigate the L = 0 ground state. Figure 3
(left panel) shows the phase diagram for a system of N = 8
bosons. The colored dots along the vertical line g = 2 in-
dicate representative values of gAB . For each of these sets
of interaction parameters the corresponding ground state pair
correlations are shown in the same color in the right panel.
Beginning with the weakly attractive inter-species interaction
marked by the yellow dot we see that the associated pair cor-

FIG. 1. Low lying excitation energies, Ei − E0, for states with to-
tal angular momentum L = 0 (black), L = 1 (blue), and L = 2
(light blue) for a system of N = 8 particles with gAB = −0.9g
corresponding to the red dashed path through the phase diagram
Fig. 3. The asterisk (with the black vertical line to guide the eye)
marks the intersection of gAB = −0.9g with the BMF phase bound-
ary. The spectra contains degenerate energy levels (crossings) as well
as avoided crossings. A more detailed analysis of the excited states
is presented in Sec. V. The points that have been calculated are in-
dicated by circular markers and the joining lines are provided as a
visual aid.

FIG. 2. Excitation spectra as in Fig. 1 but for fixed g = 2 and vari-
able gAB , corresponding to the blue dashed path through the phase
diagram of Fig. 3.
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relation for the ground state (also in yellow) has a small indent
at the location of the fixed particle (θ′ = 0). Here, the inter-
species attraction cannot compensate for the repulsion of the
atoms of the same species. As the strength of the inter-species
attraction increases a peak begins to form at the position of the
fixed particle. The peak becomes more pronounced with in-
creasing inter-species attraction (see pair correlations plotted
in green and light-blue) showing the onset of localization. Be-
yond gAB . −1.6 the pair correlations indicate the formation
of a localized state (blue and dark-blue plots). While these
are exact few-body results, an analogy can be drawn to the
quantum liquid droplets previously observed for large particle
numbers [19, 20]. In one dimension such droplets form with a
repulsive mean-field interaction and are stabilized by the next-
order quantum correction, the LHY term, which in this case
is attractive [5, 6]. The phase boundary Eq. (3) derived from

FIG. 3. Transition from homogeneous to droplet states for N = 8.
Sets of interaction parameters are represented by colored dots, and
the corresponding pair correlations for the ground state with zero an-
gular momentum are shown in the right column. The reference par-
ticle’s position is θ′ = 0. The phase boundary Eq. (3) is plotted as a
dashed black curve in the left diagram. The red line (gAB = −0.9g)
identifies the path of parameters chosen in Fig. 1 and the blue line
(g = 2) identifies the path of parameters considered in Fig. 2. The
asterisks mark their intersection with the BMF phase boundary. The
background indicates the contrast (nmax−nmin

nmax+nmin
) of the eGP ground

state at each point in the phase diagram. nmax and nmin are the max-
imum and minimum values of the eGP ground state density respec-
tively. (The black area, g−gAB < 0, is outside the region of validity
of the eGPE, Eq. (2).)

the condition for energetic and dynamic stability of the ho-
mogeneous solution to the eGP equation (see Appendix B) is
plotted as a dashed black curve in Fig. 3. Below this curve
the homogeneous solution is unstable. This is the region of
droplet formation predicted by the BMF theory.

To further illustrate the presence of a phase transition we
plot the contrast (nmax − nmin)/(nmax + nmin) as calculated
from the maximum and minimum density, nmax and nmin, of
the numerical ground state solution of the eGP equation at
each point in the phase diagram. The consistency between the
ground state pair correlations of the exact results and the phase
transition predicted by the BMF theory is noteworthy. The
red and blue dashed lines denote gAB = −0.9g and g = 2.0,
respectively. The intersections of the BMF phase boundary
with these paths through the phase diagram are marked by
asterisks. These are the points of phase transition along the
respective paths as predicted by the BMF model. The asso-
ciated values of g and gAB are plotted as vertical black lines
in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 respectively for comparison with the ex-
act low-lying energy modes. In both spectra the minimum of
the lowest zero angular momentum mode approximately co-
incides with the BMF transition point. In fact these minima
signal the few-body precursor of a phase transition in the low
energy spectra. We note that the broad shallow minima seen in
Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 are indicative of the ambiguity of the precise
point of criticality in the few-body limit.

FIG. 4. Upper panel: Contour plot of the density neGP of the
numerical ground state solution of the eGP equation withN = 12 as
a function of g. Lower panel: The excitation energies of the lowest
L = 0 mode obtained with the ITCI approach for 4 ≤ N ≤ 12 (left
axis) and the contrast of the eGP ground state shown in the upper
panel (right axis) for N = 12.

The lowest zero angular momentum mode for various N
are shown in the lower panel of Fig. 4, together with the con-
trast of the eGP ground state (dashed line). The eGP ground
state density neGP is shown as a function of g for parameters
corresponding to N = 12 in the upper panel. With increas-
ing N the minimum of the exact few-body mode deepens, ac-
companied by a shift of the critical value to slightly smaller g,
approaching the point of transition in the BMF limit.
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IV. ROTATIONAL SPECTRA

We saw above how the internal structure of the exact ground
state not only manifests in the pair correlations but is also
reflected in the signatures of symmetry breaking seen in the
excitations of the system. An internally-broken spatial sym-
metry, of which the localization of particles into a bound
bosonic state on a ring is a particularly clear example, will
have a prominent effect on the rotational excitations and the
energy dispersion as a function of angular momentum (the so-
called “yrast” line), as is well known from nuclear structure
theory [75]. For the ring system studied here, total angular
momentum is conserved and we proceed to analyze the low-
lying excitation energies as functions of L. Due to the pe-
riodic boundary conditions the system satisfies Bloch’s the-
orem [76]. The energy spectra can thus be expressed as the
sum of a parabolic term L2/(2NMR2), corresponding to the
kinetic energy of a rigid body of mass NM rotating around
the circumference of the ring, and a term that is periodic in L
with periodicity L = N [76, 77]. Furthermore, the periodic

FIG. 5. Upper panel: Exact energy spectra (ground state and
six lowest excitations) as a function of total angular momentum
(L) for a system of N = 8 particles with g = 2 and gAB =
−0.2,−1.4,−1.8. Lower panel: Pair correlations for L = 0 ground
states. The total pair correlations ρ(2)tot are plotted in color, corre-
sponding to the scheme introduced in Fig. 3. The pair correlations
for the species of the fixed component atom, ρ(2)AA, are presented as
dashed lines. The pair correlations of the opposite species, ρ(2)BA, are
presented as solid lines.

component of the energy is symmetric about L = N/2 which
is a result of the invariance of the two-body interaction term of
Eq. (1) under the transformation m→ 1−m of all one-body

angular momentum quantum numbers. This transformation
maps many-body basis states with total angular momentum
L =

∑
nmn and energy E to states with total angular mo-

mentum L′ = N − L and energy E′ = E − L + N/2 [77].
The upper panel in Fig. 5 shows the total energy spectra for
one period in angular momentum for g = 2 and gAB = −0.2,
−1.4 and −1.8, corresponding to the yellow, green, and blue
points in the phase diagram of Fig. 3. The lower panel shows
the pair correlations for the L = 0 ground states with ρ(2)

tot in
color, ρ(2)

AA in dashed black and ρ(2)
BA in solid black lines.

A hallmark of superfluidity on a ring is persistent
dissipation-less flow. These states occur due to local minima
in the ground state energy at finite angular momenta [76, 78].
In the top left panel of Fig. 5 indeed one observes a very shal-
low local minimum in the yrast line at total angular momen-
tum L = 4. This negative yrast line curvature is indicative
of a few-body precursor of states supporting persistent cur-
rents. From the three plots in the upper panel of Fig. 5 one
can clearly see that increasing the inter-species attraction for
fixed intra-species repulsion drives a change in the yrast line
curvature, from superfluid-like (left) to an intermediate regime
(center) and finally to a nearly parabolic yrast line (right) that
is indicative of rigid-body rotation. (Such changes of the yrast
line have also been discussed in the context of supersolidity
in toroidally trapped dipolar condensates [79], asymmetric
ring condensates [80], ring-trapped droplet-superfluid com-
pounds [45, 81] and mixed bubbles in bosonic mixtures [82].)
The ground state pair correlations shown in the lower panel
for all three cases confirm the transition from a homogeneous
to a localized state.

Let us now revisit Fig. 1 in which we have plotted
the excitation energies in the range 0 ≤ g ≤ 2.5 for fixed
gAB/g = −0.9, i.e., along the red path through the phase dia-
gram of Fig. 3. As g increases into the droplet regime, the
lowest energy modes for total angular momentum L 6= 0
flatten and approach some constant energies, corresponding
to the rigid body rotation of the droplet indicated by the
parabolic yrast-line curvature. If one could neglect the ki-
netic energy cost of rotating the localized state around the
circumference of the ring, these modes would become de-
generate ground states. Indeed, the rotational modes scale as
∆E = L2/(2NMR2) and may be considered massless in
the thermodynamic limit. We therefore argue that the low-
est rotational modes of Fig. 1 may be interpreted as few-body
precursors of Goldstone modes [83]. Remarkably, the region
of steepest slope of these rotational modes and the minimum
of the lowest zero angular momentum mode approximately
coincide with the BMF prediction of the transition point.

V. DYNAMICAL PROPERTIES

We proceed to study the system dynamics in response to
modulations in the transition-driving parameters, i.e., gAA,
gBB and gAB . Such dynamics can be crucial for experi-
mentally observing excitation modes, as recently bared out
in Ref. [68] in the context of a few-fermion system. In this
section we restrict our analysis to interaction driven excita-
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tions from the many-body ground state with gAB = −0.9g
in the L = 0 subspace. A complete understanding of these
dynamics requires a detailed analysis of the ground state and
low lying energy eigenstates, in particular their behavior un-
der the transformations which define three global symmetries
of the system: interchange of distinguishable species, reflec-
tion of all one-body angular momenta i.e., m → −m, and
the continuous rotational symmetry of the ring. Let us con-
sider these transformations in more detail. Since we consider
equal intra-species interactions (gAA = gBB = g) and equal
atom numbers (NA = NB) the system has a global symme-
try corresponding to the interchange of the two distinguish-
able species. We may exchange all atoms of component A
for atoms of component B and all atoms of component B for
atoms of component A without altering the physical proper-
ties of the system. Two such exchanges of the species labels
must return any state to its original form. Therefore all non-
degenerate energy eigenstates are either symmetric or anti-
symmetric with respect to the interchange of the distinguish-
able species. The second global symmetry of the system is the
reflection of all one-body angular momentum quantum num-
bers m→ −m. Clearly two applications of the transforma-
tion returns any state to its original form. This transforma-
tion maps energy eigenstates with total angular momentum
L 6= 0 to degenerate energy eigenstates with total angular
momentum −L. However, for eigenstates with L = 0 no
such degeneracy is guaranteed. Therefore all non-degenerate
energy eigenstates with L = 0 must be either symmetric or
anti-symmetric with respect to reflection of all one-body an-
gular momenta (m-reflection). In addition to these two sym-
metries, the system has the continuous rotational symmetry
of the ring which ensures that every energy eigenstate has an
integer total angular momentum. A modulation of the interac-
tions strengths (gAA, gBB , gAB , or any combination of these)
preserves the total angular momentum L. Hence, systems in
the many-body ground state subject to a modulation of the in-
teraction parameters will remain in the L = 0 subspace. In
the spectra presented in Figs. 1 and 2 avoided energy cross-
ings are seen only between states with the same behavior with
respect to all three symmetries.

To illustrate these distinct symmetries we consider the low-
lying excitations in the limit of perturbatively week inter-
actions g = δg & 0. In the non-interacting case, when
g = gAB = 0, the homogeneous many-body ground state is
simply |Ψ(g=0)

0 〉 = |04〉A|04〉B with energy E0 = 0. The su-
perscripts here denote the occupation of four bosons in the
orbital m = 0 for each of the species A and B, respectively.
We see immediately that |Ψ(g=0)

0 〉 is symmetric with respect
to both species interchange and m-reflection. Furthermore, in
the absence of any ground-state crossings (see Figs. 1 and 2)
these symmetry properties of the ground-state persist for all
considered values of g. The excitations in the non-interacting
case are straightforwardly described in terms of momentum-
conserving particle excitations. In particular, the first L = 0
excited state has energy E1 = 1 and is four-fold degenerate,

with a space spanned e.g., by

|Ψ(g=0)
1a

〉 = |−11, 02, 11〉A|04〉B ,

|Ψ(g=0)
1b

〉 = |04〉A|−11, 02, 11〉B ,

|Ψ(g=0)
1c

〉 = |−11, 03〉A|03, 11〉B ,

|Ψ(g=0)
1d

〉 = |03, 11〉A|−11, 03〉B .

(5)

We see that a transition from e.g., |Ψ(g=0)
0 〉 to |Ψ(g=0)

1a
〉 is ac-

cessed via the intra-species interaction of species A with in-
teraction parameter gAA.

For perturbatively weak interaction strengths (g = δg & 0)
the degeneracy of the first excitation is lifted and, by nu-
merical diagonalization of the Hamiltonian Eq. (1) with
gAA = gBB = δg & 0 and gAB/δg = −0.9, we find states
with well-defined symmetries,

|Ψ(g=δg)
0 〉 ≈ |Ψ(g=0)

0 〉, (6)

|Ψ(g=δg)
1 〉 ≈ 1

2
[|Ψ(g=0)

1a
〉+ |Ψ(g=0)

1b
〉

+ |Ψ(g=0)
1c

〉+ |Ψ(g=0)
1d

〉],
(7)

|Ψ(g=δg)
2 〉 ≈ 1√

2
[|Ψ(g=0)

1a
〉 − |Ψ(g=0)

1b
〉], (8)

|Ψ(g=δg)
3 〉 ≈ 1√

2
[|Ψ(g=0)

1c
〉 − |Ψ(g=0)

1d
〉], (9)

|Ψ(g=δg)
4 〉 ≈ 1

2
[|Ψ(g=0)

1a
〉+ |Ψ(g=0)

1b
〉

− |Ψ(g=0)
1c

〉 − |Ψ(g=0)
1d

〉].
(10)

In particular, |Ψ(g=δg)
j 〉 is symmetric with respect to species

interchange for j = 0, 1, 4 and anti-symmetric for j = 2, 3.
Additionally, |Ψ(g=δg)

j 〉 is symmetric with respect m-
reflection for j = 0, 1, 2, 4 and anti-symmetric for j = 3.
(Equations (7)-(10) equally span the space of degenerate first
excited states. We choose the basis Eq. (5) to explicitly illus-
trate the symmetries in Eqs. (6)- (10).) In the higher excita-
tions one finds all four possible combinations of these sym-
metries. For example, |Ψ(g=δg)

10 〉 is symmetric with respect to
species interchange and anti-symmetric with respect to reflec-
tion of all one-body angular momenta.

Equations (7)-(10) are connected to excitations in the
droplet phase via an adiabatic increase of g and gAB . In par-
ticular, |Ψ(g=δg)

1 〉 in Eq. (7) is the weakly interacting limit
of the Higgs-Andersson (HA)-like mode. Once again, in the
absence of any mode crossings the symmetry properties of
|Ψ(g=δg)

1 〉 persist for all considered values of g. Therefore
the HA-like mode is symmetric with respect to both species
interchange and reflection of all one-body angular momenta.
|Ψ(g=δg)

2 〉 in Eq. (8) is the weakly interacting limit of the
third excitation in the droplet phase due to a mode crossing
at g ≈ 1.3, as can be seen in Fig. 1 and in Fig. 6(a). Therefore
|Ψ(g&1.3)

3 〉 has the symmetry properties of Eq. (8). Namely,
it is anti-symmetric with respect to species interchange and
symmetric with respect to m-reflection. We shall see that the
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FIG. 6. (a) Excitation energies Ef − E0 and the associated transi-
tion matrix elements MAB

0→f (b), M (+)
0→f = MAA

0→f + MBB
0→f (c) and

M
(−)
0→f = MAA

0→f −MBB
0→f (d) from the ground state to excitation f

with L = 0 for various intra-species interaction strengths g and fixed
gAB/g = −0.9. The points that have been calculated are indicated
by circular markers and the joining lines are provided as a visual aid.
Each excitation is plotted in a different color so that it may be associ-
ated with the relevant transition matrix elements. (d) M (−)

0→f = 0 for
f = 1, 4, 5 and are therefore plotted in various sizes for visibility.

symmetry properties of Eqs. (7) and (8) reflect the breathing
mode dynamics of their associated states in the droplet phase
in superposition with the ground state.

First, we determine which states may be populated from

the ground state via periodic modulations of the interaction
parameters gAA, gBB and gAB . For weak modulation ampli-
tudes we may use first order perturbation theory. The tran-
sition rates are then obtained from the transition matrix ele-
ments and Fermi’s golden rule. In particular, for a system that
is initially (t = 0) in the ground state |Ψ(g)

0 〉 and then at t > 0
is subject to a periodic modulation of the interaction strength

gσσ′(t) = gσσ′(0) + η sin(ωt), (11)

where η is a small amplitude, Fermi’s golden rule gives the
transition rate

Rσσ
′

0→f ∝ η2
(
Mσσ′

0→f )2 × δ(Ef − E0 − ω), (12)

from |Ψ(g)
0 〉 to the state |Ψ(g)

f 〉.
In Fig. 6 we present the transition matrix elements from the

ground state to the f th excited state with L = 0,

Mσσ′

0→f = |〈Ψ(g)
f |Iσσ′ |Ψ(g)

0 〉|, (13)

for the five lowest excitations at various values of g. Here

Iσσ =
∑
i>j

δ(θσ,i − θσ,j), (14)

Iσσ̄ =
∑
i,j

δ(θσ,i − θσ̄,j), (15)

are the operators associated with the two-body interactions
and σ̄ refers to the opposite species of σ.

In Fig. 6(a) we show the five lowest L = 0 excitations
from the spectra presented in Fig. 1, where gAB = −0.9g.
Here each excitation is plotted in a different color so
that it may be associated with the relevant transition
matrix elements. In Figs. 6(b)-(d) we show the tran-
sition matrix elements MAB

0→f , M
(+)
0→f = MAA

0→f +MBB
0→f

and M
(−)
0→f = MAA

0→f −MAB
0→f , respectively. These ma-

trix elements may be understood in terms of the system’s
symmetries. Beginning with the inter-species interaction
(σ = A, σ′ = B), the two-body interaction operator IAB of
Eq. (15) preserves both the m-reflection and the species in-
terchange symmetries of the state it acts upon (e.g., |Ψ(g)

0 〉 as
in Eq. (13)). Hence modulation of gAB , as in Eq. (11), can
only induce transitions from the ground state to states with
the same symmetry properties i.e., states that are symmetric
with respect to both global symmetries. This is in agreement
with the computed transition matrix elements. At low g only
the states |Ψ(g=δg)

1 〉 and |Ψ(g=δg)
4 〉 may be accessed from the

ground state via a periodic modulation of gAB .
We next consider excitations of the system by a periodic

modulation of the intra-species interactions. Here, we distin-
guish between the two cases of in-phase (“+”) and out-of-
phase (“−”) modulation,

gAA(t) = g(0) + η sin(ωt),

gBB(t) = g(0)± η sin(ωt),
(16)
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with associated operators I(±) = IAA ± IBB and transition
rates R(±)

0→f analogous to Eq. (12). Again η is a small ampli-
tude. We first note that Iσσ , Iσσ̄ and all linear combinations
of these operators preserve the m-reflection symmetry of the
states they act on. Therefore any states that are anti-symmetric
with respect to reflection of all one-body angular momenta
are inaccessible from the ground state via any modulation of
the interaction parameters corresponding to some linear com-
bination of IAA, IBB , and IAB . This is why all computed
transition matrix elements from |Ψ(g=δg)

0 〉 to |Ψ(g=δg)
3 〉 are

strictly zero (see Fig. 6((b)-(d)). While IAA and IBB pre-
serve the m-reflection symmetry, both interactions break the
species interchange symmetry, allowing access to different ex-
citations via different combinations of these operators. Fur-
thermore, 〈Ψ(g)

j |IAA|Ψ
(g)
i 〉 = ±〈Ψ(g)

j |IBB |Ψ
(g)
i 〉where “+”

holds for states i, j of the same species interchange symmetry
and “ − ” holds for states i, j of opposite symmetries. Thus
the linear combination I(+) = IAA + IBB associated with in-
phase modulation is symmetry preserving with respect to both
m-reflection and species interchange. Therefore by in-phase
modulation of gAA and gBB we may access the same states
as with the periodic modulation of gAB . This is barred out
by the comparison of Figs. 6(b) and (c). In contrast, the op-
erator I(−) = IAA − IBB associated with out-of-phase mod-
ulation maps states that are symmetric with respect to species
interchange to states that are anti-symmetric and vice versa.
Therefore, only states that are symmetric with respect to m-
reflection and anti-symmetric with respect to species inter-
change may be accessed from the ground state via an out-
of-phase modulation of gAA and gBB . In particular, of the
five lowest excitations considered here, in the limit g = δg

only |Ψ(g=δg)
2 〉 may be accessed from the ground state via an

out-of-phase modulation of the interaction parameters. This
persists up to the mode crossing at g ≈ 1.3, after which
|Ψ(g&1.3)

3 〉 is the only state out of the five lowest excitations
that is accessible from the ground state via an out-of-phase
modulation of gAA and gBB , in agreement with the computed
transition matrix elements shown in Fig. 6(d). Thus |Ψ(g)

3 〉
is the lowest state accessible from the ground state through
out-of-phase modulations of the interactions for g & 1.3.

Periodic modulation of the interaction strengths may also
produce a superposition of the many-body ground state and
an accessible excited state

|Ψ(t)〉 =
1√
2
e−iE0t|Ψ(g)

0 〉+
1√
2
e−iEit|Ψ(g)

i 〉 (17)

(here neglecting higher-order couplings for simplicity). In
Fig. 7 we present such a superposition of the ground state
|Ψ(g)

0 〉 and the lowest HA-like mode |Ψ(g)
1 〉 at g = 2 and

gAB = −0.9g, which may be prepared from the ground state
via an in-phase periodic modulation of gAA and gBB or via
a periodic modulation of gAB such as in Eq. (11). The upper
panel shows the time evolution of the mean angular widths,

√
〈θ2〉 =

(∫ π

−π
ρ

(2)
σσ′(θ, 0)θ2dθ

/∫ π

−π
ρ

(2)
σσ′(θ, 0)dθ

)1/2

,

and the lower panel shows the pair correlations for each
species at various time-points. The two components expand

FIG. 7. Upper panel: Mean angular width
√
〈θ2〉 as a function of

time for the superposition of the ground state and first excited state,
1√
2
(e−iE0t|Ψ(g)

0 〉+ e−E1t|Ψ(g)
1 〉) at g = 2.0 and gAB = −0.9g in

the L = 0 subspace. Lower panel: Pair correlations ρ(2)AA(θ, 0) (red)
and ρ(2)BA(θ, 0) (blue) corresponding to the first (left) second (center)
and third (right) pairs of time-points indicated by the corresponding
markers in both panels.

FIG. 8. As in Fig. 7 but now for the superposition of the ground
state and third excited state, 1√

2
(e−iE0t|Ψ(g)

0 〉 + e−iE3t|Ψ(g)
3 〉), in

the L = 0 subspace.

and contract in phase with one another. Thus the nature of
the breathing mode dynamics reflects the fact that the consid-
ered superposition can be obtained by varying gAA and gBB
in phase with one another. This in itself is a reflection of the
fact that both |Ψ(g=2)

1 〉 and |Ψ(g=2)
0 〉 are symmetric with re-

spect to both system symmetries. In Fig. 8 we consider a su-
perposition of the ground state |Ψ(g)

0 〉 and |Ψ(g)
3 〉 at g = 2

and gAB = −0.9g. Now we observe a breathing mode pri-
marily in one component (see the upper panel of Fig. 8), re-
flecting the fact that such a superposition is created by the
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out-of-phase modulation of gAA and gBB and that |Ψ(g=2)
3 〉 is

anti-symmetric with respect to species interchange.

VI. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In summary, an ultra-cold binary bosonic mixture on a one
dimensional ring has a homogeneous and a localized droplet
phase. Here, we have studied the few-body properties of these
mixtures in the homogeneous-to-droplet crossover region. By
varying the intra-species repulsion and inter-species attrac-
tion we found signatures of the few-body phase transition in
the zero angular momentum ground state pair correlations, in
the rotational properties of the low lying exact energy spectra
and in the low-lying excitation modes. Increasing the inter-
species attraction for fixed intra-species repulsion caused the
pair correlations to change from a homogeneous to a local-
ized distribution on the ring. It likewise drove a change in the
yrast line, from the negative curvature associated with persis-
tent currents, to a parabolic curvature indicative of rigid body
rotation. The simultaneous onset of both phenomena clearly
suggests the formation of a localized state. The consistency of
these exact results with the phase transition predicted by the
eGP approach is noteworthy. In the exact low-lying excita-
tion spectra for fixed gAB/g the formation of a localized state
manifested as a set of rotational modes and non-monotonic
behavior in the lowest zero angular momentum mode around
the point of phase transition. We further analyzed the zero an-
gular momentum excitations in terms of their behavior under
the transformations which define two global symmetries of the
system. This gave insight into the transition matrix elements
and breathing mode dynamics of the excitations when in su-
perposition with the many-body ground state. We found in-
phase breathing modes that are captured by most BMF treat-
ments of the droplet problem as well as out-of-phase oscilla-
tions. We saw that the symmetry properties of the lowest lying
modes in the limit of perturbatively weak interactions reflects
the breathing mode dynamics of their associated states in the
droplet phase in superposition with the ground state. In the ex-
citations for fixed g and variable gAB we similarly see the for-
mation of rotational modes and a minimum in the lowest zero
angular momentum mode. This hints towards a spontaneously
broken translation symmetry associated with few-body pre-
cursors to the collective Higgs-Andersson-like amplitude and
Goldstone-like phase modes. A similar phenomenology was
found for systems with N = 10 and 12 bosons, albeit with
a reduced energetic convergence due to the significantly in-
creased numerical effort at larger particle numbers.

In outlook to future work, new perspectives will arise from
studies of mass- and atom-number imbalanced mixtures, ap-
proaching a limit where one of the components may act
as an embedded impurity supporting a many-boson bound
state [84]. It will be intriguing to see how collective modes
are modified when transitioning from the balanced symmetric
case to only a single atom in one component. It was recently
shown that a mobile impurity in a hetero-nuclear bosonic mix-
ture may induce the system to localize into a droplet phase,
with important prospects for the spectroscopic investigation

of quantum fluctuations in a few-body environment [85]. De-
pending on the strength of inter- and intra-component interac-
tions, an interesting question is how an imbalance or the pres-
ence of an impurity will affect the onset of symmetry breaking
and the elementary modes signaling it. We expect experiments
to be capable of reaching the few-body limit with bosons and
fermions alike, opening up new avenues for a better bottom-
up understanding of phase transitions, atom by atom.
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Appendix A: Hilbert Space Construction and Convergence Data

We have employed a so called importance-truncated config-
uration interaction (ITCI) method [73]. The angular momen-
tum eigenfunctions φm(θ) = 1√

2π
eimθ are used for the one-

body basis, where integer |m| ≤ mmax = 60 is the one-body
angular momentum quantum number and θ is the azimuthal
position on the ring. In the ITCI method the full many-body
Hilbert space H is divided into a reference subspace Href in
which diagonalization is performed and an orthogonal com-
plementary subspace HC . We begin with a small reference
subspace (spanned by many-body basis states with energy less
than 10) in which the target energy eigenstate |ψref〉 is con-
structed.
Href is iteratively updated by transferring relevant states

from HC to Href to improve the target state until a desired
accuracy is reached. In each iteration the target state is
first constructed in Href and then expanded in HC via multi-
configurational first order perturbation theory with Epstein-
Nesbet-like partitioning [86, 87]. For a detailed description of
these methods see e.g., Ref. [73] and for selected configura-
tion interaction methods more generally see e.g., Ref. [88].
In this work the importance measure κν for each Fock state
|φν〉 ∈ HC is taken to be its dimensionless perturbative am-
plitude in the expansion of |ψref〉 and the importance threshold
is κmin = 10−5. In each iteration all states with κν > κmin are
transferred fromHC toHref. In this wayHref is tailored to the
target state and the system Hamiltonian. To reduce computa-
tional time, reference threshold Cmin = 10−4 is used. That is,
only states in Href with amplitude greater than Cmin = 10−4

are included in the reference state |ψref〉 used to calculate the
importance measures. The iterative search for relevant basis
states is terminated when the relative energy difference of the
target state between two iterations is less than 10−5.

The overall convergence obtained in this scheme is depicted
in Fig. 9, which shows the ground state energy E0 and the six
lowest excitation energies Ei − E0, 1 ≤ i ≤ 6, as a function
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FIG. 9. Convergence of the six lowest excitation energies Ei − E0

(black) and the ground state energy E0 (blue) as a function of mmax,
where the single particle basis size is 2mmax + 1, for a system of
N = 8 particles with g = 2, gAB = −1.8 and total angular momen-
tumL = 0. For weaker interaction strengths more rapid convergence
is typically seen.

of increasing single-particle basis size with one-body angular
momentum cutoff |m| ≤ mmax.

For completeness and future comparison with other ap-
proaches, the Table to the right lists the ground state energies
and excitation energies obtained for the single-particle basis
with |m| ≤ mmax = 60 (see the data plotted in Fig. 1).

Appendix B: Bogoliubov results and stability of the
homogeneous solution

Following the common Bogoliubov procedure, the Hamil-
tonian Eq.(1) takes the usual quadratic form. We introduce the
new operators b̂σ,m, defined by the transformation

âA,m
â†A,−m
âB,m
â†B,−m

 =


u1,m v1,m µ1,m ν1,m

v1,m u1,m ν1,m µ1,m

u2,m v2,m µ2,m ν2,m

v2,m u2,m ν2,m µ2,m



b̂A,m
b̂†A,−m
b̂B,m
b̂†B,−m

 , (B1)

and impose the standard constraints of the commuta-
tion relations [âσ,±m, â

†
σ,±m] = 1 and [âA,m, âB,m] =

[âA,m, â
†
B,m] = 0. Four additional constraints are obtained by

imposing the condition that the Hamiltonian is diagonal in the
new operators. We then have eight constraints and eight un-
knowns for each modem, and are thus able to evaluate the ma-
trix elements which appear in the transformation of Eq. (B1).

g E0 E1 − E0 E2 − E0 E3 − E0 E4 − E0 E5 − E0

0.0100 -0.0040 0.9981 1.0079 1.0109 1.0179 1.9963
0.0200 -0.0084 0.9963 1.0158 1.0216 1.0357 1.9927
0.0500 -0.0240 0.9907 1.0389 1.0528 1.0884 1.9820
0.1000 -0.0567 0.9813 1.0759 1.1014 1.1732 1.9645
0.2000 -0.1444 0.9616 1.1431 1.1876 1.3309 1.9291
0.3000 -0.2573 0.9400 1.2018 1.2615 1.4730 1.8925
0.4000 -0.3920 0.9159 1.2527 1.3254 1.6007 1.8542
0.5000 -0.5464 0.8893 1.2967 1.3809 1.7143 1.8154
0.6000 -0.7189 0.8602 1.3345 1.4290 1.7647 1.8261
0.7000 -0.9086 0.8285 1.3668 1.4708 1.7244 1.9142
0.8000 -1.1150 0.7945 1.3942 1.5071 1.6799 1.9927
0.9000 -1.3376 0.7582 1.4174 1.5384 1.6345 2.0568
1.0000 -1.5765 0.7202 1.4370 1.5655 1.5892 2.1024
1.1000 -1.8318 0.6809 1.4540 1.5447 1.5891 2.1246
1.2000 -2.1039 0.6412 1.4691 1.5021 1.6102 2.1209
1.3000 -2.3937 0.6027 1.4628 1.4836 1.6300 2.0974
1.4000 -2.7022 0.5671 1.4285 1.4990 1.6499 2.0646
1.5000 -3.0312 0.5375 1.4009 1.5171 1.6721 2.0301
1.6000 -3.3824 0.5176 1.3829 1.5405 1.6990 1.9996
1.7000 -3.7583 0.5109 1.3765 1.5714 1.7328 1.9761
1.8000 -4.1607 0.5207 1.3840 1.6118 1.7758 1.9624
1.9000 -4.5907 0.5487 1.4066 1.6630 1.8293 1.9600
2.0000 -5.0484 0.5944 1.4445 1.7252 1.8936 1.9693
2.1000 -5.5331 0.6558 1.4971 1.7980 1.9683 1.9897
2.2000 -6.0439 0.7302 1.5633 1.8803 2.0206 2.0525
2.3000 -6.5795 0.8148 1.6419 1.9712 2.0609 2.1452
2.4000 -7.1390 0.9072 1.7314 2.0698 2.1098 2.2455
2.5000 -7.7216 1.0054 1.8307 2.1669 2.1753 2.3282

TABLE I. Table of ground state energies E0 and excitation energies
Ei − E0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 5 with gAB = −0.9g, N = 8 and L = 0, for
a single-particle basis of |m| ≤ mmax = 60.

The result is the diagonal Hamiltonian (~ = M = R = 1)

Ĥ =E0 + ELHY

+
∑
m>0

[√
em[n0(g − gAB) + em]

× (b̂†A,mb̂A,m + b̂†A,−mb̂A,−m)

+
√

(em[n0(g + gAB) + em]

× (b†B,mb̂B,m + b̂†B,−mb̂B,−m)
]

(B2)

where n0 = N/2π, em = m2/2 and we have imposed the
simplifying conditions of equal particle numbers and equal
intra-species interactions g = gAA = gBB . Furthermore,

E0 =
1

4
(g + gAB)n0N (B3)

is the leading order, mean-field contribution to the energy and

ELHY =
∑
m6=0

1

2

[√
em[n0(g − gAB) + em]

+
√
em[n0(g + gAB) + em]

]
− n0g/2− em

(B4)



11

is the next-order LHY correction. Converting this sum to an
integral and dividing by the length of the system, l, we find
the energy per unit length of the ground state

(E0 + ELHY)/l =
1

2
g1n

2
0 −

2

3
g2n

3/2
0 (B5)

where we have introduced the parameters

g1 =
1

2
(g + gAB)

g2 =
1

23/2π
[(g + gAB)3/2 + (g − gAB)3/2].

(B6)

Clearly, for g ≈ −gAB the mean-field energy is small and
the next-order LHY contribution becomes significant. In par-
ticular, since ELHY is always negative in one dimension, for
sufficiently small and positive g1, E0 and ELHY may balance.
As the two terms scale differently in the density, one may then
expect to find localized bound states stabilized by the attrac-
tive quantum fluctuations [6]. This observation motivates our
choice of interaction parameters for the exact calculations pre-
sented above. In particular we consider attractive inter-species
interactions gAB < 0 and repulsive intra-species interactions
g > |gAB |.

For equal particle numbers and equal intra-species interac-
tions the beyond mean-field Hamiltonian can be expressed in
terms of a single order parameter Ψ(θ). In particular, from
Eq. (B5) it follows that

E =
N

2

∫
|Ψθ|2 dθ +

1

2
g1N

2

∫
|Ψ|4 dθ

− 2

3
g2N

3/2

∫
|Ψ|3 dθ.

(B7)

where Ψ(θ) satisfies Eq. (2), which we repeat here for conve-
nience,

µΨ =− 1

2

∂2Ψ

∂θ2
+ g1N |Ψ|2 Ψ− g2

√
N |Ψ|Ψ (B8)

in terms of g1 and g2 as defined in Eq. (B6), and∫
|Ψ(θ)|2dθ = 1.
A trivial solution to Eq. (B8) is the homogeneous solution

Ψ0, however this solution is not always stable. To examine

the dynamic stability of this state with homogeneous density
and periodic boundary conditions, consider an order parame-
ter that has only small deviations from the homogeneous state
Ψ̃ = Ψ0 + δΨ. The deviations δΨ are governed by the fol-
lowing equation

i
∂δψ

∂t
= −1

2

∂2δΨ

∂θ2

+
(
g1n0 −

1

2
g2
√
n0

)
[δΨ + (δΨ)∗].

(B9)

By assuming plane-wave solutions, δΨ ∝ eimθ−iωt, we find
that the dispersion relation takes the form

ω =

√
em

(
2g1n0 − g2

√
n0 + em

)
(B10)

This equation gives a speed of sound that coincides with the
one predicted by Bogoliubov, however it also includes the
next-order correction. Furthermore, it implies an instability,
with the most unstable mode corresponding tom = 1. Specif-
ically, this dynamic instability occurs when

0 > −1

2
g2
√
n0 + g1n0 +

1

4
. (B11)

Eq. (B11) defines the phase boundary between the homoge-
neous and localized phases (see also Eq. 3 in the main text).

The condition for the energetic stability of the homoge-
neous solution yields an identical result. This can be shown
by considering the order parameter

Ψ =
1√
2π

(c0 + 2c1 cos θ) (B12)

where c20 + 2c21 = 1. Assuming that |c0| � |c1| and expand-
ing the energy of the system up to second order in c1, we see
that the kinetic energy is trivially c21, the energy from the con-
tact term is 4g1n0c

2
1 and finally the BMF term is−2g2

√
n0c

2
1.

Therefore, in order for the homogeneous solution to be ener-
getically unstable, we end up with the same condition that was
derived from the condition for dynamic stability, Eq. (B11).
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