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State engineering in nonlinear quantum dynam ics som etim es m ay dem and driving the system

through a sequence ofdynam ically unstable interm ediate states. This very generalscenario is es-

pecially relevant to dilute Bose-Einstein condensates, for which am bitious controlschem es have

been based on the powerfulG ross-Pitaevskiim ean �eld theory. Since this theory breaks down on

logarithm ically short tim e scales in the presence of dynam icalinstabilities, an intervalof insta-

bilities introduces quantum corrections,which m ay possibly deraila controlschem e. To provide

a widely applicable theory for such quantum corrections, this paper solves a generalproblem of

tim e-dependentquantum m echanicaldynam icalinstability,by m odelling it as a second-quantized

analogue ofa Landau-Zeneravoided crossing:a ‘twisted crossing’.

Q uantum dynam icalinstabilities (com plex excitation

frequencies)havebeen associated with form ation ofsoli-

tons and vortices in driven Bose-Einstein condensates.

Forexam ple,in Refs.[1]and [2],theBogoliubov spectra

are exam ined for two-param eter fam ilies ofm ean �eld

states.Although thephysicsinvolved issigni�cantly dif-

ferent(one-dim ensionalm odulated currentversusrotat-

ing harm onictrap),�guresin both theseworksshow dy-

nam icalinstabilitiesin narrow,�nger-like regionsofpa-

ram eter space (see Figure 1). W e willshow below that

thisisgenericfordynam ically unstablequasiparticleex-

citationsin weakly interacting m any-body system s.

Such system s, especially condensates, m ay be su�-

cientlyweaklydam ped thatstateengineeringunderener-

getic instability becom esfeasible. Interesting structures

such assolitonsand soniceventhorizonswillrequirethis

capability. But to access the entire volum e ofenerget-

ically unstable controlspace,it willalso be a com m on

task to drive system s briey through narrow regions of

dynam icalinstability. M ean �eld theory and adiabatic

approxim ations,which areim portanttoolsofstateengi-

neering,willbreak down during these episodes[3].This

paper therefore exploits an analogy between dynam ical

instability in second quantization,and avoided crossing

in two-state quantum m echanics [4], to determ ine the

quantum e�ects ofdriving a system through dynam ical

instability. An alm ostidenticalcalculation hasrecently

been presented [5]to dealwith thespeci�cdynam icalin-

stability involved in dissociation ofa m olecularconden-

sate[6];thepresentpaperprovidesan explicitderivation

ofthe resultin a generalcontext.

Q uantum dynam icalinstability is not always recog-

nized asapossibility,becausewith aHerm itian Ham ilto-

nian,theeigenfrequenciesofSchr�odingerevolution m ust

allbe real. Butthe eigenfrequenciesofHeisenberg evo-

lution m ay be com plex. It is easy to see this for the

m anifestly Herm itian Ham iltonian

Ĥ = (! + �)â
y

+ â+ + (� � !)â
y

� â�

+ 

�

â
y

+ â
y

� + â+ â�

�

(1)

FIG .1: G rayscale plot ofsum ofabsolute values ofim agi-

nary parts ofBogoliubov excitation frequencies for a quasi-

one-dim ensionalcondensate owing with winding num ber10

around a toroidaltrap with m odulated potential. Axes are

controlparam eters: m ean condensate density increases from

bottom to top,severity ofdensity m odulation increasesfrom

leftto right.Com pare to �guresin Refs.[1,2].

where allco-e�cientsare real,and â � and â
y

� are ordi-

nary annihilation and creation operators(i.e. [̂aj;̂a
y

k
]=

�jk is the only non-vanishing com m utator). The eigen-

operatorsofHeisenberg evolution satisfy

i
_̂
b� = [̂b� ;Ĥ ]= 
� b̂� (2)

b̂� =
(� �

p
�2 � 2)

1

2 â+ + (� �
p
�2 � 2)

1

2 â
y

�
p
2j�2 � 2j1=4

(3)


� = ! �
p
�2 � 2 (4)

whereweassum e � 0 (withoutlossofgenerality,since

we can always rede�ne â+ ! � â+ ). These operators

always obey [̂b+ ;̂b� ]= 0. As long as  < j�j,
� are

both real,and wealso have

 < j�j: [̂b� ;̂b
y

� ]= � sgn(�) ; [̂b� ;̂b
y

� ]= 0 : (5)
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And wecan write

Ĥ = sgn(�)�

"

E 0 +
X

�

� 
� b̂
y

� b̂�

#

;  < j�j (6)

forE 0 = �� !.Thism eansthataslongas < j�j,oneof

the b̂� isreally a creation operatorwhich would havea y

in m oreconventionalnotation;butapartfrom thistrivial

issueoflabelling,wehavediagonalized to noninteracting

quasiparticlesofthe standard (bosonic)kind.

If > j�j,however,
� are com plex,and neither b̂�

nor b̂
y

� arestandard annihilation operators.They obey

 > j�j: [̂b� ;̂b
y

� ]= 0 ; [̂b� ;̂b
y

� ]= � i (7)

so thatwe m ustsay thatthe canonicalconjugate ofb̂�

is� îb
y

� ,and no longercoincideswith theHerm itian con-

jugate.In thiscasewehave

Ĥ = E 0 +
X

�

� i
� b̂
y

� b̂� ;  > j�j (8)

instead of(6).O necan also show thatif > j�jthen the

eigenvalues of Ĥ no longer involve integer m ultiples of


� :they rem ain real,butarecontinuous.Hence in this

case there is no way to interpretthe energy eigenstates

ashaving de�nite num bersofany kind ofquasiparticle.

If > j�j,thenĤ isunbounded below aswellasabove;

this can also occureven for  < j�j,ifj!j>
p
�2 � 2.

In these cases,(1)can be physicalonly asthe lineariza-

tion ofa nonlinearHam iltonian aboutan excited state.

And in allcases,sincethe‘anom alouscoupling’term pro-

portionalto  in (1) does not conserve the num bers of

particles created and annihilated by â
y

� and â� ,these

m ust be som e kind ofquasiparticle,or else there m ust

be a source ofatom s (such as a m olecular condensate

treated asa c-num ber�eld [5]).Buttherearem any real-

isticsituationsin which unboundednessofthelinearized

Ham iltonian,and non-conservation of(quasi-)particles,

are perfectly correct. For these (1) is universal,in the

sense thatforalleigenfrequencies,whetherrealorcom -

plex,pairs ofm odes m ay be expressed in this form by

using (3)to de�ne â� .

Two-body interactionsam ong particleslead to quasi-

particleHam iltonianswith anom alouscouplingsasin (1).

Since  is thus constrained to be sm allif interactions

areweak,dynam icalinstabilitiestend to arisein weakly

interacting system s not through  becom ing large,but

through � becom ing even sm aller. A dynam icalinsta-

bility isthusa kind ofsecond-quantized analogue to an

avoided crossing [7]. See Figure 2. Ifthe m any-body

Ham iltonian depends on som e num berD ofcontrolpa-

ram eters,then any two m odes willhave frequenciesex-

actly opposite on a (D � 1)-dim ensionalparam etersub-

space,and so therewillbeadynam icalinstability within

a thin shellaround that (hyper)surface. O fcourse,dy-

nam icalinstabilities can only arise ifthere is energetic
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FIG . 2: At left, an ordinary avoided crossing; at right, a

‘twisted crossing’with com plexinterm ediateeigenfrequencies.

instability,so thatsom enegativefrequency m odesexist.

But ifthe system is energetically unstable,then �nger-

like(orin higherdim ensioned controlspaces,hypershell-

like)regionsofdynam icalinstability aregeneric.

Since m uch state engineering can be accom plished

by m eans oftim e-dependent controlparam eters in the

Ham iltonian,we need to assessthe e�ectsofa tim e de-

pendence thatbringsa system through an interm ediate

intervalin which one dynam icalinstability exists. Fo-

cusing ourattention on thepairofm odesinvolved in the

instability,we can alwayscast them in the form of(1),

with tim e-dependent!;�;. As long asj�j�  we can

apply standard m ethods,buta connection form ula isre-

quired to givethequantum evolution overtheinterm edi-

ate interval.W ithin thisinterval,we assum e the widely

applicable case that ! and  are essentially constant,

and � changeslinearly with tim e. Since (̂a
y

+ â+ � â
y

� â� )

com m uteswith Ĥ ,we can elim inate ! in an interaction

pictureby taking â� ! e� i!tâ� ,giving usthe problem

Ĥ i = (̂a
y

+ â
y

� + â+ â� )+ �
2
t(̂a

y

+ â+ + â
y

� â� ) (9)

fora constantrate�.

By exam ining the Heisenberg equations of m otion

with this tim e-dependent Ham iltonian we can straight-

forwardly obtain

lim
t! � 1

â� (t) = e
� i�(t)

â� IN �
ei�(t)

2�2t
â
y

� IN
(10)

lim
t! + 1

â� (t) = e
� i�(t)

â� O U T �
ei�(t)

2�2t
â
y

� O U T
(11)

where

�(t)=
�2t2

2
�

2

2�2
lnj2�tj+ O (t

� 2
) (12)

and â� IN ;O U T are tim e-independentannihilation opera-

tors,whose relationship to each otherunfortunately de-

pendson the intervening evolution at�nite tim es.(The

factorm ultiplying tin the argum entofthe logarithm in

(12)isnotactually�xed bytheequation ofm otion,butis

chosen forournotationalconveniencebelow.) O fcourse

thepointofthelim itst! � 1 isnotliterally toconsider

in�nitetim es,butonly to givetheasym ptoticbehaviour
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which can besm oothly m atched to adiabaticapproxim a-

tionsvalid for�2jtj� .Hencein theHeisenbergpicture

no furtherde�nition ofâ� IN isrequired:itwillbegiven

in term sofinitialtim eoperatorsby solvingtheevolution

problem fort� � �� 2.So the problem isto determ ine

the O U T operatorsin term softhe IN operators.

This problem is directly analogous to the Landau-

Zenerproblem foram plitudesin a two-state system be-

ing driven through an avoided crossing,exceptthatthe

am plitudes are replaced by operators,and the second-

quantized problem allowsthe‘anom alous’couplingwhich

would be non-Herm itian in the two-state system . Be-

causeourproblem isalso linear,wecan solveitin a very

sim ilarway.IteratingtheHeisenbergequationstoobtain

a second orderequation for â+ with â
y

� elim inated,

�
@tt+ 2i�

2
t@t� 

2
+ 2i�

2
�
�

e
� i

�
2
t
2

2 â+

�

= 0 (13)

then Fouriertransform ing from tto frequency �,we�nd

an easily-solved �rstorderdi�erentialequation in �:

â+ (t) � e
i
�
2
t
2

2

Z

d� e
� i�t

�̂(�)

@��̂ = �
(�2 + 2)

2i�2�
�̂ : (14)

InverseFouriertransform ing back to tthen gives

â+ (t) =
X

j= 1;2

�̂jA j(t)

A j(t) � e
i
�
2
t
2

2

Z

C j

d�

�
e
iSt(�)

St(�) � � �t+
�2

4�2
+

2

2�2
ln
�

�
: (15)

There are two independentsolutionsA 1;2(t),with inde-

pendentoperator-valued co-e�cients�̂ 1;2,sincethe� in-

tegralm ay beevaluated along inequivalentcontoursC1;2

in the com plex �-plane. Since the integrand vanishesat

the branch point � = 0,and at in�nity between angles

(0;�
2
) and (�;3�

2
),integration contourscan only term i-

nate atthese points(because term inating anywhereelse

am ountsto replacing theintegrand with som ething that

does vanish elsewhere). The sim plest distinct contours

are C1 running from lower-left in�nity to upper-right,

and C2 running from zero to upper-rightin�nity. Since

the integrand isanalyticexceptatupper-leftand lower-

rightin�nity,andon thebranchcut(which wetaketorun

along thenegativeim aginary axis),wearefreeto choose

contoursthatm akethe evaluation easier;seeFig.3.

A given choiceofcontouryieldsa singlesolution valid

forallt,butforjtj! 1 theintegralm aybeevaluated us-

ing com binationsofthem ethod ofsteepestdescentsand

integralrepresentationsofthe G am m a function. (There

isa second saddlepointneartheorigin,butasjtj! 1 it
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FIG . 3: Contours used in the text, for �
2
t �  (solid)

and �
2
t � �  (dashed), plotted in the com plex plane of

�=(�
2
jtj). Saddlepoints are m arked with crosses on the real

axisat2sgn(t). Atleft,contourC 1 traversesfrom lower-left

to upper-right in�nity;at right,contour C 2 runs from 0 to

upper-rightin�nity.

istoo closeto the branch pointforthe m ethod ofsteep-

estdescentsto work,and so contourC2 m ustrun along

the im aginary axisuntilitreachesa contourofsteepest

descentthrough theothersaddlepoint.) Theasym ptotic

behaviours of the fullsolutions A j(t) can thus be ob-

tained explicitly,allowing usto determ ine the late tim e

behaviour ofthe solutions whose early tim e behaviour

m atches(10).

The contributions to the contour integrals for A j(t)

from thediagonalportionsaredom inated by thesaddle-

points�t = 2�2t+ O (

2

�2t
),sincefor� = 2�2t+ ei�=4�s,

Z
d�

�
e
iS

=

Z

dse
� 1

4
s
2

�

1+
i2ei

�

4 s

2�3t
+ O (

s2

�2t2
)

�

� e
� i(�

2
t
2
�


2

2�2
ln(2�t)� �

4
)
: (16)

So ifthe contourpassesthrough the saddlepointwe get

a contribution to A j(t)

[1+ O (�t)
� 2
]A SP = 2

p
�e

i�
4 e

� i

�
�2t2

2
�

 2

2�2
ln j2�tj

�

�

(
1 ; t> 0

e
�

� 
2

2�2 ; t< 0
: (17)

If a diagonalsegm ent shown in Fig.3 does not cross

a saddlepoint,then this segm ent yields only an utterly

negligiblecontribution � e� 2�
2
t
2

.

Forthe verticalsegm entsalong the im aginary axisin

C2,welet� = � i�=t+ 0 and integrate

Z
d�

�
e
iSt =

1

i�t

Z 2(�t)
2

0

d� e
� �+ i

 2

2�2
ln

0� i�

� t e
� i

�2

4�2t2

:
=

e
� i


2

2�2
ln j�tj

e
� 

2

4�2
sgn(t)

i�t

Z 1

0

d� �
i

2

2�2 e
� �

=
e
� i


2

2�2
ln j�tj

e
� 

2

4�2
sgn(t)

i�t
�

�

1+
i2

2�2

�

(18)
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where in the second line we extend the integration lim it

to in�nity by ignoring term sofordere� 2(�t)
2

,and drop

theexp� i
�
2

4�2t2
from theintegrand becauseityieldscor-

rectionsoforder(�t)� 2.Thisyieldsthe contribution

A IM =
2
i
 2

2�2

i�t
e
�  2

4�2
sgn(t)

�

�

1+
i2

2�2

�

e
i[

�2t2

2
�

 2

2�2
ln j2�tj]

� [1+ O (�t)
� 2
]: (19)

From thetwosegm entsatt> 0whereC1 hugsthebranch

cut,wegain a contribution (1� e
�

� 
2

�2 )A IM .

Com bining these contributions and recalling our def-

inition of�(t) in (12),we obtain,up to corrections of

order(�t)� 2,

A 1(t) =

(

2
p
�ei

�

4 e� i�(t)e
�

�  2

2�2 ; t< 0

2
p
�ei

�

4 e� i�(t)+ O (�t)� 1 ; t> 0
(20)

A 2(t) =

8
<

:

2
i

2

2�2

i�t
e
�

� 
2

4�2 ei�(t)�

�

1+
i

2

2�2

�

; t< 0

2
p
�ei

�

4 e� i�(t)+ O (�t)� 1 ; t> 0

;(21)

where the suppressed O (�t)� 1 term scan easily be com -

puted from (19),butwillnotbe needed.

Com paring (20)with (10)and (15),wecan read o�

�̂1 =
e� i

�

4 e
� 

2

2�2

2
p
�

â+ IN (22)

�̂2 =
2
� i


2

2�2 i

2�

e
� 

2

4�2

�

�

1+
i2

2�2

� â
y

� IN

=
2
� i

 2

2�2

2i
p
�

"
�(1� i

2

2�2
)

�(1+ i
2

2�2
)

# 1

2 �

e
� 

2

�2 � 1

�1

2

â
y

� IN
(23)

using the �-function identity

j�(1+ ix)j
2
=

�x

sinh�x
: (24)

Then com paring these lastresultswith (11),and noting

thatthe equationsfor â� and â
y

+ are exactly sim ilarto

thosewehaveexam ined,we�nally conclude

â� O U T = e
�

2

2
=�

2

â� IN + e
i�
h

e
�

2
=�

2

� 1

i1

2

â
y

� IN

e
i�

= 2
� i


2

2�2 e
� i�

4

2

4
�

�

1�
i

2

2�2

�

�

�

1+
i2

2�2

�

3

5

1

2

: (25)

Equation (25) is our m ain result. It is indeed very

sim ilarto theLandau-Zenerform ula,exceptforthevital

di�erencethattheexponentsareallpositiveratherthan

negative.Consequently,in thestatewhich isannihilated

by â� IN ,the expected num bers ofquasiparticles after

passing through the instability willbe

D

0 IN

�
�
�̂a

y

� O U T
â� O U T

�
�
�0 IN

E

= e
� 

2

�2 � 1 : (26)

Driving through a dynam icalinstability in lessthan the

characteristictim e scale ofthe instability producesonly

m ild excitation,butexceeding thistim egeneratesquasi-

particles explosively. And the crossover between these

regim esisratherabrupt. Thism ay setim portantprac-

ticallim itsto theprecision ofstateengineering,because

controllingfasterthan m aym eannotbeingslow enough

tobeadiabaticforother,dynam icallystablem odesofthe

totalnonlinearsystem .

Note thatchanging �2 ! � �2 in (9),so thatthe sys-

tem is stable at early tim es rather than late,produces

only ei� ! � e� i� in (25). And while we have analyzed

them ostgeneraltypeofdynam icalinstability,with com -

plex frequency and two degreesoffreedom involved,the

sim plercasewith purely im aginary frequency,which was

treated in [5],can be obtained by setting ! ! 0,and

â� ! â=
p
2 in (1). Everywhere else,one m ustuse sim -

ply â� ! â instead; there are also trivialchanges to

(6)and (8). W e have therefore obtained a quite general

result that willbe usefulfor state engineering through

dynam icalinstabilities.
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