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A sem iclassical theory is developed and com pared to experin ents on the tunneling resonance
spectrum for a quantum well in m agnetic eld tilted by an angle with respect to the tunneling
direction. A s the tilk angle is increased from zero the classical m echanics of an electron trapped
w ithin the well undergoes a sm ooth transition from integrable to chaotic dynam ics. Perturbation
theory is Invalid form ost ofthe regin e ofexperin ental interest, m otivating a sem iclassical treatm ent
based on short periodic orbits w ithin the well. In this paper we present a uni ed theory of all the
periodic orbits within the well which are of relevance to experim ents and show that they are all
related to bifircations of the period-one traversing orbits. An analytic theory is derived for the
period and stability of these traversing orbits. An unusual feature of the classicalm echanics of this
system isthe existence of certain Im portant periodic orbitsonly In nite energy bands. W e calculate
the widths of these bands and relate them to experin entaldata. In the follow ing paper the results
for these short periodic orbits are used in conjinction w ith a novel sem iclassical tunneling form ula
to calculate the m agnetotunneling current, which is then com pared w ith experin ents.

PACS numbers: 05454 b, 7215Gd, 7320D x

I. NTRODUCTION

M ost of our intuiion about the properties of quantum system s com es from the consideration of ham iltonians
w ith high symm etry, for which the classicalm otion is Integrable and hence the Schrodinger equation is separable.
Symm etry-breaking tem s are typically treated by perturbation theory and the physics is descrbed in tem s of
transitions induced between stationary states of the sym m etric problem . This approach fails when the symm etry—
breaking tem s becom e too large and m any levels of the unperturbed system are strongly m ixed. In this situation
one approach is direct num erical solution of the non-separable Schrodinger equation using a large basis set and
calculation of the expectation values of interest from the num erically-determ ined eigenstates. Form ost problem s of
Interest the com putationale ort involved is substantial, particularly if one w ishes to explore a large param eter space
of ham iltonians and not Just a single xed set of param eters. M oreover, an exclisively num erical approach m akes it
very di cul to understand qualitatively the dependence of physical properties on the param eters of the problem and
thus to generalize the results to other related system s.

An altemative approach which can give greater physical Insight is to use the sam iclassicalm ethods developed for
non-ntegrable system s during the past two decades by researchers studying \quantum chaos", ie. the quantum
m anifestations of chaotic classical dynam ics. T his approach has been used successfiillly in atom ic physics during the
past decade. O fparticular note is the theory of the spectra ofR ydberg states In a high m agnetic eld (diam agnetic
K epler probleam ),}? where a qualitative and quantitative understanding has been cbtained sem iclassically in excellent
agreem ent w ith experin ents. In that case the essential idea behind the theory is a relationship between the quantum
density of states DO S) and a sum over isolated unstable periodic classical orbits rst derived by G utzw iller (the
\G utzw iller Trace Form ula")®. However this form ula had to be extended to account for experin ental spectra which
depend on other factors in addition to the density of states®.

U ntil recently there were no com parable applications of sam iclassical theory to condensed m atter system s. W ithin
the past fow years how ever several such system s have been identi ed: ballistic m icrocavities®’®, tw o-din ensionalanti-
dot arrays’?®, and the system which is the subct of this paper, resonant tunneling diodes RTD) in a m agnetic

eld tilted by an angle with respect to the tunneling direction. It has becom e clear that of the three, this system
allow s the m ost detailed com parison between theory and experin ent, because the m icroscopic ham ittonian is known
s0 accurately and because several continuous experin ental control param eters m ay be tuned in situ to m ap out a
large param eter space.

This system was rst identi ed and studied by From hold et al.’, who inm ediately understood the close analogy
to the G arton-Tom kins' spectral oscillations in the diam agnetic K epler problem . W hen the tilt angle  is zero the
experin ent corresoonds to a conventional resonant m agnetotunneling geom etry; there is resonant structure in the IV
characteristic (causing peaks n & I=dv ?) w ith each peak corresponding to the sub-band thresholds in the quantum
well. The experin entsweredoneat xedm agnetic eldB = 11T, forwhich the em itter state ofthe resonant tunneling
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device is prim arily the n = 0 Landau lvel, so that the observed peaks were only due to quantum well states w ith
sub-band quantum number p and Landau index n = 0, as selection rules prohbi tunneling to other Landau levels.
T ypically of order twenty such resonance peaks (sub-bands) w ere observed over the interval zero to one vol. H ow ever,
when the m agnetic eld was tilted by a substantialam ount ( > 20 ), From hold et al’ found that in certain voltage
Intervals the num ber of tunneling resonances would abruptly increase indicating the presence of tunneling processes
which could not be explained by the sub-band structure ofthe wellat = 0. They interpreted these new peaks in
tem s of density of states oscillations associated sam iclassically w ith the short periodic orbits of the wellw hich collide
w ith both the em itter and collector barriers. Num erical integration of the classical equations of m otion revealed a
num ber of relevant periodic orbits (we w ill discuss the di erent orbit types in detailbelow ), and that in m ost of the
volage range at B = 11T these orbitswere unstable xed points in an aln ost com pletely chaotic phase space. twas
found that the spacing ofthe new resonances in voltage were consistent w ith the period ofthe orbits identi ed, aswas
their appearance at particular values of them agnetic eld. In m ore recent w ork those authors'® have em phasized that
In m any cases these oscillations should be interpreted as arising from Individualelectron eigenstates in the wellw hich
concentrate on the relevant classical periodic orbit (the \scarred" wavefinctions), and not by the lkevelclistering
nom ally associated w ith the D O S oscillations given by G utzw iller’s trace form ula. A 1l of this work was done at high
m agnetic eld and large tilt angles such that the classical dynam ics is alm ost com pletely chaotic.
Another in portant series ofexperin ents'’ looked at the IV peaks in the entire (plane) param eter space ofm agnetic
eld and volage, varying the tilt from = 0to = 45 in snall ncrem ents so that the resonance structure could
be carefully analyzed in the transition regin e between chaos and integrability. T hey found a com plicated pattem of
peak-doubling and peak-tripling in various regions of the B V plane, which extended to much lowerm agnetic eld
than previously reported. Such experin ents are particularly interesting from the theoretical point of view because,
as discussed below , classically the system is undergoing a transition to chaos as a function of continuous param eters
( ;B;V). In our view no quantum system of com parable controllability existed previously for the study of the
quantum m anifestations of the transition to chaosw ith its associated KAM (K oln ogorov-A mold-M oser) behavior in
phase space'?. It is these experin ents which we shall analyze In detail in the this paper and its com panion work!3.
A swillbe shown in the com panion work, the non-linear conductance of the well is related to a weighted localdensiy
of states In the well, which takes into acoount the coupling of well states to the em itter wavefiinction. E lectrons
tunnelling from the em itter into the wellat high voltages gain kinetic energy as they accelerate in the eld and collide
w ith the collector barrier. O ver several collisions in the well the electron loses this energy by optic phonon em ission.
T herefore the tunneling resonances are substantially broadened and only are sensitive to structure n the DO S on
energy scales > h=T,r  5m eV . The sem iclassical tunneling theory we willdevelop in the ©llow ing papet® relates
the tunneling oscillations in the spirit of G utzw iller’s trace ®mula® to a sum of contrbutions from each periodic
orbit PO) :

X nsS
Wose = A ,exp( nT = ) cos B + @)
n
w here w is the oscillatory part of the tunneling rate from the em itter to the well per unit tin ¢, the summ ation is
carrier out over various prin itive periodic orbis In the well reaching the em itter wall ( ) and their repetitions ).

S isthe action of a prim iive orbit, the am plitude
A= a7 @)

w here the integerM isnum ber ofcollisions ofa particularperiodic orbit w ith the em itterwall. T he generalexpressions
r the \coupling coe cients" a , are quite com plicated!® and include both the stability properties of the periodic
orbis and the velocity distribution of the tunneling electrons which is related to the W igner transform of the
wavefnction of the isolated em itter state.

T he broadening of the energy levels in the well due to inevitable em ission of optical phonons, which accounts for
theexp ( nT = p¢) In the tunneling ormula (1), in plies that only the shortest PO ’'s (period one to four orbits) will
give resolvable structure In the experin entswe analyze. In this paper we focus on the the classicalm echanics of these
short periodic orbits relevant to experin ent.

A though the work of From hold et al. had identi ed several m portant periodic orbits in the classicalm echanics,
they had not provided a m odel of the global phase-space structure as the system undergoes the transition to chaos.
Shepelyansky and Stone' developed such a model by reducing the dynam ics to a two-din ensional e ective m ap
which, in the Iim it where the an itter state energy is negligble, is equivalent to the Chirkov standard m ap. This lin it
am ounts to replacing the doublebarrier system w ith a single-barrierm odel since the incted electron does not have
enough energy to clin b the potentialhill and collide w ith the em itter barrier. In this lim it the dynam ics is controlled



by a sihgl chaos parameter = 2vwB=E where B ;E are the m agnetic, electric eldsand (= m v§=2 is the total
Inection energy ofthe electron. Since form uch ofthe experin entalparam eter range eV or Shepelyansky and Stone
argued that the classicalm echanics should be approxin ately constant along parabolasV = 8ed?m ' 2B? disthe
distance betw een the barriers) and estim ated the value of at which globalchaos occurs using the C hirikov resonance
overlap criterion'®. They pointed out that the st appearance of additional resonance peaks at B 5T; =11
appeared to be due to the bifircation of the m ain period-one orbit however they did not analyze these bifircations
further at the tim e.

In this paper we provide a detailed analysis of the classicalm echanics of these bifircations both w ithin the single—
barrier m odel (SBM ) and the m ore accurate doublebarrier m odel O BM ). T he experin ental data'! show s that at
tilt angles less than 24 the peak-doubling is \re-entrant" as the m agnetic eld is increased. This e ect is related
to non-linear resonances between the longiudinal and cyclotron frequencies and is correctly described by the SBM .
T hese resonances lad to bifircations of the m ain period-one orbit, which we shall refer to as the \traversing oroit"
(TO), since near resonance this orbit is not isolated and new orbits can be bom w ithout violating the P oincare index
conservation theorem 1°. T herefore it is qualitatively correct, as conpctured by Shepelyansky and Stone' and M uller
et all?, to associated peak-doubling and tripling w ith bifircations of the traversing orbit. Below we derive an exact
analytic expression for the period and stability of the traversing orbit in both the SBM and DBM which allow s us
to locate precisely the bifircation points for all values of B ;V; . The existence of such exact analytic form ulas for
non-trivialperiodic orbits ofa ham ittonian in the KAM regin e is to our know ledge unique to this system and suggests
isvalie as a textbook exam ple of bifircation theory and the approach to ham ittonian chaos.

U sing our analytic form ulas, supplem ented w ith num erical resuls for the doublebarrier m odel we nd a m ore
com plicated and interesting periodic orbit structure than in the SBM .W e de ne a period-N orbit to be a periodic
orbits which collides w ith the collector barrier N tim es before retracing itself. In the DBM it is possble to classify
period-N orbits further by the num ber of tin es they collide w ith the em iter barrierM , so that an M ;N ) orbit is
a period-N orbit which collides w ith the em itter M tim es during one period. In general, for the DBM , orbits w ith
M = 0;1;:::N can and do occur, althoughM > N isforbidden by energy conservation . B ifiircations of the traversing
orbit must, by continuityy, produce NN ;N ) orbits, since the TO collides w ith both barriers by de nition. A mapr

nding ofthiswork isthat allrelevant M ;N ) orbits are related to the NN ;N ) orbits (@nd hence to the bifircations of
the traversing orbi) by subsequent sequences of tangent bifircations w hich occur (for the experin ental param eters)
quite near the bifircations of the TO . Thus we should consider the set of M ;N ) orbits as a \fam ily" spawned by
bifiircations of the TO . However we also nd, in agreem ent w ith other work'® 7, that often the (N ;N ) orbits bom
at the N—-fold bifurcation of the TO are not m ost In portant for the experim entally observed tunneling resonances.
Thisw illbe discussed in great detail in the com panion paper to this one'®. In this paper we w ill develop the classical
theory of these fam ilies of short periodic orbits.

First, we brie y discuss qualitatively the origin of classical chaos in this system , which we shall refer to as the

\tilted well". At zero tilt angle ( = 0) the acceleration along the electric eld E = E 2 nom alto the barriers and
the transverse cyclotron m otion decouple and are integrable. Collisions w ith the barriers reverse the longiudinal
com ponent of m om entum (v, ! ) and do not transfer energy between the cyclotron and longiudinal m otion.

Once the B eld istilted, so that B = B cos 2+ sin ¥, between collisions the electron executes cyclotron m otion
around the B direction, with a superin posed drift velocity vqg = E =B )sin R, and accelerates along B due to the
com ponent E B = E cos( ). Thismotion is still integrable. However now collisions w ith the barriers in general
do m ix the cycltron and longiudinal energies ".;"y and m ake the total dynam ics non-integrable. W hen € 0
Iongiudinalw illm ean parallel to the m agnetic eld direction B, and transverse w ill refer to the plane perpendicular
to B). The am ount of energy exchange "= " " depends sensitively on the phase of the cyclotron rotation at
In pact. For exam ple, we shall see below that when the phase is such that the velocity 2lls precisely in the x Z
plane there isno energy-exchange ( " = 0), and periodic orbisw ith this property w illbe of great in portance. W hen
degrees of freedom are non-lnearly coupled so that the am ount of energy exchange is determ ined by a rapidly varying
phase, chaos is the nevitable result’® . Since the rate of variation of the phase between collisions is ! = eB=m ,
we expect the degree of chaos to Increase w ith Increasing B . Sin ilarly, since the tin e between collisions decreases
w ith increasing voltage, the rate of phase variation is a decreasing function ofV and we ﬁxgect chaos to dim inish as
V increases. T his explains qualitatively the dependence of the chaos param eter B= V found by Shepelyansky
and Stone'?. To go beyond these qualitative considerations we need to perform a scaling analysis of the classical
double-barrier ham iltonian, which we w ill describe in the next section.

T his paper is organized as ollows. In section IT we introduce the scaled ham iltonian which is e ectively two—
din ensional and discuss the non-linear Poincare m ap it generates, recovering the lm iting behavior discussed by
Shepelyansky and Stone, which is equivalent to the singlebarrier m odel. W e introduce the crucial notion of non-
m ixing periodic orbits. In Section ITTwe discuss the periodic orbit structure ofthe SBM , deriving analytic expressions
for the period and stability of all period-one orbits. W e consider the bifurcations of the traversing orbits in the SBM ,



enum erating the relevant period-two and period-three orbits. In section IV we tum to the doublebarrier m odel
OBM ) and derive analytic form ulas for the period-one orbits there. The bifircations of the TO in the DBM are
discussed and the fam ilies of (M ;N ) orbits are identi ed. Finally, we sum m arize the properties of the short periodic
orbits and set the stage for their use to calculate the tunneling spectra sem iclassically in the com panion work?s.

II.SCALED DYNAM ICSAND POINCARE MAP
A .Scaled H am iltonian

W e now de ne the Ham iltonian we w ill use for analyzing the classicalm echanics. W e neglect the coupling of the
electrons to optic phonons w ithin the well; we w ill take it into account In the sam iclassical theory by introducing
an appropriate levelbroadening. T he sam iclassical tunneling theory expresses the tunneling current in tem s of the
em itter wavefiinction, the tunneling rate through each barrier, and the periodic orbits of electrons trapped w ithin
the well. T herefore we are only concemed w ith the classicalm echanics w ithin the well and can represent the barriers
by In nie hard walls separated by a distance d. The z-axis w ill be chosen nom al to the barriers (parallel to the
electric eld E) and wih an origih such that the collector barrier is at z = 0 and the em itter barrier is at z = d.
The m agnetic eld is tilted in the (y;z) plane, B = cos 2+ sih ¥ W e choose a gauge w here the vector potential
A = ( Byoos( )+ Bzsih( ))&.TheHam itonian is

g _ e Bycws()+eBzsn( P B |, B
2m 2m 2m
+U( z2)+ U@z d 3)

= n
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where the function U (U (z< 0)= 0; U (z> 0)= 1 ) representsthe In nite hard wallsat z= 0; d.

The Ham iltonian (3) involves four variable experin ental param eters: B ;E ; and d. It is of great convenience to
rescale the variables n Eq. (3) so as to express the dynam ics generated by this H am iltonian In term s ofthem inin um
num ber of independent param eters. This w ill sin plify the analysis of the periodic orbits and also predict scaling
relations relevant to the experin entaldata. W e present a rescaling below which is m ost useful for a periodic orbit
theory ofboth the single-barrier and double-barrierm odels. It is a naturalextension ofthe sin pler scaling introduced
by Shepelyansky and Stone'? . An altemative scaling which applies to the DBM hasbeen introduced by M onteiro et
219720

T he naturalunit of tin e for the problm is ! cl where ! . = eB=m is the cyclotron frequency. T he barrier spacing
d gives one length scale, and the only other energy independent length scale in the problem is b = w !c:L , where
vp = E=B is the drift velocity for perpendicular electric and m agnetic elds ( the actual drift velociy when the

elds cross at angle  isvy p sin ). For electron totalenergies " < €V = €eE d the em itter barrier is energetically
naccessble so the length scale d is irrelevant. Since we w ish to introduce a din ensionless ham iltonian related to Eq.
(3) by a canonical transform ation, the scaling m ust be independent of energy and applicable to both thecase "< ek d
and "> eE d. Hence wemust scale all lengthsby I .

In addition we want to exploit all sym m etries of the Ham iltonian. The Ham iltonian (3) is independent of the
coordinate x and therefore p, is conserved, so we can see Inm ediately that the dynam ics is tw o-din ensional for each
valie of py . However, there is an additional sym m etry related to gauge invariance : the nvariance of H under all
transform ations ofp, and y, which keep the value of the di erence py eB ycoos unchanged. This In plies that ifa
periodic orbit exists for one value of p,, then an exact copy of this orbit exists for allp, translated by the distance

y= p xcos =eB .Combined wih the translational nvariance In the x-direction thism eansthat any periodic orbits
can be arbitrarily translated n the x  y plane. This is the classical analogue of the Landau—level degeneracy which
is preserved in the Ham iltonian (3). W e want to rescale our H am iltonian to elin inate this classical degeneracy in py
aswell, so as to de ne a unigue dynam ics or each value of the total energy. T his can be achieved by the follow ing
canonical transform ation:

I
b m} cos ! b m} cos !
1 1 1 1 1 1
_ °c _ _c _ _c
p m]Dpx p m]Dpy p mJDpZ

t
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which leads to the din ensionless H am iltonian w ith two degrees of freedom :

P+ p° 1 o,
He = ———+ - (s sh )+ +U( )+U

<
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where rescaled energy ism easured in units of the \drift energy" "p = m vg =2 and m ay be rew ritten as

2
nen = VgB 2-4.

EZ

N ote that both the coordinate and the mom entum p are absent In the scaled ham iltonian which is hence truly
two-din ensional.

1.DBM vs. SBM : parameter

T he only dependence on the barrier-spacing d in the scaled ham iltonian isthrough theterm U ( d=l ) representing
the em itter barrier. A s noted, when the total energy of the electron is less than the potential drop eE d across the
well, the electron can not reach the em itter barrier, and the term U ( d=l) can be rem oved from the equation (5).
In this case, or xed , the dynam ics is uniquely de ned by the value of the scaled energy, "="p 2=8. This case
corresponds to the singlebarrierm odel studied by Shepelyansky and Stone'?, who st showed that the dynam ics of
the SBM depends only on the param eter 2yB=E .

W hen " > eE d, the electron can collide w ith the em itter barrier and the classicalm otion of the electron in such
a case depends essentially on koth d=}) and , leading to a m ore com plicated and interesting dynam ics. Since the

crossover between these two regim es is determm ined by the condition "=eE d = 1, we reexpress the param eter
d=F In Eqg. (6) In temm s of the din ensionless param eters ; :d=} = 2=@® ), so that the dynam ics In the DBM is
determ ined by the valuesof ; . This isparticularly convenient because in experin ents the ratio of the em itter state

energy to the applied voltage is approxim ately unchanged, so  is approxin ately constant over the B V param eter
space. T herefore both the dynam ics ofthe SBM and the DBM can be analyzed fully by varying a single din ensionless
parameter, .Thisishow we willproceed in the rem ainder of this work.

Before m aking any further analysis of the dynam ics we note that there is one com pletely general prediction which
follow s from the scaled ham ittonian of Eqg. (5) if is constant. W e can write

. 4ev 8efB?

n m V4 ’ (7)
D

which in plies that fora given the classical m echanics is constant along paralbolic boundaries in the B V phne:
V = 8 ed=m ?2)B?2. This is true of the exact dynam ics of the double-barrierm odelas long as  is constant and the
variation ofe ective m assw ith injction energy is negligble.

B .Poincare M ap

In order to analyze the two-dim ensionalham ittonian dynam ics of the canonical coordinates ( ;p ; ;p ) we use the
Poincare surface of section (SO S) m ethod which is standard in non-lnhear dynam ics?'i??73 . For xed values of and

the classical tra fctories in this fourdim ensional phase space lie on a 3-din ensional surface determ ined by energy
conservation. W hen 6 0 the system is non-integrable, there is no additional constant of m otion other than the
energy, and there exist chaotic tra gctories which cover a nite fraction of this three-dim ensional surface. To de ne
the stability m atrix for the periodic orbits and also to better visualize the phase-space structure we plot the behavior
ofa set of tra ctordes on a two-din ensional cross-section of this surface. T he m otion of an electron in the tilted well
is bounded and all tra fctories collide eventually w ith the collector barrier at = 0. Therefore it is convenient to
choose the cross section to be theplane (o ; ) when = 0 (o belhgthen xed by energy conservation). Ifan initial
condition is chosen on this plane then Ham ilton’s equations of m otion can be used to obtain the values of ( ;p ),
w hen the tra pctory again passes through the plane = 0. Thisprocedure de nes a Poincarem ap for the tilted well
(other choices are possbl, eg. the em itter barriermap at = d=} and m ay be used below).
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Since every orbit reaches the collector barrier, every periodic orbit of the ham iltonian (5) corresoonds to either
a xed ponnt of the Polncare map (period-1 orbis) or to a xed point of the N -th ieration of the Poincare m ap
(period-N orbits).
N ote that the coordinates and m om entum p are proportionalto the x—and y—ocom ponents of the velocity of the

electron in the origihal coordinate system

I cos

Vx =
Te

v, = — 9
y Tcp 9)
T his property allow s us to relate the Poincarem ap (8) In the coordinates ( ;p ) to an equivalent Poincarem ap in
m ore fam iliar coordinates (vx=vp;v,=vg) (% ;v ), which describes the evolution of the velocity com ponents of the
electron in the plane perpendicular to the collector barrier:

Oy = x O, 7 &),
(Vy )nJr 10y (v )n 7 (Vy )n (10)
1)

where the relationsbetween ,; , and 4;  follow from Egs. (9) and 8).

N ote that we have scaled the velocitiesby the m axin um allowed velociy vy so that the valies ofthis P oincarem ap
w il be contained w ithin the unit circle, independent of the energy (this would not be true of the variables ( ;p ) as
the size of the energetically allowed region of the plane varies w ith the scaled energy 2=4). A though the variables
( ;p ) were m ost convenient for discussions of scaling, we w ill use the energy-scaled velocity m ap (10) henceforth
since it is easiest to Interpret and com pare for varying valies.

A plt ofthe Poincarem ap (10), which is called Surface of Section (SO S) is generated by choosing a grid of initial
conditions In the plane (vyx=vp;v,=vy) corresponding to a particular value of and iterating them ap m any tin es for
each initial condition. Period-N stable orbits appear as \chains" of N \islands"; whereas period-N unstable orbits
willbe Inbedded i the chaotic layers between the islands’? and are not evident to the (untrained) eye. Tn Fig. 1

we show severalexam ples of the collectorbarrier SO S as  is Increased for xed = 1:15 which corresponds to the
approxin ate value in the relevant experin ents'').
W hen = 0 the squared distance of a point in the SO S from the origin is proportional to the cyclotron energy,

which is conserved, so each tractory must lie on a circle (seeFig. la). W hen 6 0 Fig. lb) we mm ediately see
the appearance of stable islands and chaotic layers, coexisting w ith slightly distorted circular curves w hich represent
the unbroken toriaccording to the standard KAM scenario?!. For larger (Fig. 1c) no KAM curves survive and the
entire SO S is chaotic except fora few surviving stable islands, which how ever typically represent the features ofm ost
In portance for the experin ental tunneling oscillations.

W e now undertake a m ore explicit determm ination of the properties of the Poincare m ap for the tilted well. To
calculate the functions [, and 4 ofthe Poincarem ap, one has rst to analyze the m otion of the electron between
collisions. This m otion is integrable and is m ost easily represented in a fram e of reference (denoted by &%v%2%),
rotated by the tilt angle around the x axis, so that 2° is parallel to the direction of the m agnetic el :

0

X =X
y0= Yy COS z sin
z2°= ysin + zcos

In this fram e of reference the m otion ofthe electron in the &% y° plane between collisions is a superposition of the
cyclotron rotation w ith the frequency !, 2 =T, and a unifom drift along x° w ith the velocity v4 = E sih =B
vp sin , while the longitudinalm otion is a uniform acceleration :

Vo )=woos( ’+ )y
vo ()= wsn(’+ )
E cos b cos
Vg0 = V(Z)o Tt: Vgo T (12)



where v, is the cyclotron velocity (which rem ains constant between collisions) and © is the initial phase of the
cyclotron rotation.

T he energies associated w ith the transverse (cyclotron) and longitudinalm otion are separately conserved betw een
collisions. For % 0 the cyclbtron and longitudinalm otions get m ixed by the collisions w ith the barriers*:

Vyo = cos@2 )yo+ sin (2 )Vyo
Vyo = sin 2 )wo + cos(2 )Vyo

V0 = Vyo 3)

wherev and v are the velocities in m ediately before and after collision respectively. T his transfom ation isequivalent
to a clockw ise rotation ofthe velocity vectorby 2 i the (° #£) plane, Pllowed by a re ection v,0 ! 3o; hence it
Jeaves no vector in this plane Invariant (or 6 0). T herefore generically there is exchange of kinetic energy between
the Iongiudinal and cyclotron m otion at each collision

" m - 2
L$c=3(vzooos yosin )

vy (14)
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and the dynam ics is non-integrable.

Note that it is possibk to have zero energy exchange upon collision or € 0. The condition for this is sin ply
that vy = 0 at collision, ie. the cyclotron phase is such that the instantaneous motion is in the x z plane.
The reason that no energy is exchanged In this case is that the Inpulse at collision is purely in the z-direction
and reverses this com ponent of velocity leaving vy and v, unchanged. If v, = 0 at the tine of collision then
Vo = vV, 08 ! wo = % Ccos = yo and the longitudinal kinetic energy is conserved. Stable period-one orbits
with v, = 0 @ = 0) are visble in both Figs. 1b,lc. W e refer to these as non-m ixing orbits since they involve no
energy exchange; they w illplay a fundam ental role in the periodic orbit theory developed below .

T he transfom ation equations for v® due to collisions at the em itter barrier are identical to (13). As we shall see
below , it isusefiilto consider the dynam ics in yet a third fram e of reference which isparallelto the prin ed fram e, but
m oving w ith the drift velocity v4 In the x° direction. In this m oving fram e the transverse m otion is pure cyclotron
rotation and each iteration of the Poincarem ap is Just a pair of non-com m uting orthogonal transform ations of the
velocity: st the continuous cyclotron rotation around the z° axis, ollowed by the instantaneous rotation/re ection
around the x° axis. Since the latter is known explicitly ©qg. (13), to get an explicit form ula fr the P oincare m ap
what is needed is an expression for the increm ent in the cyclotron phase between collisions. However, there is no
sin ple general form ula for this phase increm ent for > 1 because after a collision w ith the collector barrier an orbit
m ay orm ay not have enough longiudinal energy to collide w ith the em itter barrier before its next collision w ith the
collector. Since vyo changes discontinuously in a collision, the cylotron phase increm ent w ill change discontinuously
due to the em itter collision. If one varies the initial conditions of a tra pctory so that it ceases colliding w ith em itter
barrier in the next iteration ofthe m ap, one can show that the phase jum p goes to zero as the in pulse at the em itter
goes to zero (ie. as v, at collision goes to zero), but its derivative is discontinuous. Hence, in general the P oincare
map for > 1 does not have continuous derivatives everyw here on the surface of section. A s a consequence the
stability m atrix of periodic orbits for the exact map for > 1 isnot always de ned. This has signi cant and novel
consequences for the behavior of periodic orbits In the DBM : these can vanish w ithout reaching m arginal stability in
a new kind ofbifircation we w ill refer to as a cusp bifircation. W e shall retum to this in detailbelow .

A s a result ofthis discontinuousbehavior we can only present a sin ple explicit form ofthe Poincarem ap in certain
lin g cases. The sin plest of these, previously analyzed by Shepelyansky and Stone'?, iswhen < 1("< eV), 1
w hich case no orbit reaches the aem itter barrier and classically the problem is equivalent to the m otion of an electron
In an in nite trdangularwellin a tilted B eld. W e now brie y review this lim it.

C .The SingleB arrier M odel (SBM )

W hen 1, the cyclotron phase increm ent between collisions w ith the collector barrier is .ty, where ty is the
tin e it takes the electron Jaunched \upwards" after the collision in the e ective electric eld, E cos , to allback
down and hit the collector. T he resulting Poincare m ap takes the form

x FxiVy) = Vi % iv %5 ! ct)

vy O i¥y) = Vy (0% iV ! o) 15)

w here



Vy iV ivz; ) = %cos( ) yoos sin( )
+ v, sin sin( ) @=)sinh (@1 cos())
Vy (% ;% iV,; ) = %Ccos sin( )+ ¥y co cos ( )+sjr%
+ v,sih cos (@ cos())
(2= )sh cos (sin( ) )i (Le)

+

q__
the scaled velocity v v=¢ W ith v, (v ;vy) 1 ¥ wf/ > 0) and the tin e Intervalty (v ; v, ) between successive
collisions of the electron w ith the collector barrier is the rst positive root of the equation :

VoZ (W iVy iV !cto)

0= z(t) | @7
- C
w here the function Z (v ;¥ ;¥,; ) isde ned as
Z (Fivyive; )= ¥sihh (1 oos())+ ypsih oos ( sin( ))
+v, of +si’ sn()
2
=) sn® @ ocos())+ ofs = s)
If!.T 1, an approxin ate root is found easily,

V0
T = : 19)

cos

In this approxin ation the m ap when transform ed to the x%y%z% coordinates becom es identical® to the kicked-top
m ap ntroduced by H aake?3 4.

A s is Indicated by the num erical analysis of both the kicked-top m ap and of the exact m apping (15), the KAM
transition to chaos takes place when 1. W e therefore take the lim it 1 and 1. In this case both the
kicked-top m ap and the exact m ap (15) in the viciniy ofa particular valie of v, = v° can be expressed precisely in
the om ofa localstandard m ap (kicked rotor)'®,2!

Litv1=Li+Ksh n41
n+1= nt Iy (20)

w here

I, = Vzop
K =2 1 @2 @1)

and is the phase of the cyclotron rotation.
Them ap is called Iocalbecause the kick strength variesw ith v,o, so that the chaosboundary, given by the condition®®
K 1 varies w ith wz0. T he resulting condition ©r chaos as an explicit finction of all system param eters ist* :

mE"

B?> —— 22
32¢ 2", @2)
where". "1 ®?) is the instantaneous energy of the cyclotron m otion.
Athough the estim ate (22) was obtained only in the lm iting case 1 and 1, it does predict the correct

behavior of the exact m apping (15) for the SBM . Qualitatively i predicts that chaos increases w ith increasing
m agnetic eld and energy and w ith decreasing electric eld and quantitatively the condition given by Eq. (22) is
In good agreem ent w ith the onset of com plete energy exchange between the cyclotron and longiudinalm otion as
determ ned from sin ulations of the exact m ap?.

D .The D oubleB arrierM odel DBM )

W hen = "=eV > 1, the elctron can retain enough longiudinal energy on collision w ith the collector barrier
to reach the am itter wall, although it need not do so. If we regards the coordinates (v ;v,) in the SOS as initial



conditions for the next segm ent of the tra fctory, we m ay partition the SO S Into Inner and outer regions. Initial
conditions (¥ ;v,) In the Inner region will de ne all tra ectordes which collide w ith the em itter before their next
collision w ith the collector. For such initial conditions the equation

VoZ (¥ iVyivzi!ct) Vo

Z (t) ; =d '—4— (23)

w here the function Z wasde ned In (18), must have a positive root t = t", which corresponds to the tin e Intervalto
the next collision w ith the em itter barrier.

For initial conditions In the outer region Eq. (23) has no positive roots, the electron does not reach the em itter
barrier before the next collision w ith the collector barrier, and it's tra gctory is exactly the sam e as in the SBM for
this iteration ofthem ap. Hence the Poincarem ap is still given by the expression (15).

T he \critical boundary" betweeen the two regions is the curve (v}ic) ;Vf) ), such that the electron lunched from the
collector barrier w ith the velocity v = vy (v}f;vg;v;), w ill reach the em itter wall em itter wallw ith com ponent of the
totalvelocity perpendicular to the plane of the barrier equalto zero. For = 0 the criticalboundary is a circle given
by the equation :

vV+vi=1 1= = @4)

In Fig. 2 we show a few exam ples of the \criticalboundary" for di erent valuesof and . It is in portant to realize
that in generaltra fgctories can cross the criticalboundary and indeed for large chaos param eter alm ost all tra ctories
do. H owever know ledge of the critical boundary is usefiil for form ulating the Poincarem ap ofthe DBM .

For (v ;v ) outside the criticalboundary, the next iteration ofthe P oincarem ap does not Involve the collision w ith
the em itter barrier, and the Poincarem ap is therefore still given by (15), as in the single barrier m odel.

W hen (v ;v,) is Inside the criticalboundary, then the Poincarem ap is given by :

#
x O ivy) = Vi v iviveil et
e..e..e #

y Oxivy) = Vy v v, v, !t 25)

w here v, is the scaled velocity inm ediately after collision w ith the em itter barrier and can be ocbtained as

Ve = Vi ViV iV ! ot
v; = V>zq Vi iVy iV ! ot
v, = 1 ¥ ¥ 26)

t" isde ned asthe tin e intervaluntil the next collision w ith the em itter barrier and is given by the st positive root
ofthe equation (23), and the param eter t* represents the tin e Intervalbetw een the collision w ith the em itter barrier
and the next collision w ith the collectorm ap. T he value of t* can be obtained from the equation
d+ ?Z vi;vj;vi;!ct# =0 27)
- C
A s noted above, an in portant property of the Poincarem ap (25) is that it has a discontinuous derivative as the
initial conditions (v ;v,) are varied across the critical boundary. T herefore the conditions for the global validity
of the KAM theorem are not satis ed by thism ap and the transition to chaos can be discontinuous here as in the
stadim billiard?®. However unlike the stadiuim billiard not all trafctories are a ected by the disconthuity of the
m ap for arbitrarily am all chaos param eter. Away from the critical boundary the m ap satis es all the conditions for
the existence of KAM toriand, for sn all chaos param eter, in the inner and outer regions there w ill exist an outerm ost
and nnem ost KAM torus. These two toriw illde ne a set of tra gctories w hich either always hit the em itter barrier
(lie w thin the outem ost KAM curve of the inner region) or alwaysm iss the barrier (lie outside the Innem ost KAM
curve of the outer region). Between these two tori the non-analyticity of the m ap is felt by the tra fctories and the
num erics dem onstrates clearly that there are no rem aining KAM curves In an annular region bounded approxim ately
by the m axinum and m lninum cyclotron energies of points on the critical boundary. In this region the chaos does
not appear to be associated w ith the separatrices corresponding to the hyperbolic xed pointsas it would be for am all
chaos param eter In a KAM system . The practical consequence is that one observes an anom alously large \chaotic
halo" around the critical boundary (see Fig. 3). In this region the e ective m ap description fails badly and only
analysis of the exact m ap can be used. In fact, as we shall see below , m any of the in portant short periodic orbits



rst appear at the criticalboundary at a nie valie of and em erge from the chaotic halo region w ith increasing
W e willbe abl to develop an analytic theory of the sim plest such orbis from the exactm ap.

A Yhough the e ective m ap based on the SBM fails in the \halo" region, for sm all chaos param eter and small it
should work just aswell In the outer region ofthe SO S as it does in the SBM , since here the tra fctories are prevented
by the innerm ost KAM curxve from reaching the em itter and the DBM Poincare hap is identical to the SBM . Since
the Iocal chaos param eter in the e ective m ap description ofthe SBM isK = 2 1 )2 the chaos is weakest at
the Innerm ost KAM curve of the outer region (since the cyclotron energy is the sn allest there) and this curve is the
last in the outer region to break. T he quantitative prediction for the breaking of this curve from the local standard
m ap approxin ation Eg. (20)) is In a good agreem ent w ith the exact behavior.

Onem ay try to extend sim ilar reasoning to the inner region of tra ectories which always reach the em itter barrier.
Here the e ectivem ap is clearly som ew hat di erent because of the additionalenergy exchange (\kick") at the em itter
barrier. It is possible to obtain an e ective area-preserving m ap for an all tilt angles which is sim ilar to a standard
m ap w ith two unequalkicks per period. H owever the SO S generated by this approxin ation has little sim ilarity to the
exactm ap. This is because when the energy is aln ost com pletely Iongiudinal (as it is In this region of phase space)
the kick strength goes to zero at lading order in the tilt angle and the e ective m ap description fails. Note that
it is precisely the periodic orbits in the Inner region (Which reach the am itter) which are m easured in the tunneling
soectrum . Thuswe are particularly interested in obtaining a good description of this region of phase space and m ust
work w ith the exact m ap described by Egs. (25).

Fortunately, aswe show below, it ispossble to obtain a good theoretical understanding of the short periodic orbits
In the entire phase space, Including the crucial central region ofthe SO S, based on analysis of the exact m ap. In fact
we are able to obtain analytic expressions for the period and stability of an in nite class of in portant periodic orbits
for arbitrarily large values of the chaos param eter.

IIT.PERIODIC ORBIT THEORY (SINGLEBARRIER M ODEL)
A . Integrable B ehavior

Eg. (1) of Section I gives a quantitative sem iclassical formula for the tunneling current through the tilted well
In term s of the contributions of di erent periodic orbits which connect em itter and collector barriers. C kearly these
orbits can be fully described only within the fram ework of the double barrier m odel. N evertheless, the behavior of
the periodic orbits in the DBM as a function oftilt anglke and  is exceedingly com plex and has not been understood
system atically up to this point. In order to develop such a system atic understanding it is very helpfiil to consider the
SBM , which has a sim ilar but sin pler periodic orbit structure. T he sim ilarity between the two m odels is easily seen
by considering the 1im it of zero tilt angle.

W hen = 0, both system s are integrable and all of the periodic orbits can be divided Into two groups. A singke
traversing orbi (T O ) bouncing perpendicular to the barrier(s) with zero cyclotron energy and in nite fam ilies of
helical orbis HO ) wih periods equal to an integer m ultiple of the cyclotron period, 2 =!.. The traversing oroit
corresponds to the xed point ofthe Poincarem ap in the centre (0;0) ofthe surface of section —see Fig. 1; its period
is given by

Tro = — (SBM ) (28)

TTOZ_ 1 1

OBM) @9)

Unlke all other onebounce orbits, the TO exists for arbirarily an all energy, since is frequency need not be In
resonance w ith the cyclotron frequency. Since it has zero cyclotron energy its sem iclassical quantization yields the
states of the wellw ith Landau index equalto zero, and hence the TO determm ines the sub-band energy spacings ofthe
triangular (SBM ) or trapezoidal @ BM ) wellby the sam iclassical rule for integrable system s: "= h=T 1, .

D ue to the rotational invariance of the system at zero tilt angle all other periodic orbis in the well (in both the
SBM and DBM ) exist In degenerate fam ilies related by rotation around the z-axis. The union of all tra fctories In a
fam ily de nes a torus in phase-space, known as a \resonant” torus in the nonlinear dynam ics literature?? because the
periodic m otion of the two degrees of freedom are com m ensurate:

n!c= k! 30)
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where n and k are integers (which do not have a comm on divisor) and !; isthe frequency of the periodic m otion in
the longitudinal direction). Since longiudinal and transverse m otion decouple, !1 is the frequency of the periodic
m otion of the uniform ¥ accelerated electron bouncing nom alto the barriers, and it's value is :

|
1 = Zpes = BM ) @1)
5 ¢y . wo<1
'y = p— — 1 DOBM ) (32)
) 11 = W1

where %, ¥ isthe scaled ongitudinal energy.

T he resonance condition (30) m eans that any periodic orbi of a fam ily labelled by the integers n and k collides
w ith the collector barrier n tim es while m aking k fi1ll cyclotron rotations before retracing itself. T herefore all such
orbits In realspace trace out rational fractions of a helix (hence the term helical orbits) between sucoessive collisions
and have periods given by

(33)

forboth the SBM and DBM .

A sim plifying feature of these system s is that one of the oscillation periods, the cyclotron period, is independent of
energy and voltage. T he longitudinal period variesw ith both energy and voltage, going to zero as longiudinalenergy
tends to zero. Ifa fam ily of helical orbits (n;k) exists at a given energy, a fam ily of the sam e type can be generated
at a ower energy by sim ply rem oving cyclotron energy (ence reducing the cyclotron radius) until the radiis of the
helix shrinks to zero, at which point this \fam ily" has becom e degenerate w ith the TO and ceases to exist. These
degeneracy points occur then, whenever the period of the traversing orbit Tro passes through the valie kT.=n, or
both the SBM and DBM .

W hen the magnetic eld is tilted the rotational symm etry around the eld direction which was the origin of
continuous fam ilies of helical orbits in the well is broken and all the resonant tori are destroyed. A cocording to the
Poincare - Birkho theorem 2! each of them is replaced by an integer num ber of pairs of stable and unstable orbits
(nom ally just a singlkepair). T he degeneracy points ofthe untilted system , at which an (n;k) resonant torus collapsed,
evolre Into n-fold bifurcations ofthe TO .

T he reason that the periodic orbit theory ofthe DBM ism ore com plicated than that of the SBM stem s from two
facts. 1) In the unperturbed D BM there are two distinct fam ilies of orbits for each pair (h;k) (one which reaches the
em itter and one which doesn’t), whereas there is only one such fam ily in the SBM . 2) T hese fam ilies can collapse at
the criticalboundary and not just by reaching degeneracy w ith the TO . However in all the other respects m entioned
above the two m odels are sim ilar, and in particular, the bifircations near the TO , which are crucial or explaining
the experin ental data of M uller et all!, are very sim ilar in the two m odels. W e thus begh w ith the sin pler case of
the SBM 2°.

B .Periodic Orbitsat =0

A s just noted, the periodicorbitsat = 0 are oftwo types: the (usually) isolated traversing orbit and the fam ilies of
helicalorbits. The TO ,w ith no cyclotron energy hasa period w hich is ndependent ofm agnetic eld and m onotonically
Increasing from zero w ith increasing energy:

Tro = ———— (34)

ForallHO 'sthe period is nie and an integermultiple of T, = 2 =!.. Thusa given fam ily ofHO ’s labelled by n;k)
can only exist above the energy at which nTro = kTc.=n. These threshholds are the degeneracy points discussed
above. At the threshhold allenergy longitudinal (varepsilon; = 1); togetherwith (30),(31) this yieds :

2 k
_ 2k, (35)

p3
(n k) n

Since 0 varepsilon; 1, orvaluesof > (, there always exists exactly one root of the equation
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2k °
Y, nk) = X (36)

where %y, = vﬁ is the scalked Iongiudinal energy. T he scaled cyclotron energy for this fam ily (resonant torus) is jast
vﬁ =1 % .Asthevalieof isincreased, the existing helical orbitsgain m ore cyclotron energy and m ove aw ay from

the traversing orbi, allow ing for the creation ofnew fam iliesofHO nearthe TO .W e w illnow analyze what happens
to the shorter periodic orbits as the m agnetic eld is tilted, beginning w ith the onebounce orbits.

C .One-bounce orbits
1. Continuity argum ent

O nebounce orbits are periodic orbits which have retraced them selves between each bounce o the single barrier,
ie. they are xed points ofthe rst iteration of the Poincarem ap. Note that di erent onebounce orbits m ay have
w idely di ering perdods, and m ay for instance have periods longer than two or three bounce orbis. For = 0 the
existing onebounce orbits consist of the TO and allHO fam ilieswith n = 1 which are above threshold, ie. wih
k < =2 . The bahavior of the periods of these orbits is indicated by the dashed lnes In Fig. 4. Since the periods T
ofthe HO fam ilies are xed to be Integerm ultiples of T they are independent of when weplot ! T .

W hen the m agnetic eld is in niesim ally tiltted, allhelical fam ilies (resonant tord) are nm ediately destroyed and
replaced by pairs of stable and unstable periodic orbits. These surviving onebounce orbits are only in nitesin ally
distorted from theiranalogsat = 0 and by continuity the periods ofthese orbits are also only In nitesin ally altered.
For our system it is clearwhich orbits from each In nite fam ily survive. For each helical fam ily there are exactly two
orbits which collide w ith the barrier with v, = 0, the condition for zero energy exchange according to Eq. (14). It
is these two orbits from each fam ily which survive. T his is easily seen by recalling that longitudinal and transverse
energy are separately conserved between collisions even In the tilted system , so any onedounce periodic orbit for
arbitrary tilt angle m ust also conserve these quantities during the collision. But the condition for this is just v, = 0,
w hich is satis ed for the two onedbounce helical orbits from each fam ily which hitwih vy, = . By continuiy these
tw o orbitsm ust evolve Into the two surviving isolated xed points ofthe m ap under tilting ofthe eld. However this
tilt spoils the y ! y symm etry of the system , so these two orbits are no longer sym m etry-related and their periods
di er, one becom ing longer than kT . and the other becom ing shorter. A s a result each of the horizontal lines in F ig.
4a, which there represent the onebounce HO fam ilies, splits into an upper and lower branch representing these two
orbis. M oreover for in nitesim al tilt angle one of these branches m ust be stable and one unstablk (the lower branch
is the stable one as we shall see below ). Finally, there is no longer a qualitative di erence between the TO and the
HO ’s once the eld is tilted. For $6 0 the TO is required to have non-zero transverse energy In order to satisfy
the vy = 0 condition and since it was degenerate w ith the (1;k) fam ily of HOsat = 2 k it must be continuously
deform able Into one of the HO s near these points.

To label the single-bounce orbis, it is convenient to introduce the follow Ing notation :

@) k)

which m eans, that it is a single —bounce periodic orbit (\1") with the period T such that kT, < T < (k+ 1)T.. To
distinguish the two orbits, which fork 1 can satisfy this inequality, we Introduce an additional ndex , such that
the sign \ " corresponds to the periodic orbit w ith a sm aller period (we use this notation in  g. 4)

T he qualitative behavior ofthe com plete set ofone-bounce orbitsofthe SBM follow s from these continuiy argum ents
and isshown in Fig. 4, where forde nitenesswe have plotted the exact analytical results of the next subsection. N ote
that or € 2 k there isalwaysone orbitw ith a nearly linearvariation of itsperiod with . Thisisthe (1) ¥ orbitand
it isthe analog ofthe TO ofthe untilted system . Howevernear = 2 k the period ofeach ofthe (1)'* orbit saturates
to kT, as i becom es prim arily helical, while a new pair of orbits isbom at a tangent bifircation near = 2 k. One
of these, the (1)* ®* 1) takes over the rok of the TO while the other, the (1) ®** 1) becom es the unstable partner of
the helical orbit generated by the (1)** orbit. Thus, qualitatively speaking, the system repeats itself every tine is
ncreased by 2 . Quantitative scaling relations between the behavior in each interval are discussed In Appendix B.
Note nally that the continuiy argum ent suggests that in the tilted system the period kT, is forbidden for onedbounce
orbits since the two surviving HO ’s from each resonant torus are shifted away from this value and the period of the
\TO " can no longer cross that ofthe HO sas vardes; we shall prove this statem ent rigorously shortly.
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2. Quantitative theory

W e now derive exactly the periods of all onebounce orbits for arbitrary tilt angle. W e also prove that there can
exist no onebounce orbi not identi ed by the continuity argum ent given above. A s just noted, i is trivial to see
that all onebounce orbits m ust be non-m ixing (ie. bounce w ith v, = 0) for any tilt angle. T herefore we can in pose
this condition in order to nd all onebounce orbits and their periods. The derivation is m ost easily perform ed in
the coordnate system &%;y®;z®), which m oves in the direction perpendicular to B and E w ith the drift velocity
vqg=E SJn( )=B

© 0

=X wt
z

X
©_ ,0
y =

Z

©

0 37)

P rofcted on the plane &%;y®), the tra fctory ofthe electron betw een successive collisions is a portion ofa circle of
radiisve=!. with an angular size ! .T , where v, is the cyclotron velocity and T is the tin e intervalbetw een collisions
(period of the 1-bounce orbi). For T > 2 =!. the trafctory retraces the circle severaltimes (see Fig. 5). Any
orbit which is periodic in the lab fram e w ill not be so In the drift fram e, Instead the initial and the nalpoints of
the tra fctory between successive collisions m ust be separated by the distance x® = v4qT (where T isthe period of
the orbi) and have the sam e value of y°. O n the other hand, Hr one-bounce periodic orbits the distance x° can be
expressed as (see Fig. 5)

00}

X = 2V=lcsin( ) = 2ve=!,.sin (! . T=2);
so that
1. T=2
V.= yy—o
" ain(1.T=2)

and at the point of collision therefore

Vew}oo = Vg (! cT=2)cot (! .T=2);
Vyod=o = Vg (! T=2) (38)

Since the motion alng the direction of the magnetic eld 2% = B is a unibm accekration under the foroe
eE cos( )=m , at the point of collision

ek cos( )!.T

Vg0 = 39
N ml. 2 69
N ote, that at the point of collision vy, = v, cos( ) yo sin( )= 0, as expected.
Substituting v® into the equation of energy conservation "= m &% )?=2 at the barrier, we nally cbtain :
=2)? 1.T=2)?
(=2r L = sin® ( ): (40)
L (lT=2)cot(! T=2)f

T his is the basic equation determ ining the periods T ( ; ) for all onebounce orbis. As ! 0 the only solutions
which exist require T ! 0 also, and it is easily seen by expanding the left-hand side that there is in fact only one
solution for any value of , and this solution has = !.T as forthe TO in the unperturbed system . Forany there

are no solutionswih ! .T = 2 k (asargued above) due to the divergence of the denom nator in the lkft-hand side at
these values. If there were solutions w ith this value of the period, then viewed in the drift fram e the orbit would be
an Integer num ber of full circles, which is one can see ntuitively is In possible due to the collision (see. Fig. 5).

For 2 k there are m any solutions as can be easily shown graphically by plotting the single-valued fiinction
1.T
=F sh ; 41)
2
where
S
F &iy) =2 y*+x* (1 yootyf 42)
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as isdone in Fig. 4.

The single solution at < 2 k correspondsto the (1)* ° which is a slightly deform ed version ofthe TO ; it is visble
as the centralisland in the SO S ofFig. 6éaw ith vy, = 0 (as is required, cf. above discussion), but w ith now som e sm all
valie ofv, . As is increased, this orbit gains cyclotron energy, and the corresponding xed point m oves away from
the center to the left side of the surface of section. A s discussed above, for > 2 the perdod of the orbit (1)" @
approaches asym ptotically T. asthem a prity of its energy is f&d into transverse m otion and it becom es a recognizable
deform ation ofa k = 1 helical orbit of the untilted system (seeFigs. 4, 6b ).

Thetwonew orbits (1) ¥ which m ust arise by contihuity in each intervalappear in tangent bifiircations at thresholds

givenby = P,where
P=F shoi%) 43)
and %y is the k-th positive root of the equation
$tan %
= sin?

(a8 Scot%) 1+ 2% csc%)

This is clearly seen in the SO S of Fig. 6b, the xed point ofthe stable periodic orbit (1)* ¢ is at the center of the
stable island near the origin, whereas its unstable partner is (less obviously) visble as the elongated ow pattem at
vy = 0 and slightly Jarger values of vy . The evolution of these orbits above threshold is precisely as predicted by the
continuity argum ent above: the (1)* k Initially has a period close to that ofthe TO before saturatingto T &k+ 1)T.;
whereas the (1) ¥ orbit inm ediately becom es helical with T kT.. W e must em phasize that Eq. (40) uniquely
identi es allonebounce orbits for arbirary . Thusthere are no onebounce orbits forany which cannot be related
to onebounce orbits of the untilted system (this is not the case for period-tw o and higher orbits). Hence we have a
qualitative and quantitative understanding of the periods and topology of all onebounce orbis. The next issue to
address is their stability properties.

3. Stability

W e de ne the stability of a periodic orbit in the standard m anner???! | T he non-linear P oincare velocity map Eq.
(15) ) is linearized for an alldeviations ofthe niialvelocity from the values corresponding to the periodic orbit ( xed
point ofthem ap). This linearm ap isrepresented by a2 2 m onodrom y m atrix M; which has determ inant one due to
conservation of phase-gpace volum e in the ham iltonian ow . The PO is unstable if one of the eigenvalues ofM ; has
m odulus Jarger than one (the other being necessarily less than one), so that an initial deviation along the associated
eigenvector grow s exponentially. The PO is stable if the elgenvalues are ' ; 6 ;2 , inplying that any iitial
deviation will sin ply rotate around the xed point. The points of m arginal stability are when the eigenvalues are

1; and by the continuity ofthem ap, M; m ust pass through m arginal stability in order for the orbit to go unstable.
Equivalently, if ¥ rM ;]jis less than two the orbit is stable, if greater than two it isunstable, and when TrM 1 1j= 2
it ism arginally stable. T here are additional general constraints. A s already noted, new orbitsm ust appear in stable—
unstable pairs in what are called tangent bifurcations (T B ) .E xactly at the point ofTB the orbitsarem argihally stable
wih TrM ;]= 2, before the stable onemovesto TrM 1]1< 2 and the unstable onemovesto TrM ;1> 2. Conversely,
the othervalue form arginalstability, TrM 1]= 2 corresoonds to forw ard or backw ards period-doubling bifurcations
ofthe PO . These will be of great interest below as they are closely-related to the peak-doubling transitions seen in
the m agnetotunneling experin ents.

W e can obtain the m onodrom y (stability) m atrix for all onebounce orbits analytically, but again will rst extract
its qualitative features by continuity argum ents. A s just noted, for in nitesim al tilt angle the TO is deform ed into
the 1)** orbit in the nterval2 k< < 2 (k+ 1). Therefre the stability properties of the (1)'* orbits m ust be
continuous w ith those of the TO in these intervals. For the case of the TO of the untilted system the m onodromy
m atrix is trivial. The TO hasvy = vy = 0, therefore a am all increm ent of velocity In the x  y plane leaves the tin e
Interval between collisions unchanged to linear order n  v. Thus each ieration of the m onodromy m atrix is just
rotation of this deviation vector by the anglke ! T, lreadingto TrM 1]= 2c0s!.T . Therefore the TO is stabl at all
valies of exoept such that !.T=m ;m = 1;2;3;::: Ikt llows by continuiy that the orbits L) ¥ willbe stable
everyw here in the interval2 k< < 2 (+ 1) exoept in In nitesim al intervals around these values.

The Iowest value at which Instability can occur is = 2 k, but this is precisely the point of tangent bifircation
where the (1)** and (1) ¥ orbits are bom. Since (1)"* must evolve Inm ediately into the analog of the (stable) TO
above threshold, it m ust becom e the stable m em ber of the pair inm ediately after the TB; whereas the (1) ¥ orbit
m ust then be unstable. This is allowed by continuity sihce the (1) ¥ inm ediately evoles into the analog ofthe HO s,
which arem arginally stabl for all and can hence becom e unstable under in nitesim al perturbation.
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Near the m idway points of the relevant interval, = 2 (+ 1=2), the @1)* X orbit can again go unstable, but it
must inm ediately restabilize by continuity for higher values of in this interval. W e nd that in fact all 1)** do go
unstable by period-doubling bifiircation D B) nearthisvalie, and orsu ciently an alltilt angles they all restabilize
by inverse PD B at slightly higher

As increasespastthevaluie2 (+ 1)the @) X orbit ceases to ply the role ofthe TO (Which is taken overby the
O &1 orbit) and conthuity alone does not determ ine its stability. H owever from the e ective m ap argum ents of
subsection ITB we know that at 1= the system undergoesthe KAM transition to globalchaos, and we therefore
expect all existing periodic orbits to nally go unstable for su ciently high valies of . In other words, for any
non-zero the continuiy argum ent will 2il for su ciently high 1= and new orbits can appear which have no
analog in the untilted system . Tn fact this second destabilization ofthe (1)** orbit occursby a PDB which creates a
period-tw o orbit w ith no analog in the untilted system , as we shall see below .

As Dbecomes of order uniyy, the value aswhich global chaos sets in becom es also of order unity and we do not
expect any ofthe (1)™* orbits to rem ai stabl over a large interval. A s already show n above, how ever, we can prove
from Eq. (40) that a (1)* pair is bom by tangent bifiircation in each interval. Thus the (1)* ¥ must be stable over
som e an all interval for arbitrarily lJarge , but it need not restabilize after its rst PDB . (N ote that the e ective m ap
argum ent only predicts global chaos In the sense of no rem aining KAM tori for large ; it does not prove that no
stable periodic orbits can exist, and indeed we have proved the converse: stable onebounce orbis do exist above
any nie valie of ). To interpolate continuously between the lin its of In nitesin al and large the second PDB
m oves continuously to lower values until it elin inates the inverse PDB and hence elim nates the restabilization of
the 1)** PO.

Tom ake all of these features explicit and quantitative we have derived the m onodrom y m atrix for all single-bounce
orbits. T he straightforw ard but tedious calculation is sketched In Appendix A .W e nd:

TrM 1) = 4cos* ( Vkar? ( )+ (1.T=2) cot(! .T=2)]
frarf ( )+ s (I.T)=(.T)g 2 (44)

T his equation describbes precisely the stability properties of the onebounce orbits sketched above. F irst, every tin e
a new pair of roots of Eq. (40) appear wih Increasing , TrM ;) = + 2 corresponding to a tangent bifircation, as
discussed.As increases from this threshold one root (describing the (1) *) PO ) becom es increasingly unstable w ith
TrM 1) ! +1 . In contrast, the other root corresponding to the L)k orbit Initially becom es stable (TrM 1) < 2)
and rem ains so ora nite intervalbefore going unstable at TrM 1) = 2by PDB.Forsu ciently small ,TrMM 1)
w illpass through the value 2 twicem orebeforetendingto 1 , corresponding to the restabilization and subsequent
destabilization of the (1)** predicted by the conthuity arguments above. As  increases for any xed interval
k eventually a critical angle is reached at which this restabilization ceases, jist as predicted. The behavior of the
TrM 1) for (1) X orbitswith k = 0;1;2 isshown in Fig. 7. Sihce ncreasing k correspondsto larger ,the criticalangle
becom es an aller as k increases. T he intervals of restabilization ofthe (1)** orbits are shown i Fig. 8 tem inatihng at
the critical angles i’ T he m ost experim entally relevant intervalisk = 0, orwhich Eqg. (44) predicts a critical angle
of ¢’ 25 ,very close to the valie at which the peak-doublng regionsm erge 1 the data of ref!! . W e w ill Jater show
how the occurence of this critical angle relates to the size and evolution of the peak-doubling regions in the data.

Q uantitative results for the values at which the PDB s occur and for the critical angle are easily obtained from
Eqg. (44) for the m onodrom y m atrix. Equation (44) can be w ritten as

TrM 1)+ 2= R ( ;!.T)
= 4cos’ ( )Ry ( ;!cTI)Ro( ;1T) 45)

w here the zeros of the function R ( ;!.T) (known as the residue) give the param eter values for allPD B s. It is easily
seen from Eqg. (44) that factor R; has exactly one root in each intervalk, whereas the factor R, has either two or
zero roots In each interval, corresponding to the presence or absence of the restabilization. T he set of transcendental
equations which determ ine the roots ofR1;R, and hence the bifiircations points and critical angles are sum m arized
In Appendix B .

T he existence and stability properties of the onebounce orbits as predicted by Egs. (40),(44) are con m ed by the
num erically-generated SO S and indeed reveal the underlying pattem to the com plex behavior seen in the SO S.The
period-doubling bifircations of the onebounce orbits are of particular interest because they are closely-related to the
peak-doubling phenom ena observed experin entally. W e w ill elucidate this behavior in the next section on period-tw o
orbits.
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D . Two-bounce orbits
1. Qualitative description, 1

For = 0 alltwo-bounce periodic orbits occur in helical fam ilies satisfying the resonance condition :
Rk+ 1)y =2!c k=0;1;2;::: (46)

Only odd integers appear In the resonance condition since even integers yield orbits equivalent to the period-one
helical fam ily. A s follow s from Egs. (33) and (46), the periods of the tw o-bounce helical orbits are given by

T= 2k + 1)2'—: @a7)

C

T herefore, Just as for the onebounce helical orbits, the resonant tori corresponding to the two-bounce orbits can
only appear above a threshold value of at which the longiudial period becom es long enough to satisfy Eq. 47).
At this threshold the two-bounce orbits are Indistinguishable from the second repetition ofthe traversing orbit. T hus

the threshods ¢ are given by the condition 2Tz = @k + 1)Te, which gives

B= ek+1): (48)
O nce em erged, the period—2 resonant torirem ain in the phase space ofthe system forarbitrary argevalieof , sinply
m oving tow ards the periphery of the surface of section as increases.

A gain, as for the helical onebounce periodic orbits, when the m agnetic eld is tilted, the resonant tori of the two—
bounce orbits are destroyed and replaced by an integer num ber of pairs of stable and unstable tw o-bounce periodic
orbits. By conthuity, these orbits m ust appear in the vichity ofthe (1)** traversing orbits (which are now playing
the role of the TO ) and near the values Rk + 1) at which the twobounce tori appear. O ur previous analysis
r sm all tilt angles has already identi ed one direct and one inverse period-doubling bifiircation of the (1)** near
these valuesof (seeFig. 7). In a direct PD B a stable onedbounce PO becom es unstable while generating a stable
twobounce PO in its neighborhood; in an nverse PD B an unstable onedbounce PO becom es stable whilke creating an
unstable two-bounce PO in itsneighborhood. Hence for consistency we conclude that exactly one pair of tw o-bounce
PO ’s is created from each two-bounce fam ily for in nitesim al tilt angle. Furthem ore, one of these arises from the
direct PD B and is therefore stable, w hereas the other arises from the inverse PD B and isunstabl. For In nitesim al
tilt angle the interval between these two PDB s is also In nitesin al and they are created at the sam e \tine" n
agreaem ent w ith the PoincareB irkho theorem ; for any nite angl they are separated by some nie ntervalin ).

Tt follow s that there m ust be exactly two orbits from each helical fam ily which are continuously deform ed into the
stable and unstable two-bounce PO s created at these two PD Bs. It is easy to identify one of the two In analogy to
our earlier reasoning. T here is only one two-bounce PO in each helical fam ily forwhich both of its two collisions w ith
the barrder occur with v, = 0 (see Fig. 9). This orbit can be continuously deform ed into a non-m ixing two-bounce
orbit which w ill becom e degenerate w ith the non-m ixing (1)** at the PDB —see Fig. 10a. However, unlike the case
for one-bounce HO s, there isno second orbit w ith xed pointsat vy, = 0 which can evolve into the second two-bounce
orbi which we know m ust be created. Hence this second orbi at € 0 must bem ixing; ie. it must generate xed
points w ith non—zero vy, . Thus it must be cbtained by a deform ation of one of the two-bounce orbits in the helical
torusw ith nite values of v, at collision.

To identify which orbit this is we m ust consider the general properties of m ixing tw obounce orbis in this system .
W e have noted above that due to tin ereversal symm etry the SO S has to be sym m etric under the transform ation
vy ! Y . It is cbvious that a twodbounce orbit w ith the sam e value of v, at each collision w ill generate two xed
points in the SO S which satisfy this re ection symm etry. Note that since v, / vy, such a m ixing period-tw o orbit
strikes the barrier at the sam e value of y in each collision. W e will refer to such orbits as selfretracing since they
retrace them selves in vy z profction. A 11 selfretracing tw o-bounce orbits are m ixing. H ow ever there exist non-self-
retracing tw o-bounce m ixing orbis. These m ust collide w ith di erent values of vy at each collision, but still satisfy
the required re ection symm etry of the SO S In a m ore subtle m anner. In such an oxoit the values of vy at collision
di er for any one sense of traversal, but traversing the orbi in the opposite sense generates two additional xed
points which restore the vy ! v symm etry of the SO S which has four xed points for such orbits. Such an orbit is
shown In Fig. 10c, and analogous orbits exist for higherbounce PO saswell W e w ill discuss their origin later.

H ow ever,these non-selfretracing tw o-bounce orbits cannot be created at a PDB of a onebounce orbit (period-one

xed point) since such a PDB cannot create m ore than two new  xed points?’#8 . T herefore the second, m xing orbit
we seek for € 0mustbe a selfretracing orbit, ie. it m ust have the sam e value of i, at each of its two collisions w ith
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non—zero vy —seeFig. 10b. The only orbit in the = 0 helical fam ily w ith this property is the one which collides w ith
the barrier w ith vy = 0 at each collision (see Fig. 9). Hence by continuity it is this orbit which m ust be continuously
deform ed to give the m ixing orbit which must, by the PoincareB irkho theorem , exist for in niesin al tilt angle.
Intuitively, the PDB ofthe (1)™* orbit to the non-m ixing twodounce orbit corresponds to splitting the (1)** at the
point of collision, w hereas the PDB corresponding to the m ixing one corresponds to splitting the (1)* ¥ at the point
furthest away from the collision (see Tabl I).

Since lack of m ixing at collision should enhance the stability of an orbit for given ; , we m ay expect that the
non-m ixing two-bounce orbit is bom stable in the direct PDB and the m ixing one is bom unstabl at the inverse
PDB which occurs at a slightly higher value of . This confcture is con m ed by our analytic calculations below .
In accord w ith our earlier notation we w ill Jabel this pair of tw o-bounce orbits, which m ust exist in each intervalby
continuity, as:

@) * 49)

where the sign \+ " corresponds to the orbit with the longer period as before. Note that the stable non-m xing
orbit then willbe the (2) ¥ and the unstable m ixing orbit willbe the @)** (one should not then interpret +; as
stable,unstable) . For sin plicity we drop the interval index k below . The sam e scenario occurs in each interval, just
at analler ask is ncreased.

2. Qualitative description, 1

Up to now we have focused on the lim i of an all w here each orbi must by continuiy have an analog for = 0.
Unlke singlebounce orbits in the tilted well, there w ill exist orbits w ith two orm ore bounces w hich have no analogs
In the Integrable case. In fact we have already shown above (see Fig. Figs. 7, 8) that after restabilizing by inverse
PDB the (1)* orbit must eventually go unstabl by a third PDB which must give rise to a stable twobounce orbit
w ith no analog in the untilted system . W e denote these new orbits as (2) ; one such orbi must exist oreach (1)*
orbit although for an all tilt angle they w ill not appear until valies of 1=

W illthe @) orbitsbem ixing or non-m ixing? O ne can also decide this by reference to our stability analysis of the
(1)* orbit (seeFig. 7 above). Aswe showed, Hreach (1)* orbit, as is increased to a critical value, the second and
third PD B s m ove closer together and nally m erge, after which no restabilization ofthe (1)* orbit occurs. But the
second PD B is associated w ith them ixing )" orbit; if it m ergesw ith the (2) orbit when the second and third PD B
coincide, then () orbism ust also be of the sam e symm etry, ie. m xing.

W hat happensto the 2)* ; 2) orbits ortilt anglesabove ? On the onehand above i they cannotbe created by
PDBsofthe (1) orbit, since we have shown that it never restabilizes. O n the other hand, these two periodic orbits
cannot cease to exist suddenly, since they exist for an In nite interval above the threshold or PDB and the orbit far
from threshold is negligbly perturbed by a an all increase in tilt angle. The resolition of this apparent paradox is
that above y the two orbits are created by a tangent bifircation in a region ofthe SO S and at a value of very close
to that at which the PDBsoccur below . The detailed description of the transition from the PDB scenario to the
TB scenario is sketched in Fig. 11 and described in the caption. In contrast, nothing qualitatively new happens to
the behavior of the Initially stable ) as is increased beyond i ; its interval of stability jist shrinks continuously.

So orall we are able to locate all tw obounce orbis which are related originally to the onebounce (1) X orbit,
and to describe their evolution qualitatively. T here are exactly three such orbits associated w ith each (1)* orbit: the
(2) which is nitially stable and non-m ixing, the 2)* which is initially unstable and m ixing, and the (2) which is
hitially stable and m ixing.

T he last point to understand is the evolution of these orbits w ith increasing once they are created. Since these
orbitsexist orall above threshold at = 0, we expect the sam e behavior for nonzero . However, asboth the 2)
and (2) oroits are nitially stable, we expect them both to becom e unstable as ! 1 . It tums out that the 2)
orbi goes unstable as the second stage ofan in nite period-doubling transition to chaos. The (2) on the other hand
follow s a m ore com plex route to its nalunstable form . A sthe param eter is increased, the orbit (2) goesunstable
via a period-doubling bifiircation, but soon restabilizes and nally goes unstable via a pitchfork bifircation. In such
bifircation a new stable (m ixing) orbit is created w ith a period identicalto that ofthe orbit which has gone unstable.
In thiscase the new orbit isprecisely ofthe non-selfretracing type shown in Fig. (10c) and describbed above. T husthis
one new two-bounce orbit creates four xed points in the SO S and satis es the required conservation of the Poincare
Index. From the generic properties of 2D conservative m aps it can be shown that such orbits can only be created In
these pitchfork bifircations. A though it is interesting to note the origin of the non-selfretracing tw o-bounce orbits,
they are of a little In portance for the description of the experin ental tunneling spectra, since generally the pitchfork
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bifircations appear at relatively high values of , aswe will show In the quantitative description of the two-bounce
orbits In the next subsection.

In principle com pletely new two-bounce orbits can also arise by tangent bifircations at su ciently large tilt angles
and values of , In fact no visble islands due to such orbits are seen in the SO S for any tilt angles of interest in
the range of valueswhich are accessble experim entally. T hus for understanding the experim entally observed peak—
doubling regions only the the three twobounce orbits 2) ; )" ; 2) for the intervals k = 0;1 are m ost relevant.
T heir properties are summ arized in table I. These orbits, once their generalization to the doublebarrier m odel is
understood, w illbe su cient to explain the peak-doubling data of references %71 .

W e now give an analytical description of the periods and stability of the two-Jbounce orbits identi ed above.

3. Quantitative theory : N on-m ixing two-oounce orbits

T he derivation of the periods of the non-m ixing two-bounce orbits can be perform ed using the sam e technique
developed In the analysis of the singlebounce orbis. In the drift fram e iIntroduced in section ITIB 2 the orbit consists
of two identical and overlapping arcs of a circle of angular size ! .T > w ith their endpoints displaced by w T=2.
Im posing the non-m ixing condition at the two collisions determ ines T . C onservation of energy is not required to x
the period and this kads to the striking resul that the period is independent of energy (this is the only relevant orbit
w ith this property). T his calculation, the details of which are given in the Appendix D, yields :

1T 1T
Zootz= tarf (50)

T he k-th positive root of this equation gives the value of the period ofthe (2)* &) orbi. Note that the solutions T
do not depend on . This is the only orbit w ith this property.

W e have also calculated the stability properties of these orbits by evaliating the trace of the corresponding m on—
odrom y m atrix using the generalexpressionsdeveloped in the A ppendix C . T his straightforw ard but tedious derivation
isgiven n AppendixE.In g.1l2wepltTrM ). In agreem ent w ith our qualitative analysis, Tr(M ) isam onotonically
decreasing function of , so that the mnitially stable two-bounce non-m xing orbit destabilizes by a period-doubling
bifircation and then rem ains unstable for all . The 4-bounce periodic orbit, which isbom in this bifircation, w il
In tum bifircate, producing an in nite series of period-doubling bifircations of the sam e type as the period-doubling
sequence 1 the quadratic D éVogelaere m ap?? 22 . H ow ever, since the periodic orbits of this sequence have long periods
and relatively large cyclotron energy, they are of a little in portance for the description of the tunneling spectra in
the tilted well, and w ill not be discussed in the present paper.

4. M ixing period—2 orbits

D ue to nonzero energy exchange at the points of collision the analyticaldescription ofa generalm ixing tw o-bounce
periodic orbit w ill be very com plicated. H owever, as we pointed out before, the m ost In portant two-bounce m ixing
orbis are selfretracing (in y  z proction) leading to the symm etry property that v is the sam e a both collisions.
Im posing this condition sim pli es the analytical treatm ent. For each of these orbits, the electron collides w ith the
barrier tw ice at the sam e point w ith exactly the sam e absolute values of the velocity com ponents vy ;v ;v . U sing this
property, one can show (see Appendix F), that the periods T of the two-bounce selfretracing orboits m ust satisfy the
follow ing system of coupled transcendental equations :

8
§ sin IZT sin !CZT
< T = tal'% ﬁ (5la)
2 2
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2 2sin ((55) 4 7]

where T < T isthe di erence of the tim e Intervals between successive collisionsty and t, (see Appendix F). This
system oftw o equations determ ines the periods of all of the selfretracing tw o-bounce orbis as functions of and the
tilt angle.

A tthough the equations (51la), (51b) ook quite com plicated, they allow a further analysis. A ssum e at last one
solution exists for some xed valie of T and nd the corresponding valie(s) ofthe tine di erence T from equation
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(51la) which depend explicitly only on T; (ut only Implicitly on ). Asan equation for T at xed T and , this
relation can havemultiple soutions T = T, :

T, = 2}, cof —2— ; T, <T (51)

w here the function }, &) wasde ned In Appendix B (see Eg. B5) ) and the m axin alvaluie n depends on the value

ofT; .IfT isnot a solution ofthe system forany ,Eqg. (8) willhaveno rootswih T < T.Oneknows (from the

calculation of the stability m atrix for the singlebounce orbits) the exact values of T at which the 2)* k. ) ¥ orbit

are bom by PDB and inverse PDB ofthe (1)'¥. Hencewe can nd the starting value of T foreach )" ; @) ¥ orbit

and follow it continuously as increases. Each root T, when inserted into Eq. (51b) yields a solution \branch"
a (T) Por a two-bounce orbit.

T here does not how ever need to be exactly one selfretracing two-bounce orbit for each solution branch , (T). If
the period of such an orbit is a non-m onotonic fiinction of then the sam e orbit will give rise to m uliple solution
branches which m ust m erge at the extrem a of T ( ). O ne can show that there can be no m ore than one extrem um at

nite forT ( ), thuseach orbit willbe describbed by either one or two such branches. C onversely, one solution , (T)
can be non-m onotonic in T, hence it m ust describe two di erent two-bounce orbits w ith di erent periods at the sam e
valie of . W ih care, any two-bounce selfretracing orbit can be obtained by this approach. T his procedure yields
the plots of the periods or the @) %; 2) © orbits shown In Fig. 13. Note that unlke the non-m ixing (2) ¥ orbits,
the periods of the m ixing orbits depend on

In fact r sm all tilt angles the period of the 2)** orbit is a m onotonically decreasing finction of and there is
only then = 1 solution branch to consider. In this case we can expand Equations (7),(8) for 1 and obtain an
explicit orm ula for the periods of these orbits:

2, 10+ 2 67,

+0 & 52
5 (52)

'.T= (@1+2k) 1+

A lYthough the (2) orbits have the sam e topology as the 2)* (and at lJarge they are bom together in a tangent
bifircation), they have no analogs in the untilted system so their periods cannot be obtained from such an expansion.
T he quantitative analysis ofEgs. (51a), (51b) con m sthe transition scenario between PDB and TB forthe @)% ; 2)
for large tilt angles described In Fig. 11.

Once the values of T and T are known from the Egs. (5la),(51b), the com ponents of the velocity at the points
of collisions can be obtained from (4), and one can calculate the m onodrom y m atrix for each such orbit using (C4)
and (C3). In Fig. 14 we show the behavior of the trace ofthe m onodrom y m atrix or 2)* and (2) orbits. A s argued
above, one nds that the (2)* orbits are unstable forall , whereasthe () orbitswhich are bom stable (since they
arise from a direct PDB of the (1)* orbit), and go unstable in the com plicated sequence ending w ith a pitchfork
bifircation which we have described above and in the caption to Fig. 14.

In Tablk Iwe summ arize the relevant period-1 and period-2 orbis.

E . Threebounce periodic orbits

T he scenario for the threebounce periodic orbits is sin ilar In m any ways to that for the two-bounce orbits jist
describbed. W hen them agnetic eld isnot tilted all three-bounce periodic orbitsbelong to resonant toriand correspond
to the resonances

kly = 3!¢ (53)

where the integerk isnotamultiple of3. Thusas increasesfrom zero in the st intervalthere are two thresholds for
the birth of resonant tori. W hen = 2 =3 the fam ily ofhelical orbis which perform 1=3 of a cyclotron rotation per
collision w ith the barrier appears, and at = =3 the fam ily which m akes 2=3 ofa rotation per collision appears. A s
for the tw o-bounce orb its, the analogousorbis in the higher intervalsbehave in exactly the sam em anner qualitatively,
and so we focus here on those in the rst nterval

W hen the m agnetic eld is tilted, the period-3 resonant tori are destroyed and replaced by pairs of stable and
unstable threebounce orbis. Here som e In portant di erences from the two-bounce orbits enter. F irst, we cannot
have a singke three-bounce orbit created at som e value of since there is no analog of a period-doubling bifircation
for creating threebounce orbits. At the threshold for creation of the threebounce helical fam ilies, when they are
degenerate w ith the third repetition ofthe traversing orbit, the TrM ; = 1 and its stability cannot change. T herefore
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period-three orbits m ust alw ays be created in stableunstable pairs by tangent bifircation. M oreover there is generi-
cally no constraint that such a tangent bifiircation occur at the xed point corresponding to a period-one orbit?’ . Tn

this sense there are no trifircations in a generic system . W hen = 0 the rotational symm etry of the system does
constrain the entire fam ily of threedbounce orbits to appear degenerate w ith the third repetition of the traversing

orbi, but as soon as 6 0 the pair of threebounce orbits which survive are created away from the period-one xed

point. However, by continuiy the tangent bifurcation (IB) which creates this pairm ust occur near this xed point

and at approxin ately the sam e value of . W e Infer that for sn all tilt angles there are at lrast two TB'’s in the st

Interval, each ofwhich creates a stableunstable pair of threebounce orbis, at 1 2 =3;, 4 =3. Extending our
earlier notation, we w ill denote these four orbitsby (3), ; 3), -

W hich orbits of the resonant tori survive? In this case there is no orbit in the helical fam ily which has all of its
collisions w ith v, = 0; therefore by continuity there can be no threebounce non-m ixing orbits for sm all tilt angles
(@and one can easily show that this result holds for any ). However there are two orbits in each torus which collide
with ()1 = 0; (w)2 = (¥ )3 corresponding to tw o possible orientations of the appropriate equilateral triangl along
the vy axis. These two orbits satisfy the required sym m etry of the SO S upon tilting, while no others in the torus do.
T herefore 1t is these orbits which survive (slightly distorted due to the tilt, of course).

T his conclusion, while correct, m ust be reconciled w ith our earlier statem ent that the two orbits m ust appear at a
tangent bifurcation. At a TB the two orbits are identical, yet the tw o orbits we have identi ed correspond to opposite
orientations ofthe equilateral triangle and would not coincide forany nite size ofthe triangle de ning the three xed
points (see Fig. 15). In order to coincide at the TB the unstable m em ber of the pair m ust actually pass through the
single-bounce xed poit at the center of the triangle in what is known as a \touch-and-go" bifiircation?’. At this
point the unstable three-bounce orbi coincides w ith the third repetition ofthe (1)* orbit, which isno longer isolated
and T M 13 = 2 (orequivalently TrM ; = 1). So as is reduced to the threshold for the TB, st the unstable
three-bounce orbi shrinks to a point coinciding w ith the period-one xed point, and then at even lower reappears
on the other side w ith the approriate sym m etry to disappear by TB w ith the stable m em ber of the pair. In g. 15
we show the surfaces of section jist before (a) and soon after (o) the \touch-and-go" bifircation of the orbis (3),
and (1)" @ . This \touch-and-go" (TAG ) bifircation of the three-bounce orbits occurs over such a snall interval
for an all tilt angles that it is hard to distinguish from a trifircation ofthe (1)* orbi without carefilm agni cation
of the transition, but it is required by continuiy and the generic principles of 2D conservative m aps. In Fig. 16 we
plot the periods of these four three-bounce orbits, (3); ; 3), , which are related to the resonant tori of the untilted
system .

A s in the case of the tw o-bounce orbits, our know ledge of the behavior ofthe (1)* orbi allow s us to predict that in
the st ntervaltheirm ust exist a further (pair) of threebounce orbits which have no analog in the untilted system .
The reason is the Pllow ing. From Fig. 7, ©r small tit angle, we know that the TrM ; for the (1)* orbit passes
through 1 three tin es before the (1) orbit becom es pemm anently unstable. Each tine TrM ; = 1 theremust be
a TAG bifurcation, so there m ust be three such bifurcations. Two of them are associated w ith the (3), ; 3), orbits
we have already identi ed and occurnear = 2 =3;4 =3;the third TAG bifircation m ust be associated w ith a third
pair of orbitsbom by TB at large 1= . Thispairplysa sin ilar role for the threebounce orbis as does the (2)
orbit for the twobounce orbis in each Interval, hence we denote them by (3)

As isincreased to orderunity, the TAG bifurcation ofthe (3) orbitsmovesto ower till it eventually coincides
w ith the TAG bifurcation of the (3), orbit and the two bifircations \anniilate". W e know this m ust occur since
T rM ; ceases passing through 1 the second and third tines (see Fig. 7). The TAG resonances relating the orbis
to the resonances of the (1)* orbit no longer exist for higher (just as the PDBs of the 2" ;2 no longer exist
above som e critical angle), but the orbits do not disappear. Instead, they dem onstrate an \exchange of partners"
bifiircation , which frhigher tilt angles allow s them to exist w ithout ever evolving into TAG resonances of the (1)*
—see Fig. 17. Again, just lke for the twobounce orbits, the transform ation from the am all tilt angle to large tilt
angle behavior requires the appearance of auxiliary threebounce orbis in additional tangent bifiircations to provide
a an ooth evolution. T his scenario is illustrated by the bifiircation diagram s in Fig. 17.

In principle an analytic theory of the periods and stability of these threebounce orbits is possible, but the system
of three coupled transcendentalequations which de ne the period are not easily analyzed. Since we already know the
qualitative scenario, we have sin ply used the sym m etry properties of these three-bounce orbits to locate num erically
the xed points and hence nd the period and tin e Intervalbetween collisions. T hese quantities are allwe need to
use the general form alisn for the m onodrom y m atrix developed in Appendix C .

In g. 18 we show the behavior of the trace of the m onodrom y m atrix fr threebounce orbits 3)) , 3); and
(3)° . The stability properties of the threebounce orbits show a clear analogy with the behavior of two-bounce
orbits. The (3), ; 3), orbits related to the resonant tor], are either always unstable, or go unstable via period-
doubling bifiircations and never regain stability. W hereas the behavior of the new (3) is di erent. A s follow s from
Fig. 18, the initially unstabl (3) restabilizes via pitchford bifurcation after its TAG bifurcation w ith the (1)* orbit,
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before eventually going unstable in a period-doubling bifircation at higher value of . The initially stable (3) orbit
has a m onotonically decreasing m onodrom y and goes unstable via a period-doubling bifircation. A 11 of these orbis
are selfretracing in the sense de ned above. At the pichfork bifircation of the (3) orbit just descrbed, a new
three-bounce orbit appears which is non-selfretracing. T hus, as for the two-bounce orbits, orbits of this type only
appear after the creation of the selfretracing orbits and hence arise at relatively high  values. H ence they have little
e ect on the experin ental observations and w ill be disregarded below .

F .M any-bounce orbits

The analysisofperiodn (h > 3) orbits can be conducted in a sin ilar fram ew ork. F irst, one can identify the periodic
orbits, which survived from the resonant toriofthe untilted system , and then relate these orbitsto the 1 :n resonances
of the single-bounce orbits (1) . Since for sm all tilt angles T M ; is non-m onotonic with  and crosses the stability
region three tin es, the third crossing w ill always give rise to new orbits which are bom at 1= and which have
no analogs in the untilted system . As is Increased these resonancesw illm ove to lower and annihilate w ith earlier
resonances lading to new tangent bifircations and the \exchange of partners" already understood and cbserved
for the two-bounce and threebounce orbits. Additional new orbits can be form ed both by pitchfork bifircations of
selfretracing orbits and by com pletely new tangent bifircations, however such orbits appear to play no role In the

rst and second interval for experim entally relevant valies of .M oreover, even the n-bounce orbiswhich are related
to the resonant tori of the unperturbed system generally have too long periods and/or too m uch cyclotron energy to
be observed In the tunneling spectra. A s they Introduce no essentially new physics we w ill not present any detailed
treatm ent of these orbits.

IV.PERIODIC ORBITS IN THE DBM

W enow analyze the periodic orbit structure ofthe doublbarrierm odel O BM ). Thism odelw ill provide a descrip—
tion of periodic orbits relevant to the experin ents of refs > . A crucial point discussed in section ITA above is that
In general for a xed tilt angle the classical dynam ics of the DBM depends on two din ensionless param eters: the
param eter = 2vB=E already used in analyzing the SBM , and the param eter = =€V m easuring the ratio ofthe
in“pction energy to the voltage drop. Fortunately, in the experin ents this second param eter is roughly constant!!#2°,

115 1:17. Therefore the periodic orbit theory (@nd ultin ately the sam iclassical tunneling theory) need only
be done varying wih xed to the experin ental valie. W e will focus on this case henceforth. In interpreting
the resuls of this section however, it m ust be bome In m ind that no longer is the product of three independent
variables; vp and E are related by the condition of constant . The m agnetic eld however is still an independent
variable and thus it is easiest to think of increasing as increasing the m agnetic eld.

M any of the periodic orbits we w ill discuss below have been previously identi ed by From hold et al.’ orM onteiro
and D ando'®. W hat has not been done is to system atize all the experin entally-relevant orbits and nd their intervals
of existence and stability. This we attem pt to do below .

A s previously noted, the periodic orbit theory of the DBM is in m any respects sim ilar to that of the SBM , but
there are three signi cant di erences. F irst, orbits can be bom or disappear In a m anner w hich violates the generic
bifircation principles for conservative system s since the Polncare m ap for the DBM is nonanalytic on the critical
boundary ofthe SO S (the curve separating iniial conditions which will reach the em itter barrier from those which
w il not, cf. section IIC ). T he novel bifurcations which result (which we call cusp bifircations) play a crucial role
In the behavior of the short periodic orbits in the system . Second, the unperturbed system has a m ore com plicated
structure as there can exist tw o distinct resonant tori corresponding to the sam e resonance condition n!. = k!, one
corresponding to helical orbits which do reach the em itter, and the other corresponding to helical orbits which do
not. Third, once the eld is tilted, orbits which are periodic after n bounces w ith the collector m ay collide w ith the
em itter any num ber of tim es from zero to n. As a function of such orbits can change their connectivity w ith the
em itter. In fact it can be shown that any orbit which does reach the em itter can only exist ora nite intervalof
W ewillnow explain these In portant points in detail.

A .Periodic orbitsat =0

First ket us assum e there exists an ;k) resonant torus of the unperturbed system which does not m ake any
collisionsw ith the em itter barrier or a given value of .At = 0 ongiudinaland cyclotron energy decouple and, as
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the em itter barrier plays no role, the frequency of the longitudinalm otion m ust be given by Eq. (31) for the SBM .
U sing this form ula for !, the resonance condition n!. = k!; leads to a condition on
kP ——
=2 = "=" (54)
n
Exactly as for the SBM , if such an orbit exists for one value of the longitudinal energy "; , another such fam ily
w ill exist at the sam e total energy but w ith sn aller longitudinal energy, since adding to the cyclotron energy does
not change !.. From Eqg. (54) the new fam ily wih sn aller "; willexist at higher asthe m agnetic eld will have
to be increased to keep it In resonance. As Increases for such fam ilies the orbits w ill just m ove further away from
the em iter but w ill always exist above the threshold valie de ned by the m axinum value of "; . Unlke the SBM
however, the m aximum allowed value is not "y, since before all the energy is put into longitudinalm otion the orbit
begins to hi the em itter barrier; this happens of course when ", = &V "= .Wewillcall orbits which don’t reach
the em itter \collector" orbits and those which do \em itter" orbits. O ur argum ent in plies that there exist fam ilies of
(n;k) helical collector orbits forall alove the threshold .= 2 (k=n )p . These orbits are identical to those in the
SBM and tl%)e onl% change introduced by the em itter barrier is that the threshold for their creation has been raised
by a factor™ ~ = "y=eV.
Now assum ethereexistsan (n;k) fam ily fora given valuie of which does reach the em itterbarrier. T he longitudinal
frequency of any such orbit is easily calculated to be:

2! " ev
c 2 1 1 — : (55)

" "

N ote the crucialdi erence here from Eqg. (31); for the em itter orbits ! 1 isan increasing finction of " . In posing the
resonance condition then leads to the relation:

r - 1

1 1

0
=2
L L

r
k
- i (56)
n
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which inplies that is also an increasing function of ", in the interval of Interest. For em iter orbits the sn allest
valie that "; can take is eV , otherw ise they w ill cease to reach the em itter, and for thisvalle = (. Therebre, like
the collector fam ilies, the em itter (n;k) fam ilies also do not exist below . They are bom when  Increases through
¢ at the critical boundary sim ultaneously w ith the collector fam ily corresponding to the sam e values of (n;k) (see
Fig. 19).
W hen created, the em itter fam ilies have non-zero cyclotron energy (see Fig. 19) and can be continuously deform ed
by transferring cyclotron energy to longiudinalenergy, m oving the fam ily to highervaluesof for xed totalenergy.
This can only continue until "y, = "y and all of the energy is longiudinal, yielding now a m axim um allowed value of

_ b —
ro = b+ 1: 57)

W e denote this value by 1o because at this value the (n;k) helical em itter fam ily has collapsed to the traversing
orbit (Which exists and always reaches the em itter for > 1). Thusthe scenario at = 0 isthattwo (n;k) fam ilies
are bom at the criticalboundary each tine increasesthrough . (k). The collector fam ily m oves outwards In the
SO S and exists forall > ., whereas the em itter fam ily m oves nwards in the SO S and annihilatesw ith the TO at

to ;k) (seeFig. 19). The consequence isthat each em itter fam ily lives foronly a nite interval, . < < 1o .By
continuity all the em itter periodic orbits which evolre from these em itter tori (in a m anner sin ilar to the SBM ) will
also live In a nite Intervalgiven approxin ately by this nequality for am all tilt angle. To our know ledge this property
ofthe system has not been dem onstrated in the previous literature. A s only the em itter orbitsw illplay a m a pr role
In the sam iclassical theory of the tunneling spectrum (collector orbits m ake exponentially an all contributions), the
point is of som e signi cance.

It follow s from this argum ent that as increases the collector fam ilies evolve by transferring longiudinal energy to
cyclotron energy in them anner fam iliar from the SBM ,whereasas Increasesthe new am itter orbits give up cyclotron
energy to ram ain in resonance. To understand this less fam iliar behavior recall that Increasing m ay be regarded as
Increasing B w ith all other param eters xed. A sB increases the cyclotron frequency increases and the longitudinal
frequency w ill need to increase to m aintain the resonance condition. A s noted already, unlike the collector orbits, for
en itter orbits the longitudinal frequency increases with "; . The reason for this is that as ", increases the electron
traverses the xed distance to the em itter faster and ism ore rapidly retumed to the collector. W e w ill see below that
the consequence of this reversal of the dependence on "; m eans that all bifircations of em itter orbits in the DBM
happen in the reverse direction (asa function of ) from the bifircations of the corresponding orbits in the SBM .
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B .Period-one orbits in the D BM

1. Continuity argum ent

W e now analyze the period-one POs of the DBM for 6 0. Here we mean period-one orbis wih respect to
teration ofthe Poincarem ap de ned at the collector ofthe D BM , ie. the orbitsm ust collide w ith the collector only
once before retracing. For zero tilt angle these orbits w illbe of three types. 1) T he collector orbits corresponding to
then = 1;k = 1;2;::: resonances, which do not collide w ith the em itter. 2) T he am itter orbits corresponding to the
n= 1;k= 1;2;::: resonances which do reach the em iter. 3) T he traversing orbit, which has zero cyclotron energy
and which hence m ust reach the em itter for > 1. The TO has the period:

r

TT o= I_ 1 1 1 M (58)
- C
A sIn the SBM , The helical fam ilies of orbits w ill generate pairsof PO swhen € 0 and by contihuiy, for in niesim al
tilt angle, the orbits arising from em itter fam ilies w illbe em itter orbits and those arising from collector fam ilies w i1l
be collector orbits.
W emust now classify periodic orbits not only by the num ber ofbounces w ith the collector, but also by the num ber

ofbounces w ith the em itter. W e Introduce the generalization of our earlier notation

1;1) ¥ forthe em itter orbits
©0;1) ¥ forthe collector orbits

where the rst number in the parentheses denotes the num ber of collisions w ith the em itter barrier and the second
the num ber w ith the collector barrier per period. k is the integer de ning the interval as in the SBM ; the period of
an order k single-bounce orbit isbetween kT, and (k + 1)T.. This notation isused In Fig. 21.

For in nitesim altilt angle and < .’ 2 there will exist only one singlebounce orbit, the analog of the TO,

which we denote as (1;1)*°. This orbit di ers only T nitesim ally from a straight Inewhen ! 0, but gainsm ore
cyclotron energy as  is Increased, jist as in the SBM .
As is increased to ¢ four new single-bounce orbis arise n an in niesim al interval; these are the two non—

m xing orbis from each of the collector and em itter n = 1;k = 1 fam ilies. D ue to the breaking of the sym m etry
between these two orbits in each fam ily, they are created paimw ise at slightly di erent  values and w ith slightly
di erent periods. H ow ever the corresponding collector and em itter orbits are stillbom at the same valie in a cusp
bifircation. The two orbitswhich survive from the single-bounce collector orbit fam ilies are identical to those already
discussed in the SBM , they are denoted by (0;1)°" and (0;1) ®) , because they are now bom i di erent intervals
(see Fig. 21) of the perdod (the period of the orbit (0;1)" ) is greater than T., whilke the perdod of (0;1) & is less
than T.). T he single-bounce collector orbitsm ust be non-m xing by the sin ple argum ent given in discussing the SBM .
T he single-bounce em iter orbits collide tw ice In each period and so it is less obvious that they m ust be non-m ixing
In their collision w ith the collector barrier; how ever it can be rigorously proved that thism ust be the case. T herefore,
again our continuity argum ents in plies that only the two em itter orbitswith v, = 0;vy = ¢ will survive. The one
w ith period shifted slightly down from T. willbe denoted (1;1) © ; the one w ith period shifted up w ill be denoted
;1) @,

Above . in the rst Intervalthere now exist three sihgle bounce orbits, the (0;1) ) orbit which doesn’t reach
the em itter, the (1;1) @ \helical" em itter orbit and the (1;1)" © \traversing orbi", which has the shortest period
of the three. As in the SBM , for 6 0 there is no qualitative di erence between traversing orbits and helical orbits,
since both m ust have non-zero cyclotron energy. As  increases to ro (e Eqg. (57),the helical (1;1) @ orbits
Joses cyclotron energy (as would the corresponding orbits at = 0 discussed above) whereas the (1;1)°" orbit gains
cyclotron energy. Eventually the two orbits becom e degenerate and annihilate in a backw ards tangent bifiircation,
the analog of the annihilation ofthen = 1;k= l emitterfamily at = 0 (seeFig. 21).

At larmgerthan thevalie orthisTB the (1;1)" © orbit does not exist, and this is apparently in contradiction w ith
the behavior ofthe TO at = 0 which survives unscathed through the annihilation of the helical fam ily. M oreover,
by continuity, or an In niesin altilt angle the analog ofthe (hom ally) isolated TO m ust survive at allbut a discrete
set of values of . The resolution of this apparent paradox is that, just as in the SBM , an orbit in the next interval,
the (1;1)" ¥, which is the partner ofthe (1;1) ®, takes over the role ofthe TO at thisvalue of , seeFig. 21. The
sam e scenario repeats then In the k = 1 and higher intervals. N ote that in this scenario all period-one em itter orbis
only survive or a nite interval, being bom at som e threshold value of by cusp bifircation and disappearing at
higher by backwards tangent bifircation.
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T he behavior of the single-bounce orbits for Jarger tilt angle di ers In one im portant respect. It becom esm ore and
more di cult forthe (1;1) orbits to reach the em itter barrier and as a result their intervals of existence in =~ (which
niially 11 the entire  axis) shrink m onotonically until they go to zero at a critical angle which di ers for each
Interval (seeFig. 22b ). The only exception is In the rst ntervalwhere forsu ciently small it isalwayspossble to
have a (1;1)" © analogous to the TO ofthe untilted system . The reason the (1;1)" © orbit always exists is that we
may regardsthe lm it ! 0 asthe lin i of vanishing m agnetic eld, so its tilt can have no e ect on the orbi, which
does have enough energy to reach the em itter ( > 1). However since all other single-bounce orbits require nie ,
titing the eld su ciently for xed can prevent the electron from reaching the em itter. A s these Intervals shrink
the scenario also changes. Instead ofthe (1;1)" &) orbit being created directly by a cusp bifiircation, it is created in
a tangent bifiircation as a (0;1)% orbit and then evolves at higher into (1;1)" ®) orbit. This isthe rst exam ple of
an orbit continuously changing its connectivity with the em itter as a function of ; these events also play a role in
the theory of the two-bounce or threebounce orbits, as discussed below .

Now we discuss the stability of the singledbounce orbits. C learly, the collector (0;1) orbits have identical stability
propertiesastheir SBM counterparts. A s forthe em iter orbits, their stability can also be understood using qualitative
argum ents sin ilar to the ones we applied In our SBM analysis. Just as in the SBM , in the DBM for zero tilt anglke
the traversing orbit is stable forany and exoept when it’s period is either an integer or a half integerm ultiple of
the cyclotron period T., when it ism arginally stable. W hen the period takes the valies T = kT, the corresponding
valueof is = 1o ;jk);when T = k+ %)TC the corresponding valuesareand = s(k) 1+ ﬁ) o 1;k).
T herefore, for a an alltilt angle the single-bounce orbit which evolved from the TO ofthe untilted system , can becom e
unstable only near 1o and p spDn particular, the 1;1)" © orbit is stable for snall , but goes unstable and soon

restabilizesnear ., 5(0) =1 1 1= ).AsIn the SBM , this nstability forperiod T=2 locates the bifircations
nvolving the im portant period-two orbits.
W hereas n the SBM the (1)°* orbit sin ply evolves into a helical orbit when 2 , s analg, the (1;1)°*

annihilates with the (1;1) © orbit near 1o . Due to the general properties of tangent bifiircations, one of these
orbits m ust be stable, while the other m ust be unstable. Since the (1;1)" © orbit is a deform ation of the stable TO
it is the stable one jist befre the TB, whilke the orbit (1;1) @ is unstable. This is illustrated by the plot of the
m onodrom y m atrix for these orbits F ig. 23).

This (1;1) © isworth firther consideration because it appears at the critical boundary near = . i a cusp
bifiircation together w ith the collector orbit (0;1)" © . A detailed analysis of cusp bifiircations is given in section
IV B 3 below . Here we sin ply note that due to the singularity in the Poincare m ap at the critical boundary the
m onodrom y m atrices de ning the stability ofthe new orbits cannot be uniquely de ned. W e w ill show that therefore
the two orbits need not be bom as unstable-stabl pairs as In tangent bifircations (this is why we have Introduced
the new temm cusp bifurcation (CB)).M oreover, one can show that of the two orbits bom in a CB, the one wih
the greater num ber of collisions w ith the em itter barrier is necessarily unstable. Tt follow s that the orbit (1;1) © is
unstable in m ediately after it isbom, and tums out to be unstabl over its entire Interval of existence until it vanishes
inthe TB with (1;1)" ©.

T hese principles allow us to understand the behavior n the next ntervalas well. The em itter orbit (1;1)* ¢ is
also bom in a cusp bifiircation w ith the (0;1) *) collector orbit and hence isbom unstable. Titially it plays the role
of the \other" em itter helical orbit. However, near = 1o the orbit (1;1)" @ loses alm ost all it’s cyclotron energy
(see Fig. 21) and becom es a recognizable deform ation of the TO of the untilted system . By continuity, since away
from 1o the TO was stable, the (1;1)" & periodic orbit m ust restabilize near ro . Its fiirther evolution is sim ilar
to that of the st ntervalorbit (1;1)* © st discussed. It w ill bifircate and then restabilize near (1) and later
annihilate w ith the unstable orbit (1;1) ? in a tangent bifiircation —see Fig. 23. T his scenario is repeated in higher
Intervals although the rst Interval of stability (pelow (1)) may disappear. W e note however, that as long as a
1;1)* ® orbit exists .n each Interval, it must have a region of stability jist before it anniilates w ith the (1;1) ®
orbi Which is alwaysunstable), although these intervals w ill shrink w ith increasing tilt angle and k.

2. Exact analysis

T he derivation of the periods of the period-one em iter orbits In the DBM can be perform ed using a technique
sim ilar to the one em ployed for the description of period-tw o non-m ixing orbits in the SBM , since both the em itter
and oollector bounces are non-m ixing. T he calculation is given In Appendix G and yields the follow ing equation :

2 2 ta 2
2 'cT 1 £ (.T) 1

= 1+ ~ +4si® £ (1.T) 1+ —
2 (1.T)?1 o8 £ (I.T) 16 £ (IcT) @ cod £ (I.T))

2
i (59)
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where v, isthe scaled velocity inm ediately before the collision of the electron w ith the em itter barrier and

fx)=1 cot (60)

N

X
4

This is a quadratic equation for forgiven T ; i should be solved along w ith condition G 11), that v, just before
the collision w ih the em itter is positive, to determ ine the physically m eaningfiil roots. Solving Eq. (59) together
w ith the condition (G 11), one can obtain the dependence (T'), which wasplotted in Fig. 21 and used to obtain the
corresponding bifircation diagram s. T he equation Eg. (23) and the condition (G 11) Inply that (T) isnotm onotonic
in each interval [(k 1)T. < T < kT, but always has a single m axinum . T herefore it describbes two di erent (1;1)
orbits, which we already identi ed asthe (1;1) orbits.

Using Egs. (59) and (G 11), one can show, that, as for the period-one orbits in the SBM , for a nonzero til angle
the period ofthe (1;1) orbits cannot be equalto Integer m ultiples of the cyclotron period kT.. M oreover, the period
also can not take values too close to kT.. The width of each of these \forbidden" regions in each Interval increases
(from zero at = 0) wih the increase of tilt angle, so that at som e critical angle Which depends on the interval
number k) the \forbidden" regions orighating from T = (k )T and T = kT, merge and as already noted, i
becom es In possible for the period-one orbits to reach the em itter In this intervalofperiod. W hen period-one em itter
orbis exist in an interval, we can calculate their nterval of existence In from Egs. (59), G 11). The resuls for the
@L;1)© and @;1)" P orbits are shown in Fig. 22.

O ne can also calculate the stability properties of the (1;1) orbits as outlined in Appendix H . T he results for the
trace ofthem onodrom y m atrix fordi erent (1;1) orbitsare shown in Fig. 23. T he qualitative behavior is as discussed
above. The key new feature that em erges is an analytic understanding of the cusp bifiircations at the birth of the
1;1) and (0;1)* orbits.

3. Cusp B ifircations and C onnectivity T ransitions

First, we note again that all relevant em iter orbits are bom in cusp bifircations at the low side of their
existence interval. A s shown In Appendix H , them onodrom y m atrix for the em itter obit bom in a CB involvestemm s
proportional to the nverse of the velocity at the em itter barrier. Since at the cusp bifurcation the em itter velocity
goes to zero, the trace of the m onodrom y m atrix of the corregponding orbit w ill diverge (see Fig. 23). T herefore all
em itter orbits are extrem ely unstable jist after their appearance in a CB (unlessboth orbitsbom in a cusp bifiircation
are em itter orbits, In which case the one w ith greater num ber of collision w ith the em itter barrier w ill be extrem ely
unstable). O n the other hand, their com panion collector orbits, for Just above the CB no longer \feel" the em itter
barrier and m ust have stability properties as in the SBM , where there is no such divergence for any valies of
T herefore the m onodrom y m atrix for this orbit as is reduced to the CB value does not tend to In nity but tends
toward a nite value (see Fig. 23). W hether this value is in the stable region or not depends on the value of the tilt
angle and of . For large tilt angle the com panion collector orbit is typically unstable just above the CB and two
unstable orbits are bom at the CB, in contrast to the generic behavior at tangent bifircations.

T here is an Interesting and in portant variant on the concept of cusp bifircation. It is possible that orbitsm ay be
bom as collector orbits in a TB, and lose cyclotron energy w ith Increasing until at som e higher they reach the
em itter and evolve into em itter orbits. W e w ill refer to these events as connectivity transitions since the orbit changes
its connectivity to the em itter. However in this case no new orbit is created at the value of atwhich the em iter is
reached, so this is not a bifircation point In any sense. N onetheless, the behavior of the m onodrom y m atrix of this
one orbi in the neighborhood of the connectiviy transiion is sim ilarto that neara CB.TheTrM ]Jtendstoa nie
valie on the low  side, whereas i diverges at the high  side. For a not too sn all tilt angle this behavior occurs
orthe 0;1)' P and @;1)" & orbits (see Fig. 23). Interestingly enough, the dynam ics does not seem to favor these
connectivity changes although they are allowed. For tilt angles larger than a few degrees they are typically replaced
by a tangent bifiircation and a new cusp bifircation which ultin ately results in the appearance ofan orbit w ith higher
connectivity and the disappearance of one w ith lower connectiviy.

C . Period-tw o orbits

As in the SBM , the m ost In portant set of period-two orbits, for am all tilt angles, are those associated w ith the
period-doubling bifircations of the (deform ed) traversing orbit (1;1)"° which occurs near T T.=2 (so that the
relevant period-two oroits have T T.). The scenario for their creation and evolution is In m any respects sim ilar
to the behavior of the helical period-one orbits just describbed. For = 0 a pair of em itter and collector fam ilies are
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created at the criticalboundary at the threshold .t = 2;k= 1) = p

P —
w ih increasing , moves nward in the SO S and annihilates with the TO at 1o ;1) = + 2 . The

collector fam ily gains cyclotron energy w ith increasing , m oves outward, and exists for all
W hen 6 0two orbis survive from each ofthe collector and em itter fam ilies. T hese four orbits are bom pairw ise
In two cusp bifircations involving degenerate collector and em iter orbits, which occur at slightly di erent valies of
. The two collector orbits involved are identical to them ixing (2)* orbit ofthe SBM and the non-m ixing (2) orbit.
A coording to our notation, these collector orbits are denoted as (0;2) . The em itter orbit created n a CB w ith the
non-m xing orbit (0;2) , which will be referred to as the (2;2) orbit (see Fig. 24), has the sin plest qualitative
behavior and we will discuss i rst.

" . The em itter fam ily Joses cyclotron energy

1. 2;2) onpits

T he period-2 am itter orbit, which appearstogetherw ith the (0;2) orbit, at the cusp bifircation is degenerate w ith
(0;2) and has therefore the sam e shape. However, as the param eter is increased, it begins striking the em itter
wallw ith a nonzero velocity. Since at the point of this collision the angle in the (y;z) plane between the electron
velocity and the nom alto the barrier is not 90 , i is a m ixing collision. In fact i can be shown that any orbi In
either the SBM orDBM with m ore than two total collisionsm ust be partially m ixing.

A sa result ofthem ixing collision w ith the em itterbarrierthis em itter orbi acquiresa cusp at the em itter. A though
this 2;2) orbit ism ixing in a strict sense, it rem ains non-m ixing at the \collector" barrier. Since the m agnitude of
the velocity is very low at the em itter collision the m ixing for this orbit rem ains very weak.

W hereas the (0;2) orbimoves away from the em itter with increasing in the usualm anner, the (2;2) orbit
transfers m ore and m ore energy to longitudinalm otion until its \tw o Jegs" com e together and it becom es degenerate
w ith the (1;1)* traversing orbit. It is then absorbed in a backw ards period-doubling bifiircation, causing a change in
the stability of the (1;1)* orbit.

W e have already shown by continuity that the (1;1)" orbitm ust destabilize and restabilize in a short intervalw hen
its period is T.=2. And we have argued that all its bifircations m ust be backw ards, since In the DBM orbits are
bom at ower iIn cusp bifiircations. T herefore thisbackwardsPD B ofthe em itter (2;2) orbit correspondsto one of
these stability changes. To decide which one, we note that although the 2;2) orbi must be bom unstabl because
it is the m ore connected partner in a cusp bifircation, it should typically be m ore stable than other period-tw o orbis
which arem ixing at the collector, when the velocity is large. T hus, we expect it to restabilize at higher and therefore
to restabilize the (1;1)" orbit when the (2;2) orbit is absorbed as a stable period-tw o orbit in the backwardsPD B
(see Fig. 26). The exact calculation ofthe m onodrom y m atrix (see Appendix H for the details) con m s this scenario
—see Fig. 27. Furthem ore, Increasing the tilt angle does not change the scenario for the (2;2) orbit, it only reduces
is interval of existence. This orbit is relevant in the rst peak-doubling region cbserved at an all tilt angles in the
data of M uller et alll.

2. (1;2) and (2;2)" orbits

A s just noted above, a collector orbit denticalto them ixing (2)* orbit ofthe SBM (the (0;2)* orbit) isalso created
In a cusp bifircation w ith an em itter orbit which m ust have sim ilar m orphology. T he sim plest scenario would have
this em itter orbit evoling exactly as did the (2;2) orbit, losing cyclotron energy until it is absorbed by the (1;1)*
in the other backwardsPD B .However we can inm ediately see that this sim plest scenario is in possble. The m xing
collector orbit (0;2)* with zero em itter collisions per period and an em itter orbit (2;2)" with two em itter collisions
per period can never be created In a singke cusp bifurcation.

If it were possble, than at the cusp bifircation these two orbits would have zero z and y com ponents of the velocity
at two di erent points of collision w ith the em itter barrier’?. Since the total kinetic energy of the electron m ust be
the sam e at any collision w ith the em itter barrier, this m eans that the velocities at each of the collisions w ith the
en itter wallw i1l di er only by the sign of v, . That is possbl only for a zero tilt angle, when the system possesses
re ection symm etry.

W hatm ust happen instead isthat the (0;2)" isbom in a cusp bifircation w ith an orbit ofthe type (1;2)" (seeFig.
24),which In niesin ally above the CB is connected to the em itter at one point and not two. For an all tilt angle the
re ection symm etry isonly weakly broken and the other leg of this orbit w illbe quite close to the em itter, but it m ay
not touch . Eventually, the creation ofthis orbit leads to the creation ofa (2;2)" orbit (seeFig. 24), which is absorbed
by the (1;1)* in a backwards nverse PD B . H owever the qualitative scenario changes several tim es w th increasing
tilt angle and m ay be quite subtle, w ith no less than four regin eswhich are relevant to the recent experin ents. Since
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the orbits involred controlm uch of the peak-doubling behavior at larger tilt angles, we w ill describe these scenarios
in som e detailhere. In the next paper'® we w illm ake speci ¢ connections to the data ofM uller et al.l!

Regime One ( < " ): This regin e is describbed com pletely by continuity argum ents once it is understood that
them ixing (0;2)* collector orbit must pairw ith a (1;2); orbit.As increasesabove the threshold . P— 1+ 2k)
where k = 0;1;::: is the intervalnum ber) the (0;2)" and (1;2); orbit are created in a CB . In a very sm all interval
of this (1;2); orbit attaches its other kg to the em itter and becom es a (2;2)" orbit in a connectivity transition of
the type described in section IV B 3 above. The (1;2); orbi must have been bom unstable at the CB and since the
(0;2)* orbi it creates ism ixing at the collector we expect it to rem ain unstablk as it loses cyclotron energy until it is
absorbed in a backwards inverse PDB w ith the (1;1)* orbi. The (1;1)* then becom es unstabl and is shortly after
restabilized by itsbackwardsPDB w ith the (2;2) oxoit. A 1l steps are consistent w ith the continuiy argum ent from

= 0. The bifircation diagram in Figs. 28 illustrates the behavior In this regim e.

The (1;1)" continues is evolution until it vanishes in the backwards tangent bifircation described above and
neither creates nor destroys any fliirther period-tw o em itter orbits. H owever there is a new period-tw o orbit created
by the (0;1)* collector orbit. Tt behaves jist as in the SBM and goes unstablk creating a (0;2) orbi which is the
exact analog ofthe (2) orbit ofthe SBM .However this only occurs at large values and the orbit never reaches the
em itter once it is created, so it is not relevant to the experim ents at an all tilt angle. W e m ention it because i will
becom e very relevant at large tilt angles.

Regime Two ( Al < < A2): The behavior n thisregine isas ollows. As increases, asbefore, the st event is
the creation ofthe (0;2)* collector orbit and the (1;2); orbit via CB.This (1;2); orbit evolves for som e interval in

w fthout becom ing a (2;2)" and in this intervala second CB occurs in which a distinct orbit (1;2), and a (2;2)*
are created —see Fig. 29a) (this can happen because their connectivity only di ersby one). At slightly higher still
the two orbits (1;2)1; (1;2), annihilate in a backwards TB and a yet higher the (2;2)" orbit is absorbed by the
traversing orbit in the now—fam iliar PDB . The net e ect of the creation of this second orbi (1;2), is to elin nate
the connectivity transition directly from (1;2); to (2;2)" . The dynam ics seem s to rapidly elin lnate these transitions
even though they are not strictly forbidden; preferring to replace one connectivity transition with a CB and TB which
results In the sam e nalstate. The totalnum ber of (1;2) orbits is increased to two by this change.

Regim e Three ( Az < < A3): A s already m entioned, a further period-tw o orbit, (0;2) iscreated by the PDB of
the (0;1)" collector orbit, exactly as the (2) orbit is created in the SBM .A s tilt angle is increased this PDB m oves
to Jower and lower until at the value Az, it coincides w ith the cusp bifircation which createsthe (1;1) and (0;1)*
orbis. For arger a period-two em itter orbi oftype iscreated atthisCB .Thus In a som ew hat m ysteriousm anner
thisCB isa \point ofaccum ulation" for the creation of higher period orbits (a sin ilar thing happens for period-three
hereaswell) . W em ay callthis orbit (1;2); since it is sin ilar In m any ways to the (2) orbit ofthe SBM .Forexampl
it hasno analog In the untilted system . Just above the criticalangle Az this (1;2); orbit isbarely reaching the em itter
and i rapidly detaches for higher and becom es a collector orbit. As  is increased, very quickly this connectivity
transition is again replaced by a combination of CB and TB, where in this case the CB involves the (0;2) collector
orbit and a second (1;2) orbit, (1;2),. The orbits (1;2),; (1;2), then annihilate at higher in tangent bifircation
(see Fig. 29b,c). So except for very near the critical angle Az , there are now a totalof four orbits associated w ith
the rst interval. These are the two orbits just m entioned, which are connected w ith the cusp bifircation of the
0;1)*, ;1) orbits, and the two (1;2)* orbits which can be associated w ith the destabilizing PDB ofthe (1;1)*
traversing orbit. T herefore, although the scenario is substantially m ore com plicated than in the SBM , the bifircations
of the period-one orbis in the rst intervaldeterm ine all the relevant period-tw o orbits.

Form ost of this interval the two (1;2)* orbits exist at ower than the two (1;2) oibits. However as the next
critical angle % is approached the intervals of existence of these pairs of orbits begin to overlap and their associated

xed point m ove together(see Fig. 29c). The nalact is about to take place.

Regim e Four ( > A3): Recall that in the SBM the di erent branches of the 2) and ()' orbits linked up
above the critical angle Y. In that case the link was established by the m erging of the PD B s at which these orbits
were created from the traversing orbit. In the DBM a sin ilar connection now occurs for the (1;2) and (1;2)" orbits
via an \exchange of partners" bifurcation (note, that we already encountered this bifircation in the SBM - see the
description of threebounce orbits). The (1;2); and (1;2), orbits are both created at cusp bifurcations w ith collector
orbits which are denticalto the 2)*, ) orbits ofthe SBM ) and are annihilated at tangent bifircations w ith their
partners (1;2)2, (1;2); . At a critical angle A3 the (1;2); and (1;2); oroits exchange partners. Above this anglk, the
(1;2); orbi bom in CB with the (0;2)" annhilates n a TB wih the (1;2), orbit bom In a CB wih the (0;2) ;
whereas the (1;2), orbit bom in a CB with the (one and only) (2;2)" orbit now anniilates with the (1;2); orbit
bom at the CB of the period-one orbits —see Fig. 29d.

A fter the \exchange of parters" transition the (1;2); orbits exists for a very large intervalof and has relatively
low cyclotron energy. T hus it plays a dom nant role in the tunneling spectrum in this intervalof . The in portance
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of this orbit has been em phasized in work of From hold® .

In contrast, the other pair of orbits, (1;2); ; (1;2),, decrease their interval of existence because the PDB and CB
to which they are connected m ove together.

In Fig. 27 we show the behavior of the trace of the m onodrom y m atrix for di erent period—2 orbis. Note, that
the orbit (1;2)" does not becom e highly unstable in the whole interval of it’s existence and is therefore expected to
produce strong scars in the quantum -m echanicalw avefiinctions® {36

To sum m arize the com plicated story of the period-two orbits : For an all tilt angles the in portant orbits are the
(2;2) orbits we have denoted as (2;2) orbits. A s tilt angle increases the in portance of (1;2) orbits increases and
eventually they becom e the dom inant period-two orbits n the st Interval. Since higher intervals correspond to
greater chaoticiy, they becom e in portant m ore quickly In the second interval. These (1;2) orbits are created In a
com plicated bifircation tree which connects to a period-doubling bifircation of the period-one traversing orbit, as
well as cusp bifircations w ith various period-one and period-tw o collector orbits. It is very di cult to discem these
relationships from sin ple cbservationsofthe SO S asm any ofthese orbits are bom highly unstable in cusp bifircations
and certain of the transitions described occur over very sm all angular intervals.

D . Period-3 orbits

A 1l of the qualitative di erences between the periodic orbi theory of the SBM and that of the DBM already
have entered into the description of the period-one and two orbits. H owever, peak-tripling regions have been clearly
observed In experin ental tunneling spectra, indicating that the behavior of period-three orbits is relevant to these
experin ents. M oreover there has been a recent Comm ent questioning the interpretation proposed for these peak—
tripling regions'’3 in ref!!, where they were attriouted to trifiircations of the traversing orbit. Since we are able
to reach a com plete understanding of these orbits based on the principles used in discussing the period-one and two
orbis, we w illbrie y sum m arize their properties.

A s for the period2 orbits, for sm all tilt angles the m ain period-3 orbits are those related to the resonances of the
traversing orbit. W hen the tilt angl is exactly zero, the traversing orbit hastwo 1 : 3 resonances in each interval,
when itsperiod isequalto2 (k+ 1)T.=3and 4 (k+ 1)T.=3 resgoectively. T he behavior near each of these resonances
is essentially the sam e for am all tilt angles, so we just consider the st one. F irst, an em itter and collector fam ily is
created at the criticalboundary at <1 < 1. The en itter fam ily m oves inwards in the SO S and collapses to the TO
at resonance. W hen the el istilted only two period-three orbits survive from each em itter fam ily and they are now
created In cusp bifircations w ith the corresponding collector fam ilies at slightly di erent values of

A sw ith the period-two orbits In the DBM , these em itter orbits w illm ove Inwards in the SO S until they anniilate.
The one di erence in their behavior has already been noted in the discussion of of the SBM (see section ITID).
B ecause period-three orbits generically are not bom or absorbed in bifircations w ith a period-one orbit, these two
orbits cannot disappear precisely on resonance w ith the TO . Instead one of them (the unstabl one) passes through
the xed point associated w ith the (l;l)kJr traversing orbit in a touch-and-go bifircation and then annihilates w ith
the other in a backw ard tangent bifircation. For all tilt angles the Intervalbetween the TAG bifircation and the TB
is negligbly sm all, and so practically speaking it is as if these two orbits vanish in a \backw ards trifircation".

A gain, asw ith the period-tw o orbits, for nite tilt angle the em itter orbits cannot be created as (3;3) orbits at the
Initial cusp bifurcation. T herefore the two em itter orbits just described are created in the form ofa (1;3) and a (2;3)
orbit. These orbits are the analogs of the period-two (1;2) orbits, but now there are two di erent types oforbitsw ith
Jess than the maxinum (3;3) connectivity to the em itter. In y z progction the (3;3) orbits each have a m ixing
collision point (where two collisions occur) and a non-m ixing collision point W here only one collision occurs, see F ig.
30.). The (1;3) orbits correspond to detaching the orbit at the m ixing collision point, the (2;3) orbits corresoond to
detaching it at the non-m ixing collision point. A s noted, both occur for each resonance.

For am alltilt anglesthe (1;3) and (2;3) oroits created at these cusp bifircations evolve by connectivity transitions
nto the stabl and unstabl (3;3) orbits w hich participate .n the TAG /T B behavior already described. At higher tilt
angles, as for the period-tw o orbits, the connectivity transitions are replaced by the appearance ofa new (1;3) and
(2;3) orbi which through a combination ofCB and TB ladsto the sam e nalstate. In the regin e of an alltilt angle
there are six period-three orbits created in the neighborhood of each resonance: two collector orbits, a (1;3),a 2;3)
and two (3;3) orbis. For large tilt angles there are eight period-three orbits due to the new (1;3) and (2;3) orbits
which arise to replace the connectivity transitions (see Fig. 31). T he bifircation diagram s ofF ig. 31 sum m arize the
behavior ofthe fam ily ofperiod-three orbits related to the rst resonance; qualitatively the sam e behavior is cbserved
at the second resonance aswell. In Fig. 32 we show the behavior of the trace of the m onodrom y m atrix for these
orbis. Note, that as for the period-2 orbits, there is one orbit which, although exists In a substantial interval, does
not becom e too unstable (the orbi (1;3) ) and is therefore expected to produce strong scars.

28



The (1;3) and (2;3) orbits in each fam ily appear at owerm agnetic eld than the resonance value, and evolve either
directly or indirectly into the (3;3) orbits. O ne ofthese orbits hasbeen identi ed previously by From hold et all®7 in
connection w ith peak-tripling. W e w illanalyze the relation ofthe entire fam ily to the experin entalobservations in the
follow ing paper. W e sin ply point out here that each fam ily of eight period-three orbits is connected to a period-three
resonance through bifircation processes, and in the schem e presented in thispaper they arise as a naturalconsequence
of that resonance.

A snoted, for an all tilt angles both resonances betw een the period-three and period-one orbits in the rst interval
are sin ilar, w ith the creation of six or eight period-three orbits, four of which are related by continuity to toriofthe
unperturbed system . A sw ith the period-tw o orbits, there is another resonance correspondingto T = 3T which occurs
In the st interval, but initially for very high . This resonancesw illgive rise to (1;3) and (2;3) orbits analogous to
the (1;2) period-two orbits. For an all tilt angles they are created near the (0;1) collector orbi and do not reach the
anm itter, as happened also for the (1;2) . Just as for that case, as tilt angle is increased the resonance m oves \down"
to the period-one cusp bifircation and now gives rise to em itter orbits. T hese em itter orbits then evolve sim ilarly
to the (1;2) orbitsw ih exchange of partner bifiircations, etoetera. H ow ever, the periods of these orbits (T > 2T.)
apparently are too long for them to be resolved as resonance peaks in the experin entaldata of ref!?! .

H igher period orbits also appear in fam ilies in connected bifircation sequences which begin w ith collector orbits
and end w ih fully connected em itter orbits which are annihilated at resonances w ith the TO . T he principles and
analytic relations we have derived can be used to develop a quantitative theory of such orbits, but we have focused
here on those which are experim entally-relevant and w ill defer any such analysis to other work. T he relevant orbis
at the DBM are summ arized in Tabl II.

V.SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

W e have developed a com plkte qualitative and quantitative theory of the periodic orbits relevant to the m agneto—
tunneling spectra of quantum wells in tilted m agnetic eld.

F irst we introduced two m odel ham ittonians and showed how to scale the variables so that the only one or two
din ensionless param eters ; descrbe the classicaldynam icsat xed .As = &V=y is approxin ately constant in
experim ents, the dependences on m agnetic eld, voltage and inction energy are all sum m arized by the behavior of
the Poincare velociy m ap as a function ofthe variables ;

T he periodic orbit theory was rst developed for the shglebarrierm odelw hich elicidates m any of the qualitative
features of the system . In particular, the SBM describes a standard KAM transition to chaos as a function of tilt
angle. T he period-one orbit w ith the an allest cyclotron energy (the traversing orbit) plays a findam ental role in the
transition, w ith the relevant periodic orbis appearing through the bifiircations ofthis orbit. T hese bifircations follow
the known bifircation rules for generic (2D ) conservative m aps. However the detailed scenario for the bifircations
evolves w ith tilt angle in a com plicated m anner, which nonetheless can be understood using continuiy argum ents.
E xact analytic expressions for the period and stability ofm ost of the relevant orbits were obtained for all param eter
values, som ething which has not been possibl for other experin entally-studied chaotic quantum system s. W e note
again that the SBM oould be realized In a practical double-barrier structure in which the band pro les were chosen
to reduce the am itter energy appropriately.

In generalizing the theory to the doublebarrierm odelw hich is relevant to the present generation of experim entswe
uncovered severalnew features of the dynam ics. Perhapsm ost Interesting was the discovery that all relevant orbis
(except the traversing orbit) are created in a new kind of bifircation, called a cusp bifircation, which can violate
generic bifircation rules due to the discontinuity in the Poincarem ap on the curve separating initial conditionswhich
reach the em itter from those which do not. These orbits are created in fam ilies near, but below , the value of at
which resonances w ith the traversing orbit occur. They only exist ora nite intervalof (orm agnetic eld) and
then annihilate in backwards bifurcations w ith the traversing orbit or In tangent bifircations. In a given fam ily of
period-n orbis (h collisions with the collector per period) there w ill exist orbits with 0;1;:::n em iter collisions,
connected together by one orm ore bifircation \trees". T ypically, several orbits In a given fam ily w ill be relevant for
understanding the m agnetotunneling spectra, w ith their relative In portance changing as a function of tilt angle.

H aving detem ined the periods and stability of all the orbits w hich are short enough to resolve In the experim ental
tunneling spectra, we can now calculate the tunnel current sem iclassically using Equation (1) quoted above. In the
com panion paper to this work we w ill derive this equation and com pare its predictions qualitatively and quantitatively
to the data of M uller et all!. The com plicated evolution of the dbserved spectra w ith fncreasing tilt angle nds a
naturalexplanation in this approach. T he ability to develop a sam iclassical theory in essentially analytic form m akes
this system unique am ong the few quantum system swhich have been studied experim entally in the transition regin e
to chaos.
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APPENDIX A:THE MONODROMY MATRIX FOR THE SINGLEBOUNCE PERIODIC ORBITS

In this Appendix we derive the expressions for the com ponents and the trace of the m onodrom y m atrix for the
period —one orbits In the single barrier m odel.

By de niion,them onodromymatrixM = m ij) ofa period-one orbit isthem atrix, which represents the linerized
Poincarem ap, calculated at the position of the singlebounce periodic orbit (v, ;v,) In the P oincare surface of section

2 2
x Pt %Vt %) = v, tmv,tm,v, 0 (%) (%)i( %)y (%),

g Wt vt W) = vt mv tmo,v, + 0 (%o (%5 (%) (%), @1

Them onodrom y m atrix m ;; therefore relates to each other the deviation v from the location ofthe periodic orbit
after one iteration of the Poincarem ap to the niialdeviation v in the lim it jvj! O :
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E xpanding the Poincarem ap (15) n v, we obtain :
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where the param eter T isthe di erent between the tin e interval to the next collision of the electron w ith the barrier
T ( ; ;v) and the period of the single-bounce periodic orbit T

T(; ;99=T (; )+ T A 5)
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To obtain the linearization of the Poincarem ap in tem s of the velocity deviations, we therefore need to calculate

the expansion of T up to Iinearorderin ( ¥)g and ( % )o. T his result can be obtained from the equation (17), which
relates the scaled in-plane com ponents of the velocity of the electron (v ;v, at the point of collision w ith the barrier
to the tin e Interval T to the next collision. Substituting the expression @A 5) into the eqation (17), we obtain

sh (1

cos (LT )+ v, cof + si %TCT)
T= : (%),
LT o sf cos (1T ) + sin sh (I.T ) v, + 258
) 1T sin (!cT)
+ sih  cos
1T CDSz

s cos(l.T ) + s s (1T )

(%o i (%57 0%) (%),

2sin
v, t ——

+ O

@ 6)

Substituting @ 6) nto A 3), A 4) and using the expression (38) for the scaled velocity for the onebounce periodic
orbi, we obtain the follow ing result for the com ponents of the m onodrom y m atrix :

2

m,; = S

+ cof cos (1T ) 2stt  cof

. 1T 1 sin (!.T )
tan (! .T ) 1T
m,,= cos sh® !.T +cof s (!.T ) '
ho(1LT )+ 4sin® cos 1 !“ZT
m,, = cos sin (! _
2t c 1T tan 'CZT
| |
1 T : .
—— sin (! .T
1 oos(T) 1 - cof  + sif el )
tan -5 1T
Moy = My @)
and the trace of the m onodrom y m atrix is therefore given by

tr™M )= 2m,,

@a8)
For the analysis of the stability of the single-bounce periodic orbits it is convenient to represent the expression
for tr M

) asa sum of 2 which is the critical value of the trace of the m onodrony m atrix, when a periodic orbit

bifircates and loses stability), and som e additional, depending on the tilt angle and other param eters, tem . This
can be achieved by a trivial rearrangem ent of tem s giving

trM )= 2+ 4cod () tan? () + (1T =2)oot(! T =2)
tan? ( )+ s (1T )=('.T )

@®9)
which is exactly the equation (44).

APPENDIX B:PERIOD-DOUBLING BIFURCATIONS OF SINGLEBOUNCE ORBITSAND THE
SCALING OF THE POINCARE M AP

In this appendix we consider the evolution ofthe single-bounce orbits (1)* ®, which appear in tangent bifiircations
together w ith the unstabl orbits (1) *) . As follow s from the expression (44) for the trace of the m onodrom y m atrix
and Eq. (40), inm ediately after the tangent bifircation all (1)* ® orbitsare stable ( 2< trM ) 2 -seeFig. 7).
At = ﬁ),where

x) .

by =F sh ;yx  tad

B1)
the function F isde ned in (42) and y (@) is the k-th positive root of the equation

— = a;

2
an ®2)
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the trace of the corresponding m onodrom y m atrix reaches the valuie 2, and the orbit (1} *) goes unstablk via a
period-doubling bifircation. At thet m om ent a new stable two-bounce periodic orbit w ith the period exactly tw ice
the period of (1)* ) isbom i the neighborhood.
However, although all one-bounce periodic orbits 1)* ®) (k = 0;:::;1 ) show the period-doubling bifiircation at
= P!, the further evolution of the (1)* * periodic orbits depends on  and k and is qualitatively di erent for
< Jand J, where
y p :
i = arctan sin (x)=x ®B3)

and g isthe (k+ 1)-th positive root of the equation tan ( ) =

N ote, that since critical angle i is a m onotonically decreasing fiinction ofk fora xed value ofthe tilt angle the

nequality < ]stequjya]entto the condition k < ky i ( ), where the integer k, 1, ( ) is the sm allest integer value

ofk, for which the inequality ]Z < still holds. k, n ( ) is a decreasing function of , it diverges as integer(l= ) at
! 0O,andkyin ()= 0for > o.Theregine < | correspondstok ki ( ),and theregine > [ isachieved
fork ki in () (sothat Drarbirary aboveat su ciently high the system is in the regine > i).
First, we considerthe case k < ky i Which isnon-generic in a sense that it correspondsto a nitepart ofan in nite

sequence k= 0;:::;1 ). At = kE};),where

(k)

by =F sin ;) tarf ®B4)
and }, @) is the n-th positive root of the equation

sin }
L ®5)

the trace ofthem onodrom y m atrix of the onebounce periodic orbit (1) % agai passesthrough the value 2 (seeFi.
7). At thispoint, the orbit (1)* &) restabilizes via a period-doubling bifiircation . In this bifiircation, the period-1 orbit
1)%) can either \em i" an unstable tw o-bounce orbit or absorb a stable twobounce orbit. A detailed description of
this behavior w ill be given in section ITIB, w here we analyze the properties of the two-bounce orboits.

A s Pllow s from the equations (43) and B1), ora xed tilt angle the intervals of stability of the single bounce
orbits (1;0); K at large k scake as 1=k. Ifwe inroduce an e ective \local" param eter . such that

=k @k+ 1)) B6)

then in the lim it k 1 the values of this localparam eter corresponding to the bifircations of the singlebounce orbits

do not depend on k. T his property gives us a hint about the existence of a universal lim iting behavior of the P oincare

map In the regine k 1. Also, using Egs. B1l), B4) together wih Eqg. (40), one can show that for k 1 the

\nontrivial" part of the evolution of the singlebounce orbit (1)** takes place in the vichity of the origih of the

surface of section, so that the \universality" of the behavior of the Poincarem ap is expected to show up orv 1.
Introducing the rescaled velocity

v
iz ®7)

~ <

and substituting the expressions of and v in tem s of the local variables . and v. into the exact Poincare m ap
(15), In the kading order in 1=k we obtain the follow ing m apping :

o prr = ()7 ) ®8)
w here
5 1
(2, = a0t awo V), + aro V), + azo V), + ao1 (v), + O X
( V), = Do+ bio (), + bio (v4), + bpo (1); + bao (v4), + buo (1)
1
+ oy (7)o Top () + bu @0, (70), + o 60) (), + O = ®9)
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and

) 2

apgg = CO§ sm =
ajo = OO§2
azo = COS2 sin
ag] = 2 sitf cos
by o L cod sin2 cog ,2sin2 cos

= sih 3

0 2 2 4

2

bio= —cos si? 3 2sif ‘0s2 s

N

byo = sn2 cod s+

bsg = oS cos2

by = 2008 sin2
4
b1 = cos2 7‘sjr122 coé
§ .3
Iyo = Tsmz
b1 = Esjn4 cos

2
by = 7sjr122 cod

In Fig. 33 we com pare the Poincare surfaces of section of the m apping B8) w ith Poihcare Surfaces of section of
the exactm ap (15) for di erent values of ndex k. An excellent agreem ent is ound even for relatively an all values of
the index.

APPENDIX C:THE MONODROMY MATRIX FOR A MANY -BOUNCE ORBIT IN SBM

To obtain the m onodrom y m atrix for the period-one orbits, we essentially used the non-m ixing property of the
sihgle-boounce periodic orbits. T herefore, it m ay seem , that an analycal expression for the trace of the m onodrom y
m atix m ay be obtained only for the sinm plest non-m xing orbits. However, i is not the case In the tilted well. The
non-m xing property ofa periodic orbit substantially sin plify the calculation ofthe correspondingm onodrom y m atrix,
but it is not necessary to get an analyticall deccription of the stability, as it w illbe shown in the present A ppendix.

Considera general (m ixing) periodic orbit w ith n collisionsw ith the barrierperperiod. Let vy (& )k s (% )k 2 )x)
and tx be the scaled velocity in m ediately affer the k-th collision and the tin e interval from k-th to (k+ 1)-th collision
respectively. O nce the values of ¥ and t; are known, one can linearize the P oincarem ap near the point ((% )x; &% )x)

( VE()k+:|_ = Mk)ll ( VE;)k"' Mk)lZ ( W)k
(%1 = M)y (%)t M)y, (%) c1

where vy and vy:1 are the deviations of the velocity from vy and from vy, 1 respectively, and the m atrix M  is
de ned as follow s

1
0 @ x (vxivy) @ x (xivy)
M, =@ Eve vy Evy

@ v (wxivy) @ v (wxivy)

V. W,
Qvy v=vy @vy

v=ve A c2)

v= vy

U sing the de nition of the functions 4; , (15), we obtain the follow iIng expressions for the com ponents of the
matrix M , :
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(ve), s s (lot)

Mk)ll = COS('Ctk) (V) + 1t tl1
z/x
_ (), sin sin (lety)

My), = oos sin(Lty) —= o) + o e

z/x

(), sin cos (1 cos(itk))

M)y, = cos s (ctx) ar + 2t u

72 )y

. 1 L

M), = cof cos (lct) + s’ Oy)sh cos @ cosleb)) 2t 2 C3)

(%2 ),
where
2 st n (e
= ) sh cos (o) om0 Ceh)
(%), sh (!ctk)  (g), cos ocos (lctk)

i !
o= (), sh cos sh(ly) —on 09 @ cos()

+ (), cos cos(let) (@), cof’ sin (loty) '
" ¢ + s’ s (let)
w=  sn @ ocos(Ly))+ ke @ T snleb) .
672 )y
!
¢ + s’ s (o)
o= sh cos G skl ol 8 TS SHUA) s

72 )y

2sin I b oo st ocos (lotk)
& +

sin s (Iot) (v, +
Them atrix M  relates the deviations of the velocity from the periodic orbit after two successive iterations of the
Poincare m ap, and is therefore directly connected to the m onodom y m atrix. T he m onodrom y m atrix of a period-n

orbit relates the velocity deviation after the rst collision to the velocity deviation after the n-th collision. T herefore,
the m onodrom y m atrix can be obtained as :

M = »_ My c4)

T he equations (C4) and (C 3) give the analytical expressions for the com ponents of the m onodorm y m atrix in term s
of the properties of the periodic orbit and are the nalresults of this A ppendix.

APPENDIX D:PERIODSOF NON-M IXING TW O-BOUNCE ORBITS

A s in the case of single bounce orbits, the derivation of the periods of the tw o-bounce periodic orbits ism ost easily
perform ed i the \driftihg" coordinate system (x®;v®;z%), which was de ned in (37). In this coordinate system , the
electron m oves under the action of electric and m agnetic elds, which are both parallelto the zPaxis:E = E cos 2%,
B = B 2%, An inm ediate consequence of this fact is, that in this coordinate system the kinetic energy of the electron
at the point of collision depends on the corresponding value of z® :

m v m v
2 w0, 2

z

= ek cos (?1 énz) CD 1)

Z002

P ro fcted onto the plane &%;vy®), a tw obounce periodic orbit form s a repeating pattem oftw o arcs oftwo di erent
circles, as shown In g. 34. Each \kink" in the pro fction ofthe tra fctory corresponds to a collision w ith the barrier,
when the direction of the electron velocity abruptly changes. T he radiis of each circle is related to the value of the
cylotron velocity : R, = v.=!.. Ifthe periodic orbit isnon-m ixing, then there isno energy exchange betw een cyclotron
and longiudinalm otion. In this case the cyclotron velocity rem ains unchanged and the circles have equal radii — see

g. 34 ).

A nother consequence of the non-m ixing property is that all the successive collisions of the electron w ith the barrier

are separated by equal tim e Intervals, so that the tra fctory of the electron is symm etric under m irror re ection
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around any vertical (ie. parallelto the y® ) axis, passing through any of the collision points. If it were not true, then
the collisions would necessarely have to change the absolute valie of the y® com ponents of the velocity. Sice the x%
com ponent of the velocity of the electron rem ains intact at collisions, this w ill iIntroduce a nonzero energy exchange
between cyclotron and longiudinalm otion, which contradicts the non-m ixing property of the periodic orbit.

At the point of a \non-m ixing" collision the electron has zero y com ponent of the velocity. In the drift (ing)
coordinate system this condition is equivalent to the follow ing relation :

Vi = o tan ©2)

If this is the case, then the collision only reverses sign ofthe velocity in the (y%;z%) plane, laving the x® com ponent
unchanged:

+
Ve = Voo
+
Vyoo \{,oo
+
V0 = oo O 3)

wherev andv' arethe velocities ofthe electron in m ediately before and in m ediately after the collision respectively.
Let v; and v, be the velocities of the electron, corresponding to two successful (hon-m ixing) collisions w ith the
barrier ( g. 34b).As follows from O 3) and (12),

+ n ek cos T
V00, = V,00q T O 4)
where T istheperiod ofthe orbit, equalto tw ice the tin e intervalbetw een successfiilcollisions. D ue to the conservation
of the cyclotron energy the equation O 1) reducesto :

2 2 2eE cos
VZOO2 V:ool = T (Zmz énl) © 5)
Using O 4), we can rew rite the equation @ 5) as
4
V;roo2 \érool = ? (Z(IJ2 énl) O 6)

If isthe phase ofthe cyclbtron rotation inm ediately after the rst collision (at the point &®;;y® ;z%) —see g.
34Db), then

+
onol = V. COs

V;O"z =v.cos( + ! .T=2) ©7)
and
v;rool = V. sin
Vo, = esin (4 1 cT=2) ©8)
Substituting @O 8) Into O 2), we obtain
v;001= ¥ sin tan
Voo, = Vesin ( + ! T=2)tan 0 9)

The distance z% 7% can be obtained as :

2% = ¢% Y)tan © 10)
w here
v%  ¥i= &2 €)tan !ZT =2?sjn!°Ts:‘n + !ZT ©11)
le
Substituting © 9) — O 11) nto O 6), we nally obtain :
!ZT oot!ZT= tarf D 12)

T he k-th positire root of this equation gives the value of the period ofthe (2)* *) orbit.
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APPENDIX E:THE MONODROMY MATRIX FOR A TW OBOUNCE NON-M IXING ORBIT

T he trace of the corresponding m onodrom y m atrix fora (non-m ixing) two bounce orbit can be obtained using the
general expressions developed in the Appendix C . For the period-2 orbits the m onodrom y m atrix can be represented
as

M =MM, €1)

wherethematrix M  (k = 1;2) relates the velocity deviations from the periodic orbit at two sucoessive collisions and
can be calculated using the relations (C2). A s the input nfom ation for these m ashinery one needs the values of the
velocity of the electron Inm ediately after each collision w ith the barrier (1 and v,) and the tim e intervals between
successive collisions (G and ).

For the period-2 non-m ixing orbits, aswe have shown In Appendix D, all the collisions are separated by equaltin e
intervals, so that :

b=t=— €2)

To obtain the velociy at the point of collision, we can use the energy conservation condition :

m
"= 7 (VXOO + de)2 + X/éoo + Vﬁoo CE3)

Substituting the expressions for the velocity com ponents at the point of collision © 7), © 8) and @ 9) into E3)
and using O 4), we obtain :

2
o 1.T
— = 1+ sn® tan® == 1+ sh?® tar? E4)
2 sin
where we Introduced a new angle , which isde ned as
1.T
= 5
2 E5)

It ismore convenient to use rather than . In addition to a clear geom etrical interpretation of the angle  (see
g. 34b ), when the non-m ixing two-bounce orbit isbom in a period-doubling bifircation of the period -1 orbit and
is Indistinguishable from it’s second repetition, the value of is exactly equalto zero, which m akes a convenient
variable.
U sing the equation E4), we obtain :

2
_ [ tan?
1 2 4 cos? €6)
tan? 1+ s’ tar? <t

[grefefely

w here the two di erent solutions correspond to the valies oftan at the two nonequivalent points of collision.
As Pllows from (€ 6), a particular period-tw o non-m ixing orbit (2)** exists only above the criticalvalie of given
by :

B 1T 2 + tan ° E7)
“ 2 cos
which is exactly equalto the value of = y;, corresponding to the st period-doubling bifircation of the single-

bounce orbit (1)**, as expected.
For the velocity com ponents at the points of collision in the non-tilted "stationary" system of coordinates (x;vy;z)
w e therefore obtain:

0 ¥ — 1
u _ 1T 2 tan 2
_ 2 sin E 1 , > % 2 4 cos 8
Mediz = ¢ oz tan (eT2) 1+ sin® tar? & A
(vy),, = O €8)

The relations € 8) and (50) togetherw ith E1) and (C2) provide the com plete Inform ation we need for the stability
analysis. Substituting & 8) and (50) Into (C2), we obtain the m atricesM ; and M , . Substituting these expressions
into E1), one can obtain the m onodromy m atrix M .
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APPENDIX F:PERIODSOF THE TYPE-IM IXING TW O-BOUNCE ORBITS

P rofcted onto the plane &%;y®) ofthe drift (ing) fram e of reference, a selfretracing m xing period-2 orbit om s a
repeating pattem oftw o portions of circles of di erent radii, w ith \kinks" at the points of collision w ith exactly sam e
values of y® —see g. 35().

Since the x® com ponent of the velocity is unchanged at collisions, we obtain :

! ctl ! ct2

cos = V, COS

Ve,

F1)

w here v, and t are the cylotron velocity and the tim e Intervalbetween collisions respectively.

T he periodicity of the orbit requires, that the distance traveled by the electron in the drift fram e of reference after
tw o succoessive collisions

o) 2\7C1 . ! Ct]_ 2\7C2 . ! ct2
X' = — sn — sIn
le 2 le

is equalto the displacem ent of this coordinate system

Fy= vy o+ )

which yields
It [
Ve, SN —= 4 vy, sh —o = vyle g+ ) €2)
Using 1) togetherw ith 2), we obtain :
5 e
Ve, = V4 T COs
sin =5 2
1T |
LT Lot
Ve, = Vg— ZICT cos <:2 F3)

where T &+ &, Isthe period ofthe orbit. T he \In-plane" com ponents of the electron velocity vko, Vo and vyo o0
are therefore given by :

- 2 ! <t ! e
Vo = Vg : cos cos
2 I
1T .
5 ! b ! <t
Vgo = vg 1+ —= T Cos 5 cos >
Lc=
2
LT | & !
Yoo . Yctipe
Vo o = Vg 2 —— cos = s : F4)
; ; sin Lel 2 2

Since the y® coordiate is the sam e at each bounce, the longitudinal energy inm ediately after one collision is
equal to the ngitudinal energy inm ediately before the next collision, and the longitudinal velocities v, Goo,

Inm ediately after two successive collisions the tin e in tervals ty and tp, between sucoessive collisionsm ust satisfy the
relations

ek cos G

Va2 T 2m

®5)

Substituting F4) and ¢'5) into (13) and using the conservation of the totalenergy

m
"= 7 Vio"’ \750"’ Vio

we obtain :
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te < ) E6)
% 2 . 2 5+ (COS(!?T )'+TCOS(ZCQT)) 4 LT 2+Ootz 1o T 2
2sin (=5=) 4 4

|

where T % £33 Thissystem oftwo equations de nes the periods of all of the type-1 m xing period-2 orbits as
functions of and the tilt angle.

APPENDIX G: DOUBLE BARRIER MODEL :PERIODS OF (1;1) ORBITS

In this appendix we derive the equation (59). W e perform the derivation \drifting" coordinate system x%;y%;z%),
which wasde ned In (37). In this coordinate system , the electron m oves under the action of electric and m agnetic
elds, which are both parallelto the z¥ axis : E = E cos 2%, B = B 2®. Since the (1;1) orbi is non-m ixing, the
cyclotron velociy v. is conserved and the cyclotron radiis R v=!. is the sam e for each part of the tra fctory.
T herefore, the ®%;y®) projction of the (1;1) orbit produces a pattem oftwo arcs oftwo di erent circles w ith equal
radiiand i looksexactly like the &%;vy®) proiection ofa two-bounce non-m xing orbit ) in the singlebarrierm odel
(see g. 34).Hovewer, the \kink" at (x, ;y, ) is due to collision at the em itter barrier (Fig. 34 b), so that the periods
ofthe (1;1) orbits are di erent from the ones of (2)
In the drifting coordinate system the kinetic energy of the electron at the point of collision depends on the corre-
sponding value of z%, so that (cf. 0 1) ):

m v§ m vf d
= ek cos
2 2 cos

+ 6% ) G1)

A s for the non-m xing twobounce orbis (2) in the singlk berrierm odel, the successive collisions ofthe (1;1) w ith
di erent barriers are are separated by equaltin e Intervals, so that the tra fctory of the electron is sym m etric under
m irror re ection around any vertical (ie. paralkelto the y®¥ ) axis, passing through any of the collision points.

At the point of a \non-m xing" collision w ith both the em itter and the collector barriers the electron has zero y
com ponent of the velocity, therefore at each collision ofthe (1;1) orbits the corresponding y®° and z® com ponents of
the electron velocity are realted to each otherby O 2), whilk the velocity In m ediately before the collision v and the
velocity in m ediately after the collision v* satisfy the relations ( 3).

Let v; and v, be the velocities of the electron, corresponding to two successfiil (non-m ixing) collisions w ith the
collector and em itter barrier respectively. A s follow s from (12),

+ ek cos T
Vo0, = Vg T G2)

where T is the period of the orbit, equal to tw ice the tin e interval between successfil collisions. Substituting G2 )
nto G 1) and using the conservation of the cyclotron velociy, we obtain :

. 4
Ve, ¥ Vo, = T cos

+ % YY) tan G 3)

If is the phase of the cycltron rotation inm ediately affer the collision w ith the collector wall (at the point
®®1;y®; ;2%) —see Fig. 34b), then
V;‘ml = V. COS
V;ool = V¢ sin
Ve, = Ve cos( + !.T=2)

Vg, = vesin ((+ ! T=2) G4)
and (see O 2) ) we obtain
Vi, = &sin oot
Vo, = s ( + ! T=2)cot GD5)
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The distance y®, ¥, can be obtained as (see Fig. 34b and cf. 0 11) :

v, [ 1.T
v% Yi=2—"sh——sh + — G6)
e 4 4
Substituting G 5) and G 6) Into G 3), we cbtam :
1T 1T d!.tan cot <L
Vchn + c CcOos c = ° | . (G7)
4 4 2c0s  tan® + ‘<t cot (1.T4)

T he periodicity of the orbit requires, that the distance traveled by the electron in the drift fram e of reference
between two successive collisions w ith the collector barrier x®, ¥ (see Fig. 34b ) is equalto the displacem ent of
this coordinate system vgT , which yields

1T 1T VT

Ve COS + sin = v G 8
c 4 4 d 4 ( )
Using Egs. (G7) and (G 8), one can easily obtain
v s = %!CT d!.tan oot <t
yr o 4 200 tan® + ‘el ot teT
. b s 1 2l e dletan . G9)
V01 = Vesh = o
%01 uT Ve @ 4 4 2cos  tan? + =L oot b
Substituting G 9) into the equation for energy conservation
\7)2(0"' Vf,o"‘ Vﬁo =1
and using © 2), we nally obtain :
|
S 2
2 2 2 2
1T 1 £ (T 1
2= = 1+ . CeT) +4sin® £ (1T) 1+ — G 10)
2 (1.T) 1 cog £ (!.T) 16 £(1.T) (@ g £ (I.T))

w hich isexactly the Eqg. (59). To obtain the period of the period-1 orbits from thsiequation, one has solve it together
w ith the condition
2c0s T cos 1 £ (T)

L), = + 0 G11
). 4 2 1.T1 cof f(!CT)> ( )

whcih ensuresthat v, jist before the collision w ith the em itter ispositive and allow s to select the physically m eaningfiil
roots.

APPENDIX H: THE MONODROMY MATRIX FOR A GENERAL PERIODIC ORBIT IN THE DBM

In this A ppendix we consider the m onodrom y (stability) m atrix for a generaloroit in the doublebarrierm odel. A s
In our stability analysis for the periodic orbits in the SBM , the velocity at each collision w ith the barriers and the
tin e intervalbetw een successive collisions for the periodic orbit are considered already known .

By de nition, the m onodrom y m atrix is the linearizitaion the Poincar’e m ap around the periodic orbis. It is
straightforw ard to show , that since the evolution of the electron velociy between successive collisions is exactly the
sam e in both SBM and DBM , and any collsion only reverses the sign of z-com ponent of the velocity, the m onodrom y
m atrix w il stillbe given by Egs. (C 4) and (C 3), where the index k now labels all successive collisions of the electron
(w ith both em itter and collector barriers.

N ote, that the com ponents of the m atrices M  contain tem s proportionalto 1= (v,)). T herefore, if at any of the
collisions w ith the em itter barrier the z com ponent of the velocity goes to zero (@s it happens In a cusp bifircation),
the com ponents of the m atrix M x diverge, w hich leads to the divergence of the trace of the m onodrom y m atrix. An
additional consequence of this behavoiur is that by continutly any orbi with su ciently anallv , at at least one of
the ocollisions of the em itter barrier per period m ust be unstable.
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TABLE I. Period-1 and period-2 orbits in the SBM

orbit y—z projection origin initial stability

B with (1)~ stable

TB with (1) | unstable

IPDB of (1)"| unstable

PDB of (1)F stable

(2)~ /? PDB of (1)* stable
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TABLE II. Relevant peridic orbits in the D BM

orbit y—27 projection "birth" «- '"death"
(1,1)* CB «- TB
(2,2) CB «- PDB
(2,2)*° CB «<- PDB
(1,2)* \/ M CB <o TB
(3,3)* N \/\ CB «- TB
(1,3)* N (‘\/ CB «- TB
(2,3)* \/\ \/\ CB «- TB
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FIG .2. The critical boundary, ssparating initial conditions such that the electron will reach the em itter barrier before the
next collision with the collector wall (region enclosed by the critical boundary) from those when the electron retums to the
collector wallw ithout striking the em itter barrier (the region outside the criticalboundary). = 1:d17,and (@) = 0 (dashed
line), ) = 15, = 3: (dotted line), (c) = 30, = 5 (dashed-dotted line).
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FIG .3. The Poincare surface of section or = 117, and = 2, = 30 . The chaotic region near the critical boundary

(thick solid line) is the \chaotic halo", created by the nonanaliticity of them ap.
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FIG .4. Periods ofonebounce orbits as functions of forthe tilt angle = 11 . The dashed lines corresponds to the periods
of one bounce orbits at zero tilt angle. The insets show they z projctions ofthe three existing onebounce orbitsat = 10.

(a)

FIG .5. A singlebounce orbi projcted onto the (xo;yo) plane (@) and (xm;ym) plane of the \drifting" fram e of reference (o).
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FIG .6. Polncare surface of section for the singlebarriermodel for = 11 and @) = 5 (as in the unperturbed system ,
the single-bounce orbit ((1)* ©) is still surrounded by a lJarge stabl island, but has nonzero x-com ponent of the total velociy
at the collision w ith the collector barrier), and ) = 7:7 (the 1)* O obit is still stable, but m oved to the perphery of the
surface of section; a tangent bifiircation has Jast prodiced two new singlebounce orbits : stabl (1)* @ near the origin, which
now takes the role ofthe TO, and unstabk (1) *) , which produces an elongated ow pattem near the stable island of (1)* @y,
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FIG .7. Trace of the m onodrom y m atrix for singlebounce orbits 1)@, &-)®*, )% , ©®*, 1)® fHr = 16 . The
dotted lne represents the condition for the 1 : 3 resonance, the dashed lnes show the boundaries of the stability region
TrM ] 2. Open circles show the locations of the direct PD Bs, the solid circles correspond to inverse PD Bs, open triangles
represent 1 : 3 resonances, squares represent tangent bifircations.

FIG . 8. Regions of existance (shaded areas) of onebounce orbits (l)(o)+ (@) and (1)(1)+ ) In the ( ; ) plane. D ark and
light shading correspond to stable and unstable regions respectively.
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FIG . 9. Torus of twodounce orbits in the Surface of Section. M arked are the only \selfretracing" (in the y

v,/ Vo

0.5

-0.5

-0.5

0

v/Vo

0.5

z plane)

twobounce orbits : (@) the orbit with vy = 0 at collisions,which evolves into the non-m ixing two-bounce orbit (2) , and (o)

the orbit with vy
these orbits.

0 at collisions —which becom es the selfretracing m ixing orbit 2)* .

(c)

Insets show they

z progctions of

FIG .10. Exam ples of the di erent types of period2 orbits, profcted onto (x;z) and (y;z) planes : a non-m ixing orbi @),
a selfretracing m ixing orbi () and a non-selfretracing m ixing orbit (c).
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FIG .11. Bifircation diagram s in the coordinates ( ;v,) for the period2 m ixing orbits, related to the bifiircations of the
single ~bounce orbits. T he two branches w ith non—zero v, correspond to the two-bouncem ixing orbis @)t © ang 2) © ,while
the horizontal line represents the singlebounce orbit (1)* ©  The non-m ixing period-2 orbit (2) © has vy = 0 at each ofthe
points of collision and cannot be seen in this diagram . For a an all tilt angle the period-2 orbits are bom in period-doubling
bifurcations —see panel (@). W hen >  the m ixing period-2 orbits are bom in a tangent bifircation — see panel (c). The
transform ation from the two types of behavior cannot happen in a single step. If it were possble, then at the critical angle
two new m ixing two-bounce orbits were created at the location of the singlebounce orbit, which can not happen in a generic
conservative 2D system . The altemative is provided by the follow ing two-step process. F irst, at som e critical angle E < x
the behavior of the st to appear m ixing orbit (2) &) s changed, as is shown in the bifircation diagram at the panel ().
W hen E < < y,theunstablk obi )" * appears In a tangent bifircation w ith a new selfretracing m ixing stable period-2
orbit, which is soon to be absorbed by the singledbounce orbit In an inverted period-doubling bifurcation, while the qualitative
behavior ofthe stablk 2) *) orbit rem ains unchanged. A sthe tilt angle is increased, the intervalof stability ofthe single-bounce
orbit shrinks, while the interval of existence of the auxiliary m ixing orbit Increases. At the critical tilt angle the inverted and
standard period-doubling bifircations m erge and annihilate each other, so that at greater values of the tilt angle the m ixing

period-2 orbit are no longer directly related to the singlebounce orbit —see panel (c).
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FIG.12. Trace ofm onodrom y m atrix as a function of for di erent non-m ixing two-bounce periodic orbits : ot 0, @)* l,
@)% or =15.
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FIG . 13. Periods ofthe selfretracing m ixing tw obounce orbits 2)" @, 2) @, @)* @, and ) *, related to the bifircations
ofthe single-bounce periodic orbits as functionsof . Thetitanglke is = 15 . Thedashed linesshow the (scaled) tim e intervals
of tw o repetitions of single-bounce orbits (ie. tw ice the period of singlebounce orbis).
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FIG .14. Trace of them onodrom y m atrix as a function of frm ixing twobounce orbits @) )" and @) @, @)* ¥ and
@) ¥ .Thetitangleis = 15 .

I ST NS )
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FIG .15. Surface of Section near the onebounce periodic orbi (1)* ® close to it’'s 1 : 3 resonance and the corresponding
touch-and-go bifircation of the orbits (3)1(1) : (@) jast before and () soon after the touch-and-go bifircation.
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FIG .16. The periods of the threebounce orbits (3)10 and (3)20 vs.
line represents the period of singlebounce orbit (1)" ', muliplied by 3.
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FIG .17. Thebifircation diagram s of the selfretracing threebounce orbits In three di erent regim es (see text). T he vertical
axis represents the x com ponent of the scaled velocity of the electron at the point of collision wih v, = 0. The dotted line
represents the single-bounce orbit. N ote the exchnage of partners bifircation between () and (c).
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FIG.18. Trace of the monodromy m atrix as a function of for selfretracing threebounce orbits. The inset show s the
behavior of TrM ] near the \touch-and-go" bifircation.

collector torus

\/C/\/O

emitter torus

TO

FIG .19. The scaled cyclotron velocity for the resonant tori (n = 1,k = 1) as function of at zero tilt angle; = 12, number
of cyclotron rotations per period m = 1. The horisontal lne v. = 0 corresponds to the travesing oroit.
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FIG .20. A schem atic representation of (a) the two resonant toriofthe period-1 orbitsat = 0 and (b) the surviving orbits
at 1.
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w

o (0,1)°* 4

FIG .21l. The scakd period ! T as function of and the corresponding bifurcation diagram s for the period-1 orbits In the
double-barrier m odel at zero tilt angle. The tilt angle (@) =05, )11 , () 20 . = 1:47. The vertical axis in the
bifircation diagram s represents the scaled cyclotron velocity vw. (@) or to the x com ponent of the scaled velocity of the electron
at the point of collision w ith the collector barrier.

25

g

FIG .22. The intervals of existence of the period-1 \em itter" orbits shown as shaded areas in the ( ; ) plane for @)
;L 9, 0 GO, © ¢ Y, d @Y. Dark and light shading represent existing stable and unstable periodic
orbits respectively.
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FIG .23. Trace ofm onodrom y m atrix of the period-1 orbits ofthe rsttwo intervalsat = 11 , = 1:17. The tangentbifir-
cations, cusp bifircations and connectivity transitions are lJabeled by open circles, open squares and open triangles respectively.
Shaded area corresponds to the stable region.

(c) (d)

FIG .24. Exam ples of the di erent types of period-2 orbis in the DBM , profcted onto (y;z) planes: @) a (2;2) orbi, b)
a 2;2)" oroi, () a selfretracing (1;2) orbit, (d) a non-selfretracing (1;2) orbit. .
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FIG .25. Surfaces of section, show ing the xed points of (2;2)

the tilt angle =

0.5

collector

, 0;2) , 2;2)" and (1;2) orbis Por
(@) 11 , () = 28 . The top and bottom panels correspond to the surfaces of section at the collector and the
em itter barriers respectively. a

0.5
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: one can clearly see one big stable island of the period-1 orbit (1;1)*, and stable islands of
the (2;2) and (0;2) orbits. The stable islands ofthe (0;2) oroit lie at the v % =vy axis at the periphery of the collector
surface of section, they are absent at the em itter SO S. This (2;2) oroit produces two islands centered on the v axis at the
collector barrier and tw o islands at the em itterbarrier. To show the (0;2) and (2;2) orbits In a single bifircation diagram it
is therefore natural to represent these orbits by their values of the x com ponent of the scaled velocity at the collector barrier.
The =xed points of the generally unstable orbit (2;2)" are not so easy to see by an (untrained) eye and pointed out by the
arrow s. Both xed points of (2;2)" have zero v, at the em itter barrier and nonzero v, at the collector barrier. Note, that
at the collector barrier the (2;2)" orbit has the sam e values of the x com ponent of the scaled velocity (since vwx y and the
(2;2)" orbit strikes the collector wall at the sam e point). T herefore, this value is a convenient representation for the (2;2)°
orbits in the bifiircation diagram s. b : one can see a relatively large stable islang ofthe (1;1)" orbit, two islands ofthe orbit
(in collector barrier SO S only) and stabl islands of the orbit (two islands at the collector barrier surface of section and one
island at the em itter barrier SO S). Just as for the (2;2)" and (0;2)" orbits, the xed pointsofthe (1;2) orbits at the em itter
wallhave exactly the sam e values of v, which can therefore be used as their representation In the bifurcation diagram s. .
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FIG .26. The bifurcation diagram ofthe (2;2) and (0;2) orbitsin the DBM . The vertical axis represents x com ponent of
the scaled velocity of the electron at the point of collision w ith the collector barrier (see also Fig. 25a ). The tilt angle = 15,
and = 1:17.
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FIG .27. The trace ofm onodrom y m atrix for di erent period-2 orbits of the rst ntervalat @) = 17 and ) = 28 .
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FIG . 28. The bifurcation diagram of the ©;2)", 1;2) and (0;2) orbits n the DBM in \regin e one". The vertical axis
represents y (top panel) and x (pottom panels) com ponents of the scaled velocity of the electron at the point of collision w ith
the collector barrier (see Fig. 25b) ; = 1:17;thetiltangle =5 .
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@)

FIG .29. Thebifiircation diagram ofthe (2;2)", (1;2) and (0;2) orbitsin theDBM in ( ;vy=vo) coordinates (see F ig. 25b)
in regines @) two, (o), (c) three, and (c) Pur; = 1:17;thetitangke = @) 20, ©) 27 , () 29 ,and d) 30 ..
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(a)
(®)

(e)

FIG .30. Exam pls of the di erent types of period-3 orbis in the DBM , profcted onto (y;z) planes : a (3;3) orbi @), a
(1;3)" orbit b),a (2;3) obi (0.

FIG .31l. The bifurcation diagram s of the period-3 orbits in the DBM ,at = 117, = (@) 11 , ) 38 .
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FIG.32. The trace of m onodrom y m atrix for di erent period-3 orbits realted to the

obit 1;1)" @ at

FIG .33. Com parison of the SO S for the lim iting m apping B8) (bo,d) with the ones of the exact Poincare m ap (a,c).
beal= 02 (@b) and 05 (c,d). The SO S ofthe exact m ap is obtained fork = 20.
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(a)

FIG.34. A non-m ixing two-dounce orbit, profcted onto the (xo;yo) plane of the laboratory system of coordinates (a) and
onto (xm;ym) plane of the \drifting" fram e of reference.

@ U) M \}
/ vl ,
o
\ /
N %
\\¥//
(b)

(a)

FIG .35. A m ixing selfretracing two-bounce orbit, projcted onto the (xo;yo) plane of the laboratory system of coordinates
(@) and onto (xm;yoo) plane of the \drifting" fram e of reference.
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