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A Bose-Einstein condensate in a modulated, one-dimensional, anharmonic potential can exhibit
dynamical tunneling between islands of regular motion in phase space. With increasingly repulsive
atomic interactions, dynamical tunneling is predicted to cease due to self-trapping [S. Wüster et al.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 109 080401 (2012)]. This suppression of tunneling oscillations is related to the
same phenomenon that occurs in the two-mode dynamics of a repulsively interacting Bose-Einstein
condensate in a double-well potential. Here we present a two-mode model for dynamical tunnelling
based on nonlinear Floquet states and examine the range of validity of the approximation. We
characterise nonlinear dynamical tunneling for different trap strengths, modulation amplitudes, and
effective Planck constants. Using the linear Floquet states we derive an expression for the critical
nonlinearity beyond which tunneling ceases. Finally we demonstrate the dynamical instability of
selected nonlinear Floquet states and show how to initialise some Floquet states in experiments.
Our detailed survey will enable experiments to target accessible parameter regimes for the study of
nonlinear dynamical tunneling.

I. INTRODUCTION

Particle transport that is classically forbidden may
nonetheless take place via quantum-mechanical tunnel-
ing. For example, a particle in a double-well potential
cannot classically move from one well to the other if the
barrier has a higher potential energy than the total en-
ergy of the particle. Dynamical tunneling is a subtly dif-
ferent process that can occur in systems that are period-
ically modulated in time [1]. Here the classical transport
process is inhibited due to the formation of Kolmogorov-
Arnold-Moser (KAM) tori of regular motion in phase
space from which classical trajectories cannot escape [1].
However, quantum mechanics allows tunneling between
KAM tori related by symmetry. Dynamical tunneling
was first discussed in the context of molecular physics by
Davis and Heller [2].

Experiments have demonstrated that ensembles of ul-
tracold atoms loaded into periodically modulated poten-
tials provide a versatile test bed for studies of dynami-
cal tunneling and more generally quantum chaos [3–16].
In particular, experiments allow the probing of quantum
dynamical tunneling between symmetry-related islands
of regular motion in phase space. This has been well-
studied both experimentally [4, 5, 10, 12, 17–20] and
theoretically [2, 21–38]. Another arena for probing dy-
namical tunneling under controlled conditions is opto-
mechanics [39].

Much of the theoretical work and the experiments with
cold atoms on dynamical tunneling [4, 5] were performed
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in the single-particle regime where any interaction be-
tween particles can be reasonably neglected. In this case,
the equations of motion are linear and the superposition
principle applies. However, many of the above exper-
iments were performed using atomic gas Bose-Einstein
condensates (BECs), where s-wave collisions between the
atoms can be significant. In this situation BECs are bet-
ter described by the Gross-Pitaevskii equation – a non-
linear Schrödinger equation in which the nonlinear term
captures these interactions. We have earlier shown that
interactions unlock additional physics in dynamical tun-
neling such as self-trapping [40]. Interactions will have
to be considered for experiments on dynamical tunneling
with Bose-Einstein condensates on atom chips [41].

Here we extend our earlier work on macroscopic non-
linear self-trapping in dynamical tunneling with Bose-
Einstein condensates [40]. Throughout we assume that
the Gross-Pitaevskii equation is a suitable approxima-
tion to the dynamics. The many-body theory of similar
systems is considered e.g. in Refs. [42–46]. The system
that we discuss is similar to that of the experiments [4, 5]
which observed dynamical tunneling with an ensemble of
ultra-cold atoms in a sinusoidal potential. In the phase
space of these atoms some regions classically form ‘islands
of stability’ amid a sea of chaos, which contain stable and
regular periodic trajectories. The symmetry of the sys-
tem results in two such islands for which the classical tra-
jectories have opposite momenta, with both oscillating in
phase with the modulation of the potential. Periodically
sampling the atomic momentum for a classical trajectory
on one of these islands would yield the same momentum
each period, as the Kolmogorov-Arnold-Moser (KAM)
theorem forbids a trajectory to cross from one island to
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another [1]. The experiments, however, observe a slow os-
cillation of the periodically sampled atomic momentum
between the islands which implies quantum mechanical
tunneling between these classically disconnected regions
of phase-space, i.e. dynamical tunneling.

It has been shown theoretically that, due to the pres-
ence of chaos, the period of dynamical tunneling exhibits
an extremely irregular dependence on system parameters,
such as the strength of the potential and of its modulation
[21, 22, 41, 47]. However the experimental investigation
of these phenomena necessitates quite high atomic densi-
ties [41]. This increases the strength of interactions and
requires extensions of present theory which is applica-
ble only in the linear regime, i.e. at low atomic densities.
Nonlinearity has been shown to have an adverse effect on
some transport phenomena: it can suppress resonance-
enhanced Landau-Zener tunneling in optical lattices [48],
and quantum transport in a kicked harmonic oscillator
[49, 50] and in a kicked rotor [51, 52]. However quantum
transport in ratchet potentials can be enhanced [53] or
suppressed [42]. Dynamical tunneling of cold atoms may
also be suppressed by strong nonlinearities [31].

As we have shown in Ref. [40], and further develop
here, nonlinear interactions in a Bose-Einstein conden-
sate, characterised by strength U , begin to suppress dy-
namical tunneling above a critical interaction strength,
i.e. when U > Ucrit. This tunneling suppression is due
to macroscopic quantum self-trapping (MQST) in close
analogy to the suppression of BEC tunneling between
two weakly-coupled potential wells that form a bosonic
Josephson junction [54–57]. Here we provide further de-
tails about the techniques employed in Ref. [40] and sig-
nificantly extend our analysis to a broader range of pa-
rameter space that demonstrate additional features. In
particular we map out the critical interaction strengths
for a wide range of parameters which will be crucial to
enable experimental explorations. We also highlight dy-
namical instabilities of selected Floquet states and pro-
pose protocols for the initialisation of an experiment in
a Floquet state.

On the technical side these results are obtained by
finding nonlinear Floquet states [53, 58], i.e. condensate
states that are invariant up to a phase under evolution
with the nonlinear Gross-Pitaevskii equation (GPE) over
one modulation period. Evolving superpositions of these
over many modulation periods shows clean dynamical
tunneling despite the nonlinearity of the GPE. Increasing
the interaction strength U in these simulations allows us
to numerically find Ucrit. We then show that a two-mode
model based on Floquet tunneling states explains self-
trapping and accurately forecasts the critical interaction
strength, Ucrit, where it occurs. The forecast is possi-
ble based just on the system parameters and the linear
Floquet states, i.e. the wave functions that reform up to
a phase after one modulation period in the absence of
interactions. Finally, we show simulations of nonlinear
dynamical tunneling with experimentally realizable ini-
tial states that are approximations to the exact Floquet

states. We then find dynamical tunneling periods that
are slightly offset from the expected value and analyze
this deviation in more detail.
We define our model and present the required linear

and nonlinear Floquet techniques in Section II. Then we
investigate the effect of nonlinearity on dynamical tun-
neling using nonlinear Floquet states (Section IIIA). In
Section III B we present the two-mode model and the ex-
pression for the critical self-trapping nonlinearity, which
are then compared with the full Gross-Pitaevskii solu-
tions. A parameter-space survey is the subject of Section
IV. Section V reports on simulations using an experimen-
tally realizable initial state before we conclude in Section
VI. Appendix A derives the atom chip potential, while
Appendix B outlines the numerical procedure we use to
find nonlinear Floquet states. In Appendix C we present
the derivation of the two-mode model applied in our anal-
ysis in detail.

II. CONDENSATES IN A PERIODICALLY
MODULATED POTENTIAL

Atoms in a periodically-driven one-dimensional (1D)
potential can only follow classically chaotic trajectories
when the trap is anharmonic. While the experiments
[4, 5] realized such a trap using a sinusoidal optical lat-
tice potential, an alternative option that we investigate
here is the radial potential typical for traps implemented
with atom-chips. These are harmonic near the centre and
become linear at large distances from the trap minimum
as shown in Fig. 1. This shape is dictated by the mag-
netic field strength profile near its local minimum [41].
In this article we consider a Bose-Einstein condensate

placed into a periodically modulated potential of this
kind. This choice is largely motivated by practical con-
siderations: As opposed to the sinusoidal potential, the
chip potential keeps the condensate localized for a wide
range of modulation parameters. We expect our main
results — the occurrence of dynamical tunneling despite
nonlinear atomic self-interaction and of macroscopic self-
trapping — will also be realised in any other anharmonic
potential.
The dimensionless radial atom-chip potential is

V (x, t) = κ
[
1 + ϵ cos(t)

][√
1 + x2 − 1

]
, (1)

where κ denotes the overall potential strength and ε rep-
resents the magnitude of the modulation. Dashed lines
in Fig. 1 illustrate the amplitude of this modulation for
typical parameters.
When a nonlinear interaction term is included, and

mean-field theory applied, the dynamics of the system
follows the Gross-Pitaevskii equation:

iℏeff
∂

∂t
ψ(x, t) =

[
−ℏ2eff

2

∂2

∂x2
+ V (x, t) + U |ψ|2

]
ψ(x, t),

(2)
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FIG. 1. Anharmonic potential in the radial direction of an
atom-chip trap, Eq. (1). The solid line indicates the mean
potential and the dashed lines its largest modulation for the
parameters κ = 2, ϵ = 0.4.

where U is the interaction strength parameter and ℏeff
the effective Planck’s constant. The latter arises through
our choice of length and time scales as discussed in detail
in Ref. [41], where we also derive Eq. (2).

For a brief summary of the derivation from Ref. [41]
and the definition of the dimensionless parameters κ, ℏeff
and U in terms of the dimensional parameters of the atom
chip problem, see Appendix A. For the remainder of the
main article we will work with the dimensionless vari-
ables.

A. Chaos and Floquet theory

The classical Hamiltonian for canonical coordinates (p,
x) that corresponds to Eq. (2) for U = 0 is:

H =
p2

2
+ κ

[
1 + ϵ cos(t)

][√
1 + x2 − 1

]
. (3)

This Hamiltonian system can exhibit a mixed phase-
space with chaotic and regular regions depending on the
modulation parameters κ, ϵ. For the case κ = 2, ϵ = 0.4,
we show a stroboscopic Poincaré section of phase space
in Fig. 2. For this we plot phase-space coordinates for a
large range of initial conditions at fixed times t = 2πn for
n ∈ N. We point out a couple of key features: There are
two large period-one islands of regular motion that are
labelled I± in Fig. 2. They are symmetrically placed at
p = ±p0, x = 0 for some p0. For trajectories located in
these islands, atoms move in phase with the modulation
of the potential. The islands are surrounded and sepa-
rated by a sea of chaotic motion. Beyond these islands
many higher order nonlinear resonances are visible [1].

For ϵ = 0 the Hamiltonian system (3) is integrable
and its phase-space hence regular. According to the
KAM theorem [1], we expect that regular regions per-
sist in phase-space even if integrability is slightly broken,
but become increasingly destroyed as ϵ is increased. The
KAM theorem also states that a classical trajectory from

FIG. 2. Stroboscopic phase space for κ = 2, ϵ = 0.4, showing
islands of regular motion separated and surrounded by a re-
gion of chaos. Of primary concern for this paper are the two
period-one fixed points located symmetrically on the x = 0
axis, labelled I+ and I−.

within one of the islands visible in Fig. 2 may never cross
into the other island.
Quantum mechanically this is no longer true. Consider

the Schrödinger equation given by Eq. (2) for U = 0,
i.e. the linear case with no interactions. Due to the
time-dependence of the potential the usual description
in terms of eigenstates of the Hamiltonian is not appli-
cable. We can however resort to Floquet theory [1]. Flo-
quet’s theorem states, that for a time-periodic Hamilto-
nian, Ĥ(t+ T ) = Ĥ(t), a basis of the Hilbert space that
solves Eq. (2) can be found at all times in the form

|χi(t)⟩ = exp (−iλit/ℏeff)|ui(t)⟩, (4)

where λn ∈ R and |un(T + t)⟩ = |un(t)⟩. We use “χ” to
denote the solution to Eq. (2) in the linear U = 0 case,
reserving “ψ” for the nonlinear solutions found later. Al-
though |χn(t)⟩ denotes a physical state, it is generally
easier to first find the so-called Floquet state |un(t)⟩.
This is because one can define a modified Hamiltonian
Ĥ ′(t) = Ĥ(t)− iℏeff∂/∂t such that the Floquet states are
its eigenstates:

Ĥ ′(t)|un(t)⟩ = λn|un(t)⟩, (5)

where the eigenvalue λn is called the quasienergy.
Equation (4) together with the periodicity of u implies

that |χn(t)⟩ is reformed after one period up to a uni-
tary phase factor. This allows one to obtain |u(x, t = 0)⟩
as an eigenvector of the unitary time evolution operator
over one period Û(t+ T, t) (which we distinguish by the
operator hat from the dimensionless interaction strength
U), with eigenvalue ξn = exp (−iλnT/ℏeff). To construct

Û(t+T, t), one can choose a basis of the Hilbert space and
evolve each basis element over one modulation period ac-
cording to Eq. (2) with U = 0. In practice we choose the
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basis spanned by symmetric and anti-symmetric discrete
position space eigenstates which automatically decouples
the even and odd subspaces.

In order to relate the linear Floquet states to the clas-
sical phase space (Fig. 2) one can make use of the Husimi
(or Q) function of a quantum state Ψ defined by:

Q(p, x)[Ψ] =
1

2πℏeff
|⟨α|Ψ⟩|2 , (6)

where |α⟩ is a coherent state centered on momentum p
and position x. The function Q(p, x)[Ψ] gives informa-
tion about the spread of |Ψ⟩ in phase space due to the
Heisenberg uncertainty. In Fig. 3 we show Q-functions
for various Floquet states with ℏeff = 0.5 that can be
compared to the corresponding classical phase-space in
Fig. 2. As expected [1], a remarkable correspondence is
visible between the distribution of Floquet states over
phase-space and the classical division into chaotic and
regular regions.

One finds that the period-one islands of regular motion
arise in the Floquet spectrum as a pair of states localized
on both islands, compare Fig. 3(b). These states are even
(odd) under the transformation p→ −p and have slightly
different quasienergies λn. In the following we will label
these states |u0(t)⟩ (even) and |u1(t)⟩ (odd) and without
atomic interactions, for U = 0, we will refer to these par-
ticular Floquet states as linear tunneling states. Floquet
states have to arrange themselves with a definite parity
under p → −p, since the operator Ĥ ′(t) is symmetric
under this transformation.

An atomic wavepacket that is initially localized on
just one of the period-one islands of Fig. 2 must be
represented as linear combination of the odd and even
tunneling states: |χ±(0)⟩ = [|u0(0)⟩ ± i|u1(0)⟩]/

√
2 =

[|χ0(0)⟩± i|χ1(0)⟩]/
√
2, where the upper sign locates the

atoms on the upper island. The phase-factor i results
from our choice of phase of the potential modulation, as
|χ+(t = 0)⟩ describes a particle with nonzero velocity
and hence non-vanishing phase gradient. In the linear
case it is easy to see that dynamical tunneling will occur.
Using Eq. (4) for t = nT , where n ∈ N, we find the time
evolution of |χ±(t)⟩:

|χ±(nT )⟩ = e−iλ0nT/ℏeff

×
[
|u0(0)⟩ ± iei(λ0−λ1)nT/ℏeff |u1(0)⟩

]
. (7)

The periodic change of sign of the second term causes
transitions between |χ±⟩ (see above) and thus quantum
tunneling.

The quasienergy splitting of the odd and even tun-
neling states determines the linear period of dynamical
tunneling (i.e. the tunneling period in the absence of in-
teractions):

Tlin =
2πℏeff

|λ0 − λ1|
. (8)

FIG. 3. Selected Husimi functions, Eq. (6), of even Floquet
states un for κ, ϵ as in Fig. 2 and ℏeff = 0.5 (black Q = 0,
bright Q large). Comparison with Fig. 2 shows the correspon-
dence between the distribution of Floquet states in phase-
space and the classical distribution of chaotic and regular re-
gions. The index n labels the Floquet states, with energy at
t = 0 monotonically increasing for higher n. (a) regular re-
gion, (b) tunneling state, (c,d) further nonlinear resonances,
(e,f) chaotic region.

It has been found that the tunneling-period is strongly
reduced if the tunneling Floquet states have significant
overlap with the classically chaotic region [22, 33]. This
can be understood as tunneling assisted by classical dif-
fusion accross the chaotic region. A further signature of
this chaos-assisted tunneling is a strong irregular sensi-
tivity of Tlin to the modulation parameters (κ, ϵ) [21, 41].

As ℏeff is decreased, the quantum system becomes in-
creasingly sensitive to small scale structures of the clas-
sical phase space. Examples for the latter are the higher-
order resonance chains surrounding the fixed points in
Fig. 2. When ℏeff is low enough for the quantum states
to resolve these structures, order of magnitude changes
of the linear tunneling period can result [23, 41, 59–61].
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Linear Nonlinear
(U = 0) (U > 0)

Quasienergies λn En

Physical state |χ⟩ |ψ⟩
Floquet state |u⟩ |ϕ⟩
Tunneling states |u±⟩ |ϕ±⟩

TABLE I. List of labels for different variables in the linear
and nonlinear cases.

B. Nonlinear Floquet states

For nonzero interaction U ̸= 0 the theory becomes
more complex because the nonlinearity means that we
can no longer construct the time-evolution operator Û
from the evolution of a set of basis states. In the fol-
lowing we outline how nonlinear Floquet states can be
constructed which were also used in [53, 58]. We denote
these states by ϕ to distinguish them from their linear
counterparts u. They are solutions of

Ĥ ′
nl(t)ϕn = En(U)ϕn, (9)

which is analogous to Eq. (5), but with a nonlinear op-

erator Ĥ ′
nl(t) defined by

Ĥ ′
nl(t) = −ℏ2eff

2m

∂2

∂x2
+ V (x, t) + U |ϕn|2 − iℏeff

∂

∂t
, (10)

that now includes a term describing particle interactions.
We denote En(U) the nonlinear quasienergy for the in-
teraction strength U , hence by definition, λn = En(0).
We similarly change the labels for several variables to
clearly distinguish the nonlinear case from the linear case
as summarised in Table I.

The numerical procedure used to determine these so-
lutions is much more involved than for the linear case
involving an iterative optimisation scheme as outlined in
Appendix B. Examples for the evolution of the odd and
even nonlinear tunneling states over one period of the
modulation are shown in Fig. 4.

For nonlinearities below the onset of self-trapping [40]
(considered in the next section) the nonlinear Floquet
states are very similar to the linear ones. To bench-
mark our construction of nonlinear Floquet states, we
hence sought states with much higher nonlinearities (up
to U ∼ 2), as shown in Fig. 4(a,c,e). At nonlinearities of
this order the convergence of the algorithm becomes very
slow. The states created show successful reformation for
several periods as visible in Fig. 5. However, after about
20 modulation periods, the figure shows a dynamical in-
stability of the odd Floquet state, while the correspond-
ing even state is stable for this time period. Clearly the
stability properties of nonlinear Floquet states merit fur-
ther systematic study but are beyond the scope of this
paper. For the much smaller nonlinearity parameters
used later in this article all nonlinear Floquet states were
found to be stable.

t/2Ã

x

t/2Ã t/2Ã

t/2Ã

x x

x

x x

Re[Ç] Re[Ç]

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

FIG. 4. Examples of even and odd nonlinear Floquet tunnel-
ing states ϕ0,1. Physical parameters used are κ = 2, ϵ = 0.2,
ℏeff = 0.5, U = 2 for (a,c,e) and κ = 2, ϵ = 0.2, ℏeff = 0.25,
U = 0.003 for (b,d,f). (a,b) Space-time densities of the even
states and (c,d) of the odd ones. Black is zero, bright is
high. (e,f) Comparison between the linear and nonlinear Flo-
quet states, showing Re{ϕ} and Re{u} at t = π. States are
color coded: even-nonlinear (black-solid), even-linear (black-
dotted), odd-nonlinear (red-solid), odd-linear (red-dotted).

FIG. 5. Instability of the odd nonlinear Floquet state for a
large nonlinearity U = 1.5, κ = 1.4, ϵ = 0.2, ℏeff = 0.5. Shown
is the stroboscopically sampled momentum space density at
t = 2πn for integer n, using the same colors as in Fig. 4.
After about 20 periods, we see the sudden onset of dynamical
instability. The corresponding even nonlinear tunneling state
is stable on this time scale.

III. NONLINEAR DYNAMICAL TUNNELING

We now use the nonlinear Floquet states to study dy-
namical tunneling in the presence of inter-atomic inter-
actions. In Section IIIA we give representative examples
for dynamical tunneling and its arrest and in Section III B
we explain our results with a two-mode model.
One might expect that just as the tunneling period in

the linear case follows Eq. (8), the quantity:

Tnl(U) =
2πℏeff

|E0(U)− E1(U)|
. (11)
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might provide the nonlinear tunneling period. However,
it turns out that there are other dominant effects of the
nonlinearity on the tunneling physics: For small U , the
value of Tnl(U) increases slightly compared to Tlin, but
we find that the actual tunneling period deviates from
this value as shown in Fig. 6. The reason for this is the

FIG. 6. Change of dynamical tunneling period with strength
of nonlinearity. (a) Estimate based on nonlinear quasi-energy
differences in Eq. (11) (red line) and actual period of tunnel-
ing in the nonlinear system, (black line), using the GPE (2)
for ℏeff = 0.5, κ = 2.3 and ϵ = 0.3. We show the linear tun-
neling period from Eq. (8) as a horizontal blue dashed line
for comparison. Within the gray shaded nonlinearity inter-
vals, the GPE predicts self-trapping. (b) The same, but for
ℏeff = 0.5, κ = 1.3 and ϵ = 0.2.

violation of the superposition principle such that nonlin-
ear dynamical tunneling is governed by a larger range of
parameters than simply the nonlinear quasi-energy dif-
ference which enters Eq. (11), see Section III B.

A. Nonlinear macroscopic self-trapping

In this section we consider two specific scenarios that
are representative of a large part of parameter space as
will be shown in Section IV. Let us first consider κ = 2.4,
ϵ = 0.3 and ℏeff = 0.5. From the linear tunneling states
for this scenario we generate a series of nonlinear Floquet
states up to U = 0.004. Then we form the superposition
localized on the upper resonance ϕ+ = ϕ0 + iϕ1, and
evolve it according to the GPE (2) for 1100 periods of
the modulation. The simulations use an adaptive step-
size Runge-Kutta integration method in the interaction
picture, implemented in the high-level language XMDS
[62, 63]. Throughout the evolution, we stroboscopically

sample the Fourier-spectrum |ψ̃(k)|2 of the condensate
wave function after integer modulation periods. The mo-
mentum space picture thus obtained is shown in Fig. 7.
For the chosen parameters, the classical resonance lies at
|p| = 3.1 on the momentum axis. As noted in [24] the
quantum resonance can be slightly shifted in the presence

t/2Ã

t/2Ã t/2Ã

t/2Ã

t/2Ã

t/2Ã

p

p

p p

p

p(a)   U=0.0007

(c)   U=0.002

(e)   U=0.0033 (f)   U=0.004

(d)   U=0.0027

(b)   U=0.0013

FIG. 7. Dynamical tunneling in stroboscopically sampled
momentum space, showing the momentum density (black
zero, bright large), where p = ℏeffk with ℏeff = 0.5 and
κ = 2.3, ϵ = 0.3. Subsequent panels illustrate the onset of
macroscopic quantum self-trapping as the nonlinearity is in-
creased. For the chosen values of ℏeff, κ, ϵ, we have Tlin = 1038
periods, Eq. (8). If the tunneling period was determined by
the nonlinear quasienergies alone, i.e. by Tnl(U), it should
increase by only 4% from Tlin over the range of U shown.
Clearly this is not the case, as the period is increased by
nearly a factor of two between panels (a) and (d), and macro-
scopic self-trapping arises for (e) and (f).

of interactions.
It can be seen in Fig. 7(a) that the momentum space

distribution is essentially unchanged for many modula-
tion periods. However on time scales still set by the
quasienergy difference of the odd and even linear Flo-
quet states, Eq. (8), we observe a complete reversal of
the sign of the condensate’s momentum at the strobo-
scope instants t = 2πn with n ∈ N. This is the signature
of dynamical tunneling. As the strength of the nonlinear-
ity U is increased we find that the period increases and
for U > 0.0027 complete momentum reversal no longer
takes place. In this case the population becomes trapped
in phase-space. This phenomenon is analogous to the ar-
rest of inter-well tunneling in a bosonic Josephson junc-
tion due to strong nonlinearities, referred to as macro-
scopic quantum self-trapping [54, 55]. Macroscopic self-
trapping effects on an even larger scale have been found
for BECs in optical lattices [64, 65].
To check the accuracy of our nonlinear Floquet states

and confirm that the tunneling effect is not due to nu-
merical instability, we performed simulations like those in
Fig. 7 but starting from the odd or even Floquet eigen-
states rather than the tunneling states. As expected,
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in these cases the stroboscopic wave function does not
change shape on the time scale shown, because they are
eigenstates of the one-period time-evolution operator.

t/2Ã

t/2Ã t/2Ã

t/2Ãt/2Ã

p

p

p p

p

p

(a)   U=0.012

(c)   U=0.034

(e)   U=0.057 (f)   U=0.068

(d)   U=0.045

(b)   U=0.023

t/2Ã

FIG. 8. Dynamical tunneling in stroboscopically sampled
momentum space |Ψ̃(k, t = nT )|2, showing the density (black
zero, bright large), where p = ℏeffk with ℏeff = 0.5 and
κ = 1.3, ϵ = 0.2. In contrast to the case shown in Fig. 7,
dynamical tunneling is only suppressed for a finite range of
U and reappears as the interaction is further increased. Here
the dynamical tunneling periods are strongly affected by the
nonlinearity. They also deviate from those expected from the
quasienergy difference of the Floquet states. A more detailed
comparison of tunneling periods and quasienergy differences
can be found in [40].

We found that usually the use of nonlinear Floquet
states is not crucial to see dynamical tunneling and
MQST in simulations with nonzero interaction: Simply
starting with the linear tunneling state still yields tun-
neling with the expected period, as well as nonlinear self-
trapping for U > Ucrit. This is consistent with the fact
that for these parameters the nonlinear states undergo
only a small change of shape compared to the linear ones.

For the scenario in Fig. 7 the wavepacket remains
trapped in stroboscopic phase space as U is further in-
creased. We also find cases where trapping occurs for
isolated ranges of U , and disappears as U is increased
further, as shown in Fig. 8. An analogous effect in the
macroscopic self-trapping of double well tunneling has
not been reported but should exist for certain parameter
regimes. This is studied in Ref. [66] where the current
authors completely characterize the dynamical regimes
of quantum tunnelling in two-mode mode models of the
Gross-Pitaevskii equation with repulsive contact interac-
tions.

B. Two-mode theory

To interpret the results of the preceding section we
present a simple two-mode model (TMM) for dynamical
tunneling of cold atoms. We summarize the main points
here and leave the detailed derivation to Appendix C.
Let us assume that for a given time-periodic system we

have found the odd and even nonlinear Floquet states
centered on the islands of regular motion. As previously
we denote these states by ϕ0 (even) and ϕ1 (odd). Also
as before, the modes localised on the upper and lower
islands are found by superposition ϕ+ = 1√

2
(ϕ0 + iϕ1)

(upper) and ϕ− = 1√
2
(ϕ0 − iϕ1) (lower). Due to the

orthogonality of ϕ0 and ϕ1 the linear combinations ϕ± are
also orthogonal. We know that the functions ϕn n ∈ 0, 1
solve the nonlinear Floquet equation:(
Ĥ0(x, t) + U |ϕn(x, t)|2 − iℏeff

∂

∂t

)
ϕn(x, t) = Enϕn(x, t).

(12)

In this expression and in the following, the argument U
of the nonlinear quasienergies En(U) is suppressed. Let
us now assume that the dynamics of the time-dependent
solution of the GPE (2) ψ(x, t) is restricted to a linear
combination of physical states ψ±(x, t). Because these
physical states are equal to the Floquet states up to a
phase, Eq. (4), we can just as easily write ψ in terms of
the upper and lower island Floquet modes ϕ±(x, t), i.e.:

ψ(x, t) = c+(t)ϕ+(x, t) + c−(t)ϕ−(x, t). (13)

From (13), it is possible to derive equations of motion
for c±(t) from the GPE (2). One arrives at nonlinear
equations of the form:

iℏeff
∂

∂t
c+ = Ēc+ +

∆E

2
c− +N [c−, c

∗
−, c+, c

∗
+, t] (14a)

iℏeff
∂

∂t
c− = Ēc− +

∆E

2
c+ +N [c+, c

∗
+, c−, c

∗
−, t] (14b)

where Ē = (E0 + E1)/2 and ∆E = E0 − E1. The full
expressions for the nonlinear terms N are given in Ap-
pendix C, Eq. (C13). They are proportional to U , de-
pending on overlap integrals of powers of the even and
odd Floquet states:

U01(t) = U

∫
dx|ϕ0(x, t)|2|ϕ1(x, t)|2, (15a)

A01(t) = U

∫
dxϕ0(x, t)

2ϕ1(x, t)
∗2, (15b)

U00(t) = U

∫
dx|ϕ0(x, t)|4, (15c)

U11(t) = U

∫
dx|ϕ1(x, t)|4. (15d)

Had we used a more complete expansion instead of
Eq. (13), the right hand sides of Eq. (14) would contain
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terms coupling to further nonlinear states, whose coef-
ficients are proportional to U and the overlap between
the tunneling states and the additional nonlinear states
in question. Figure 3 suggests that, at least for the linear
case, the overlap between the tunneling states and other
Floquet states is small. Since U will be small as well
one might expect that other nonlinear Floquet modes
besides the tunneling states can be neglected, which is
indeed what we usually find numerically.

We consider two different methods to predict the shut-
down of dynamical tunneling at a critical nonlinearity
from Eq. (14). In the explicit method we numerically
extract the functional form of the coefficients in Eq. (15)
over one period from the nonlinear Floquet states ob-
tained in Section II B. Equation (14) can then be solved
numerically. Importantly, this has reduced the problem
from a 1D partial differential equation into two coupled
ordinary differential equations. In the averaged method,
we additionally replace the coefficients by their average

over one period, e.g. Uij(t) → Ūij =
∫ T

0
Uij(t)dt/T . This

is justified when the oscillations in the populations of the
modes ϕ+ and ϕ− take place on time scales much larger
than a single period. This approximation was found to
be well satisfied for most cases inspected.

We validated the two-mode results by direct compar-
ison with full solutions of the GPE. To this end we ex-
tract the coefficients d+(t) =

∫
dxϕ∗+(x, t)ψ(x, t) and

d−(t) =
∫
dxϕ∗−(x, t)ψ(x, t) from the numerical data.

This makes use of the nonlinear Floquet states ϕ±(x, t)
as defined at the beginning of this section, and our so-
lution ψ(x, t) of Eq. (2). These coefficients can be di-
rectly compared with coefficients c± computed using the
two-mode model, Eq. (14), with either explicit or aver-
aged coefficients as explained earlier. Figure 9 shows this
comparison for the same case as Fig. 7, and Fig. 10 corre-
sponds to Fig. 8. We see that the TMM quite accurately
captures the complete solution of the GPE.

A key advantage of the averaged method is that it al-
lows additional analytical insight since the coefficients no
longer depend on time. Following [54], we can cast the
TMM into a more illuminating form by reformulating it
in terms of the population imbalance z = N+ −N−, and
relative phase φ = θ− − θ+, where c± =

√
N±e

iθ± with
N±, θ± ∈ R, see Appendix C. The resulting equations
of motion for z and φ can be derived as Euler-Lagrange
equations for canonical variables z, φ from the effective
classical Hamiltonian:

Heff =
1

2
Λz2 + α

√
1− z2 cos (φ) + β(1− z2) cos (2φ),

(16)

FIG. 9. Comparison of GPE and two-mode model results for
the coefficients of Floquet states centered on the upper and
lower island of stability. The assignment of nonlinearities to
the panels is as in Fig. 7. Lines indicate the GPE Floquet
state populations d±(t) =

∫
dxϕ∗

±(x, t)ψ(x, t) and crosses
their TMM counterparts |c±|2, see Eq. (13). Black-solid:
|d+|2, red-dashed: |d−|2, black-dotted: ntot ≡ |d+|2 + |d−|2,
black crosses |c+|2 or ntot,2 ≡ |c+|2 + |c−|2 ≈ 1, red crosses:
|c−|2. The coupling coefficients for the two-mode model,
Eq. (15), have been determined from the appropriate non-
linear Floquet states using the explicit method discussed in
the text.

with parameters

Λ =
Ū00 + Ū11

4
+

3

2
Re{Ā01} − Ū01, (17a)

α =
Ū00 − Ū11

2
−∆E, (17b)

β =
Ū01

2
− Ū00 + Ū11

8
+

Re{Ā01}
4

. (17c)

Equation (16) is identical to the Hamiltonian of Ref. [54]
for α = 1 and β = 0. As shown in [54], an effective
conservative Hamiltonian allows us to determine initial
conditions (z(0), φ(0)) for which full dynamical tunneling
can never take place.
Dynamical tunneling requires that the population im-

balance z changes from positive to negative, or vice versa,
so the system must pass through some phase space point
where z = 0. If the initial conditions have an effective
energy value that is incompatible with z = 0, the phase-
space structure encoded by Eq. (16) prevents a trajectory
with such initial conditions from passing through z = 0,
hence the trajectory must correspond to self-trapped dy-
namics. In our case the analysis is more complicated than
in Ref. [54] because of the cos (2φ) term in the effective
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Hamiltonian.
2

2
2 2

2
2

FIG. 10. GPE vs. two-mode model results for a scenario
without complete trapping. Nonlinearities as in Fig. 8. Lines
are coded as in Fig. 9.

To use the above arguments to infer an analytical
critical nonlinearity, we assume that initially z(0) = 1,
φ(0) = 0, and demand z(t∗) = 0 at some time t∗ if tun-
neling is to take place. As the classical effective Hamil-
tonian is time-independent, energy conservation applies
and guarantees that H(0) = H(t∗), which in this case
implies:

1

2
Λ = α cos (φ(t∗)) + β cos (2φ(t∗)). (18)

Thus a sufficient condition for self-trapping is that this
equation have no solution for any φ. We define Uc,full

as a critical nonlinearity above which this is the case.
Obtaining it analytically is in general difficult for reasons
explained in Appendix C.

It becomes possible, hower, using a simple approxima-
tion that we found justified in most cases: We assume
|∆E| ≫ |β| and |∆E| ≫ |(Ū00 − Ū11)/2|. It can then
be shown that for interaction strengths in excess of the
critical value

Ucrit =
2|∆E|
|Λ0|

, (19)

where Λ0 = Λ/U , Eq. (18) does not have a solution
and dynamical tunnelling undergoes macroscopic quan-
tum self-trapping. For a detailed exploration of regions
in the phase-space for dynamical tunneling encoded by
Eq. (16) without this approximation we refer to Ref. [66].

Since Λ0 no longer explicitly depends on U we can
define a corresponding quantity for the linear Floquet

states as well:

Λ0,lin =
Ū00,lin + Ū11,lin

4
+

3

2
Re{Ā01,lin} − Ū01,lin, (20)

where

Ū01,lin(t) =
1

T

∫
dx

∫
dt |u0(x, t)|2|u1(x, t)|2, (21a)

Ā01,lin(t) =
1

T

∫
dx

∫
dt u0(x, t)

2u1(x, t)
∗2, (21b)

Ū00,lin(t) =
1

T

∫
dx

∫
dt |u0(x, t)|4, (21c)

Ū11,lin(t) =
1

T

∫
dx

∫
dt |u1(x, t)|4. (21d)

If we now assume that the parameters |∆E|, Λ0, in
Eq. (19) do not change dramatically as the nonlinear-
ity is increased we can estimate the critical nonlinearity
for self-trapping simply from knowledge of the linear Flo-
quet states. That is, we define the linear forecast of the
critical nonlinearity

Uc,lin =
2|∆λ|
|Λ0,lin|

, (22)

where ∆λ = λ1−λ0 is the quasienergy splitting of linear
tunnelling states from Eq. (5). We show in the next sec-
tion that Eq. (22) can indeed reliably predict the onset
of trapping for a wide variety of modulation parameters.
To explain intermittent trapping as in Fig. 8 and

Fig. 10, note that Eq. (18) does not always predict self-
trapping in the limit U → ∞. While the approximations
invoked to find Eq. (19) might be appropriate for some
intermediate range of U and thus correctly yield the criti-
cal nonlinearity for the initial onset of self-trapping, those
approximations can later become invalid as U is increased
further. In the limit U → ∞ we can eventually neglect
∆E in comparison with all other terms, and then cancel
a factor of U from both sides of Eq. (18). The latter now
depends on U only implicitly through the dependence of
the nonlinear Floquet states ϕ0,1(x, t), which therefore
determines whether or not self-trapping persists to very
large values of U .
For the cases shown here (and most other cases in-

spected) the two-mode model accurately reproduces the
full dynamics, which is reasonable as we find that no sig-
nificant population is transferred to modes beyond the
odd and even nonlinear Floquet states. For the case in
Fig. 9 the difference between the two-mode model calcu-
lations with averaged or explicit coefficients is not visible
on the scale of the plot. The scenario in Fig. 10 is how-
ever significantly better described by the explicit model,
which is the comparison made.
In summary, we have devised a two-mode model for

dynamical tunnelling in Bose-Einstein condensates based
on superpositions of the odd and even nonlinear Floquet
states. Despite the absence of the superposition prin-
ciple, we find that this model can accurately describe
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dynamical tunnelling for a wide range of parameters.
Under conditions where coupling coefficients in the two-
mode model can be replaced by their time averages the
model then allows analytical predictions of the critical
non-linearity for the arrest of dynamical tunneling oscil-
lations.

IV. SURVEY OF CRITICAL INTERACTION
STRENGTHS

Here we extend our investigations of Section IIIA to a
broad range of modulation parameters κ, ϵ and effective
Planck constants ℏeff. We determine the critical nonlin-
earity for self trapping throughout parameter space and
investigate how successfully we can use Eq. (19) to pre-
dict the critical nonlinearity for self-trapping from the
linear Floquet states.

We concentrate on a pair of two-dimensional slices of
the 3D parameter space (κ, ϵ, ℏeff), sampling critical non-
linearities and self-trapping characteristics as a function
of ϵ and ℏeff at fixed κ = 1.2 (see Fig. 11) and as a func-
tion of κ and ℏeff at fixed ϵ = 0.2 (see Fig. 12). For the
former parameter range, linear tunneling periods were
known from Ref. [41].

For all data points (parameter sets) we used the fol-
lowing numerical protocol:

1. Generate linear Floquet states, see Section IIA.
Use these to estimate the critical interaction
strength for self-trapping Uc,lin from Eq. (22) (see
Fig. 11(a)).

2. Generate nonlinear Floquet states, see Section II B,
for a set of interaction strengths Uj up to roughly
Utrial = 2 × Uc,lin. Use each of these to generate
an initial state ψ(x, t = 0) for the GPE (2) that is
centered on one of the islands of stability.

3. Simulate dynamical tunneling oscillations for all Uj

with the GPE (2). Classify each Uj as untrapped
(trapped) in the GPE model if the mean momen-
tum ⟨p̂⟩ crosses (does not cross) zero. Determine
the true critical nonlinearity Uc,GPE as the first
trapped Uj (see Fig. 11(b)).

4. Categorise each point (see Fig. 11(c)) as (i) “free”
if all Uj are untrapped. (ii) “trapped” if only all
Uj above a given critical U are trapped, e.g. as in
Fig. 7. (iii) “intermittently trapped” if a continu-
ous range of Uj are trapped [67], but the highest
investigated value is not, e.g. as in Fig. 8.

The results for Uc,lin and Uc,GPE are shown in Fig. 11
and Fig. 12 together with the characterisation of trap-
ping for the GPE. Note that the characterisation depends
on Utrial which we cannot choose arbitrarily large due
to numerical constraints. It can be seen in Fig. 11 and
Fig. 12 that for most trapped cases the linear forecast
of the critical nonlinearity gives a good idea of the true

trapped

free

intermittent

FIG. 11. Dependence of macroscopic quantum self-trapping
features in dynamical tunnelling on ℏeff and ϵ, for fixed κ = 1.2
(c.f. Fig. 3(a) of Ref. [41]). (a) Linear forecast of critical
nonlinearity, log10(Uc,lin), see Eq. (22). (b) Actual critical
nonlinearity log10(Uc,GPE), where Uc,GPE was determined by
solving the GPE (2) for a range of nonlinearities U . The
white areas indicate where no self-trapping occurs, i.e. the
tunnelling period is infinite. (c) Classification of trapping in
the full GPE model. We distinguish three cases as discussed
in the text: (i) free (white), trapped (black) and trapped only
for an intermittent range of interaction strengths (orange).

critical nonlinearity. This is particularly the case when
Uc,lin is small, such that nonlinear Floquet states do not
deviate much from linear ones, and hence Eq. (22) is a
very good approximation. For many cases where Uc,lin

is large enough such that Floquet-states with U ≈ Uc,lin

are significantly modified compared to the linear ones,
this results in the removal of trapping, or significantly in-
creases the actual Uc,GPE (which we can not distinguish
in our numerics due to the finite Utrial). This occurs for
example for the largest ℏeff values in Fig. 11.

The nonlinear two-mode model based on Eq. (18) pre-
dicts these larger untrapped regions and the lobe of inter-
mittently trapped parameters around ℏ−1

eff ≈ 4 and ϵ ≈ 2
in Fig. 11 quite well (not shown). However there are a
few isolated data points throughout at which predictions
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trapped

free

intermittent

FIG. 12. Same as in Fig. 11, but showing the dependence on
on ℏeff and κ for fixed ϵ = 0.2.

differ from the GPE. Given that we detect some unsta-
ble nonlinear Floquet states as in Fig. 5 for the larger
nonlinearities, we consider that overall the predictions of
the two-mode model are highly reliable. However, this
may be a sign that the self-trapping transition is robust
to imperfections – an idea that we will explore further in
the next section.

The overall trend visible in all panels of Fig. 11 and
Fig. 12 is that critical interaction strengths Uc decrease
as heff is reduced.

V. EXPERIMENTAL PREPARATION OF
DYNAMICAL TUNNELING STATES

An important consideration is how our predictions can
be realized in experiment. The Floquet states that un-
dergo dynamical tunneling are not straightforward to
precisely prepare in an experiment. In this section we
propose a scheme to prepare good approximations to
them, and then consider the impact of the resulting im-
perfect initial state ψ(x, t = 0) on the results presented
so far.

A. Approximating Floquet states with Gaussians

In the experiments [4, 5], the atomic cloud was ini-
tially prepared in a state resembling the tunneling Flo-
quet state simply by shifting the potential by an appro-
priate amount. Along similar lines, here we consider pro-
viding a momentum kick p consistent with the islands of
stability to a condensate wave function in a trap ground
state, see also the description in Ref. [41].
Let us first briefly review our method for matching

the initial condensate closely onto the nonlinear Floquet
state for a particular value of U [41], using for illustration
purposes the parameters κ = 1.3, ϵ = 0.2, ℏeff = 0.5. For
these, interesting intermittent trapping behaviour has
been highlighted in Ref. [40] and in Fig. 8. In Fig. 13(a),
we show the t = 0 Fourier space representation of the tar-
get nonlinear Floquet state centered on the upper island
of stability as a solid black line.
If we were to simply apply a momentum kick p0 to the

condensate in the ground state of the potential at t = 0
the resulting Fourier spectrum would be given by the
black dotted line. Such a kick could either be imparted
by a shift of the trapping potential [41] or by phase im-
printing and would result in the state ψ0(x) exp (ip0x),
where ψ0(x) is the trap ground state and p0 corresponds
to the classical phase-space resonance. While the result-
ing overlap with the target Floquet state is quite accept-
able in Fig. 13(a), the procedure gives worse results when
the Floquet state is multi-peaked and/or narrow, as in
the second example, Fig. 13(b). In that case the sim-
ple kick reproduces the most prominent peak less well
regarding its position and width.
The situation can be improved by correctly engineering

also the momentum space width of the condensate initial
state. The width can be tuned by preparing the atom
cloud in a potential with a strength that differs from
that used during the time evolution:

Vini(x, t < 0) = κini(1 + ϵ)
√

1 + x2, (23)

with κini ̸= κ. Consequently one obtains two parameters,
κini and p0, with respect to which the overlap between the
initial state and the target nonlinear tunneling state can
be maximized. The optimal results obtained are shown
for both examples in Fig. 13 using red-dashed lines.
The case shown in Fig. 13(a) corresponds to 97% over-

lap between the experimental initial state and the non-
linear Floquet state. Even with this rather crude method
dynamical tunneling can now be observed in the presence
of nonlinearities, generalizing earlier results from the lin-
ear case [68]. The ensuing stroboscopic momentum space
densities are displayed in Fig. 14, where dynamical tun-
neling oscillations are clearly visible. However, the ef-
fective nonlinear tunneling periods are slightly different
compared to Fig. 8. We find that the deviations depend
on the precise values of k0 and κini used to define our
initial state. This will be investigated further in the next
section.
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FIG. 13. Experimentally realizable approximations of dynam-
ical tunneling states. (a) Black solid line: Fourier spectrum

|ϕ̃(k)| of exact nonlinear Floquet state φ+ for κ = 1.3, ϵ = 0.2,
ℏeff = 0.5 and U = 0.012. Black dotted line: Fourier spec-
trum of trap ground-state for κini = κ with initial momen-
tum kick p′0 = 1.09, where p0 corresponds to the classical fixed
point. Red dashed line: Fourier spectrum of trap ground-state
for adjusted trap strength κini = 0.4 to tune the momentum
space width, with initial momentum kick p0 = 0.65. (b) The
same as (a), but for parameters κ = 2, ϵ = 0.1, ℏeff = 0.5 and
U = 0.11, κini = 0.4, p′0 = 2.37 and p0 = 2.09.

Dynamical tunneling with an approximation of the
Floquet initial state is also possible for the case of
Fig. 13(b), as shown in Fig. 15. The initial overlap with
the Floquet state is smaller, and hence deviations from
two-mode behaviour are larger.

B. Response of tunneling period to initial-state
imperfections

As mentioned in the previous section and in Ref. [41],
the dynamical tunneling period slightly deviates from the
expectations based on precise Floquet theory if the Gaus-
sian approximations of Floquet states of Section VA are
used.

Variations of the true dynamical tunneling period as
a function of the parameters p0 and κini used to define
the initial state are shown in Fig. 16. Overall the period
is rather robust against even substantial imperfections of
the initial state, but its variations would have to be taken
into account for the interpretation of experiments.

These changes of period can clearly be traced back
to the atomic interactions as they vanish for U = 0.
We explored whether the modifications to the period are
related to the changes in nonlinear interaction energy,

Ēint = U
∫ T

0
dt

∫
dx|ψ(x, t)|4/T using T = 15 × 2π or

the deviation from two-mode behaviour characterised by

∆N̄ =
∫ T

0
dt(|d+(t)|2 + |d−(t)|2)/T − N̄ref, where N̄ref is

the two-mode population for a reference data-set, indi-
cated by the symbol � in Fig. 16. However, Fig. 16(b–c)
shows that neither of these are obviously linked to the
observed behaviour of the tunneling period. The precise
mechanism by which the period changes thus warrants
further study.

FIG. 14. Stroboscopically sampled momentum space from
imperfect initial state as shown in Fig. 13(a), which approx-
imates ϕ+(x, t = 0). p = ℏeffk with ℏeff = 0.5 and κ = 1.3,
ϵ = 0.2. We see intermittent trapping of tunneling oscillations
that is subsequently lifted, in accordance with simulations be-
ginning from the full nonlinear Floquet states for the same
parameters, compare Fig. 8 and Fig. 10. However the actual
tunneling period for these cases deviates from our previous
simulations, due to the imperfectly realised initial state.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have examined the dynamical tunneling of a Bose-
Einstein condensate in a periodically modulated anhar-
monic potential. We have demonstrated smooth dynami-
cal tunneling oscillations over up to thousands of modula-
tion periods, in the presence of nonlinear interatomic in-
teractions. These results employ nonlinear Floquet states
of the GPE.
However the interactions can have a strong influence

on the tunneling. Above a critical interaction strength
we have numerically found the arrest of tunneling due to
macroscopic quantum self-trapping. We have derived a
two-mode model with can be used to predict the critical
interaction strength Ucrit from knowledge of the linear
Floquet states. It is also possible to accurately estimate
the evolution of the atomic population in the tunneling
states involved. The performance of this model and em-
pirical values for Ucrit were surveyed as a function of pa-
rameters κ,ϵ and ℏeff.
Finally we have investigated nonlinear dynamical tun-

neling commencing from an experimentally realistic ini-
tial state rather than the actual Floquet state. Such ini-
tial states can be prepared by imparting a momentum-
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FIG. 15. Stroboscopically sampled momentum space from
imperfect initial state, which approximates ϕ+(x, t = 0). p =
ℏeffk with ℏeff = 0.5 and κ = 2, ϵ = 0.1. The thin white line in
panels (a-d) is the mean momentum. As in Fig. 14 dynamical
tunneling persists for the case here. There is, however, a
deviation in critical nonlinearity from the predicted Ucrit =
0.079.

kick and adjusting the trap strength, and thus are exper-
imentally more tractable than the mathematical Floquet
state. We find that the imperfect state yields dynamical
tunneling and macroscopic self-trapping, with only minor
deviations in observed dynamical tunneling periods.
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FIG. 16. (a) Fractional change of tunneling period for var-
ied parameters of an initial state that only approximates a
nonlinear Floquet state. We construct approximate Floquet
states as in Fig. 13(a) for the case of Fig. 14(a), then vary
p0 and κini as indicated. The relative difference to the refer-
ence point, marked � and with parameters as in Fig. 13(a),
is shown as color shading. The mean period for these pa-
rameters is about 650 driving periods. (b) Corresponding
fractional change of mean nonlinear interaction energy Ēint,
as defined in the text. (c) Corresponding deviation ∆N̄ from
two-mode behaviour, as defined in the text.

Appendix A: Atom chip potential

In Ref. [41] we discuss how the radial direction of a
typical atom-chip potential allows one to engineer a one-
dimensional potential of the form:

V (x, t) = V0
[
1 + ϵ cos(Ωt)

][√
1 + (x/d)2 − 1

]
, (A1)

where x is the spatial coordinate, V0 is the potential
strength, d describes its width and ϵ controls the strength
of the modulation with frequency Ω.
We assume that the Bose-Einstein condensate is well

described by the one-dimensional Gross-Pitaevskii equa-
tion:

iℏ
∂

∂t
ψ =

[
− ℏ2

2m

∂2

∂x2
+ V (x, t) + γ1D|ψ|2

]
ψ. (A2)

The atoms have mass m and s-wave scattering length as,
then γ1D = 2as/a⊥ where a⊥ =

√
ℏ/mω⊥ is the oscilla-

tor length of tight transverse confinement with strength
ω⊥. We assume the Gross-Pitaevskii wave function ψ
in Eq. (A2) to be normalized to the number of atoms∫
|ψ|2dx = N .
We now measure length in units of d, time in units

of Ω−1 and employ the dimensionless wavefunction ψ̃ =
ψ
√
d/N , which is normalized to one. Finally relabelling

ψ̃ → ψ we obtain:

iℏeff
∂

∂t
ψ =

[
−ℏ2eff

2

∂2

∂x2
+ V (x, t) + U |ψ|2

]
ψ, (A3)

with

V (x, t) = κ
[
1 + ϵ cos(t)

][√
1 + x2 − 1

]
. (A4)

Here κ = V0/mΩ2d2, U = Nγ/mΩ2d3 and ℏeff =
ℏ/d2mΩ. The commutator of the position operator
x̂ and the momentum operator p̂ = iℏeff∂/∂x fulfills
[x̂, p̂] = iℏeff, thus ℏeff controls the relative importance
of quantum effects for the system.
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Appendix B: Determining nonlinear Floquet states

To find the nonlinear Floquet states solving Eq. (9),
we make use of existing methods for the solution of the
time-independent GPE in two dimensions. To this end
we effectively treat time as a second spatial dimension
y, and aim to find solutions of the following operator
eigenvalue equation in two dimensions:[
−ℏ2eff
2m

∂2

∂x2
+ V (x, y) + U |ϕ0,1(x, y)|2 − iℏeff

∂

∂y

]
ϕ0,1(x, y)

= E0,1(U)ϕ0,1(x, y). (B1)

The solutions ϕ0,1(x, y) are required to obey periodic
boundary conditions in the time (y) direction: ϕ(x, y) =
ϕ(x, y + 2π) and to vanish for x→ ±Xmax, where Xmax

is the extension of our numerical grid.
To solve Eq. (B1) we employ conjugate gradient tech-

niques [69], which are efficient at determining nonlinear
eigenstates if they are supplied with a good initial guess.
We find nonlinear Floquet tunneling states with the fol-
lowing numerical scheme:

(i) We construct the time evolution operator for U = 0
and find the linear Floquet states |un⟩.

(ii) Among these, we identify the odd and even tunnel-
ing states |u0,1⟩ as those having the largest overlap
with a coherent state centered on the period-one
fixed point.

(iii) We evolve these over one period with the
Schrödinger equation to obtain |χ0,1(x, t)⟩, from
which we extract |u0,1(x, t)⟩ using Eq. (4).

(iv) We obtain nonlinear solutions of Eq. (B1) for small
U using a conjugate gradient technique with the
initial guess taken as linear result for u0,1(x, t) with
t→ y.

(v) We obtain tunneling states for U + ∆U , using the
result for U as initial guess. This step is iterated
until the desired Umax is reached.

(vi) The states obtained are validated by evolution with
the GPE (2) over many modulation periods.

The nonlinear Floquet states employed in our work were
obtained on 128×200 grid points in the x and t directions
respectively, and verified on larger grids. Typical steps
for the iteration of the nonlinearity were ∆U = 0.05.

Appendix C: Two-mode model

As outlined in Section III B our two-mode model is
based on the odd and even nonlinear Floquet states, de-
noted ϕ0 (even) and ϕ1 (odd). The modes localised on the
upper and lower islands are ϕ+ = 1√

2
(ϕ0 + iϕ1) (upper)

and ϕ− = 1√
2
(ϕ0−iϕ1) (lower). Due to the orthogonality

of ϕ0 and ϕ1 these modes are also orthogonal. We know
that the modes ϕn n ∈ 0, 1 solve the nonlinear Floquet
equation:(
Ĥ0(x, t) + U |ϕn(x, t)|2 − iℏeff

∂

∂t

)
ϕn(x, t) = Enϕn(x, t).

(C1)

Let us now assume that the dynamics are restricted to
the upper and lower island modes ϕ±(x, t), i.e.:

ψ(x, t) = c+(t)ϕ+(x, t) + c−(t)ϕ−(x, t). (C2)

We can alternatively expand in the odd and even tunnel-
ing Floquet states:

ψ(x, t) = c0(t)ϕ0(x, t) + c1(t)ϕ1(x, t). (C3)

The complex coefficients are related by:

c+ =
1√
2
(c0 − ic1), c− =

1√
2
(c0 + ic1),

c0 =
1√
2
(c+ + c−), c1 =

i√
2
(c+ − c−), (C4)

The restricted expansion (C2) is well justified for the
cases presented here. This allows us to assume:

|c0(t)|2 + |c1(t)|2 = |c+(t)|2 + |c−(t)|2 ≈ 1. (C5)

Let us write the GPE in the form(
Ĥ0(x, t) + U |ψ(x, t)|2 − iℏeff

∂

∂t

)
ψ(x, t) = 0. (C6)

Inserting Eq. (C3) we obtain

∑
n=0,1

{[
Ĥ0 + U

(
|c0|2|ϕ0|2 + |c1|2|ϕ1|2

+ c∗0c1ϕ
∗
0ϕ1 + c0c

∗
1ϕ0ϕ

∗
1

)]
cnϕn

− iℏeff
(
∂cn
∂t

)
ϕn − iℏeffcn

∂

∂t
ϕn

}
= 0. (C7)

Using Eq. (C5) and Eq. (C1) we can then write:

∑
n=0,1

[
En + U |c|n−1||2

(
|ϕ|n−1||2 − |ϕn|2

)
(C8)

+ U (c∗0c1ϕ
∗
0ϕ1 + c0c

∗
1ϕ0ϕ

∗
1)− i

ℏeff
cn

(
∂cn
∂t

)]
cnϕn = 0.

For this step we have inserted 0 in the form of |c1|2|ϕ0|2−
|c1|2|ϕ0|2 into the n = 0 term of the sum and the cor-
responding expression with 1 ↔ 0 into the n = 1 term.
Now we project this result onto ϕm, m ∈ 0, 1 and obtain:
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iℏeff
∂

∂t
cm = Emcm + U

∑
n=0,1

[
c∗0c1⟨ϕm|ϕ∗0ϕ1|ϕn⟩cn + c0c

∗
1⟨ϕm|ϕ0ϕ∗1|ϕn⟩cn

+ |c|n−1||2 ⟨ϕm|
(
|ϕ|n−1||2 − |ϕn|2

)
|ϕn⟩cn

]
. (C9)

Of the overlap integrals appearing in Eq. (C9), many
vanish due to odd symmetry of the integrand. We label
the remaining overlap integrals:

U01(t) = U

∫
dx |ϕ0(x, t)|2|ϕ1(x, t)|2, (C10a)

A01(t) = U

∫
dx ϕ0(x, t)

2ϕ1(x, t)
∗2, (C10b)

U00(t) = U

∫
dx |ϕ0(x, t)|4, (C10c)

U11(t) = U

∫
dx |ϕ1(x, t)|4. (C10d)

With this notation we can finally write the coupled equa-
tions for the coefficents of the odd and even states as:

iℏeff
∂

∂t
c0 = E0c0 +A∗

01c
2
1c

∗
0 + U01|c1|2c0

+ (U01 − U00)|c1|2c0, (C11a)

iℏeff
∂

∂t
c1 = E1c1 +A01c

2
0c

∗
1 + U01|c0|2c1

+ (U01 − U11)|c0|2c1. (C11b)

At this stage we convert from the odd-even coefficients
to the up-down coefficients, using Eq. (C4).

iℏeff
∂

∂t
c+ = Ēc+ +

∆E

2
c− +N [c+, c

∗
+, c−, c

∗
−, t]

(C12a)

iℏeff
∂

∂t
c− = Ēc− +

∆E

2
c+ +N [c−, c

∗
−, c+, c

∗
+, t]

(C12b)

where Ē = (E0 + E1)/2 and ∆E = E0 − E1 and:

N [a, b, c, d, t] =

[
U01 −

Re{A01}
2

]
a2b

−
[
U01 +

Re{A01}
2

]
c2b+Re{A01}acd

+ iIm{A01}
[
c2d

2
+
a2d

2
− abc

]
+
U00

4

[
a2d+ c2b− c2d− a2b

]
− U11

4

[
a2b− c2d+ a2d− c2b

]
. (C13)

As explained in Section III B, one can proceed by either
extracting the full time-dependent coupling coefficients
such as U01(t) from the nonlinear Floquet states, or al-
ternatively using coefficients averaged over one period:

Uij(t) → Ūij =
∫ T

0
Uij(t)dt/T . Here we provide some

additional detail on both methods.
For the explicit method (without averaging) we pro-

ceed as follows. We identify the 9 most prominent har-
monics of the periodic functions in Eq. (C10) and use
these to obtain an analytical approximation that can
be used for an adaptive time-step numerical solution of
Eqs. C12a-C12b. The evolution of the coupling coeffi-
cients over one period is shown for an example in Fig. 17.
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11

FIG. 17. Time dependence of two-mode theory coupling co-
efficients over one period. (black, solid) U01, (blue, dashed)
Re{A01}, (red, dashed) Im{A01} , (green, dottted) U00, (yel-
low, dotted) U11. The markers of the corresponding colour
show the quality of approximating these coefficients by 9 har-
monics. We find that using average values of the coefficients
usually gives as good tunneling results as the full form. Note
that Im{A01} always averages to zero.

Using averaged values for the coefficients in Fig. 17
is justified when the population oscillations of c+ and
c− take place on time scales much larger than a single
period. In almost all cases that we studied we found the
more accurate but much more involved explicit method
unnecessary and using averaged coefficients gave good
results. One further analytical simplification is possible
in this case: It can be shown that Im{Ā01} = 0. From
Eq. (C10) we can expand

Im{Ā01} =
2

T

∫ T

0

dt

∫ ∞

−∞
dx

[
ϕ0(x, t)

′′2ϕ1(x, t)
′ϕ1(x, t)

′′

+ ϕ0(x, t)
′ϕ0(x, t)

′′ϕ1(x, t)
′2

− ϕ0(x, t)
′ϕ0(x, t)

′′ϕ1(x, t)
′′2

− ϕ0(x, t)
′2ϕ1(x, t)

′ϕ1(x, t)
′′], (C14)

where a prime denotes the real part, and a double
prime the imaginary part. The time average can be re-
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placed by
∫ T

0
dt/T →

∫ T/2

−T/2
dt/T due to the periodic-

ity of the Floquet states. Inspection of Eq. (B1) shows
that ϕ0,1(t) = ϕ∗0,1(−t), hence ϕ0,1(t)′ = ϕ0,1(−t)′ and
ϕ0,1(t)

′′ = −ϕ0,1(−t)′′. From these symmetry properties
all four terms in Eq. (C14) vanish when averaged over
time.

As stated in Section III B, the main advantage of av-
eraging the coefficients is that we can further proceed
with the analysis of the equations following Ref. [54]. We
transform to a description in terms of the population im-
balance z = N+ − N−, and relative phase φ = θ− − θ+
where c± =

√
N±e

iθ± with N±, θ± ∈ R. Note that with
this normalization N+ +N− = 1.

The dynamical equations for z and φ that can be de-
rived from Eqs. C12a-C12b, using Im{Ā01} = 0, are:

ℏeff
∂

∂t
z =

[
∆E +

Ū11 − Ū00

2

]√
1− z2 sin (φ) (C15)

+

[
Ū00 + Ū11

4
− Ū01 −

Re{Ā01}
2

]
(1− z2) sin (2φ),

ℏeff
∂

∂t
φ = −

[
∆E +

Ū11 − Ū00

2

]
z√

1− z2
cos (φ) (C16)

−
[
Ū00 + Ū11

4
− Ū01 −

Re{Ā01}
2

]
z cos (2φ),

−
[
Ū00 + Ū11

4
− Ū01 +

3

2
Re{Ā01}

]
z.

These equations are Euler-Lagrange equations for canon-

ical variables z, φ of the Hamiltonian:

Heff =
1

2
Λz2 + α

√
1− z2 cos (φ) + β(1− z2) cos (2φ),

(C17)

with parameters:

λ =
U00 + U11

4
+

3

2
Re{A01} − U01, (C18a)

α =
U00 − U11

2
−∆E, (C18b)

β =
U01

2
− U00 + U11

8
+

Re{A01}
4

. (C18c)

As outlined in Section III B, the effective Hamiltonian
allows us to derive a condition for the shutdown of tun-
neling oscillations:

1

2
Λ = α cos (φ(t)) + β cos (2φ(t)), (C19)

An approximative treatment of this equation was given in
Section III B. For some of the cases surveyed in Section IV
it is not sufficient, and can instead be analyzed with the
following method. Let f(φ) = α cos (φ)+β cos (2φ). The
values of f at its extrema are α+β, −α+β and −α2/8β−
β. Self trapping occurs whenever Λ exceeds the global
maximum of f , or lies below the minimum. Precisely
which is the condition for self trapping depends on the
signs of Λ, α, β and of |4β| − α. These in turn depend
on U . To predict Ucrit from the knowledge of the linear
Floquet states more accurately than by using Eq. (19),
we found it most convenient to numerically determine the
largest U for which

1

2
UΛ0 =

(
−∆E + U

Ō00 − Ō11

2

)
cos (φ(t))

+ Uβ0 cos (2φ(t)) (C20)

still has a solution for φ. We denote this value with
Uc,full. Here the parameters Λ0 = Λ/U , β0 = β/U and
Ōij = Ūij/U are independent of U .
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