arXiv:2309.11649v1 [nlin.PS] 20 Sep 2023

STANDING AND TRAVELING WAVES IN A MINIMAL NONLINEARLY DISPERSIVE LATTICE MODEL

ROSS PARKER, PIERRE GERMAIN, JESÚS CUEVAS-MARAVER, ALEJANDRO ACEVES, AND P. G. KEVREKIDIS

Abstract. In the work of [1] a minimal lattice model was constructed describing the transfer of energy to high frequencies in the defocusing nonlinear Schrödinger equation. In the present work, we present a systematic study of the coherent structures, both standing and traveling, that arise in the context of this model. We find that the nonlinearly dispersive nature of the model is responsible for standing waves in the form of discrete compactons. On the other hand, analysis of the dynamical features of the simplest nontrivial variant of the model, namely the dimer case, yields both solutions where the intensity is trapped in a single site and solutions where the intensity moves between the two sites, which suggests the possibility of moving excitations in larger lattices. Such excitations are also suggested by the dynamical evolution associated with modulational instability. Our numerical computations confirm this expectation, and we systematically construct such traveling states as exact solutions in lattices of varying size, as well as explore their stability. A remarkable feature of these traveling lattice waves is that they are of “antidark” type, i.e., they are mounted on top of a non-vanishing background. These studies shed light on the existence, stability and dynamics of such standing and traveling states in 1 + 1 dimensions, and pave the way for exploration of corresponding configurations in higher dimensions.

1. Introduction

Lattice nonlinear dynamical systems are of wide interest in a diverse array of physical applications [2–4]. Some typical recent examples include, but are not limited to, the evolution of light beams in arrays of optical waveguides [5], the study of mean-field atomic Bose- Einstein condensates (BECs) in the presence of optical lattice external potentials [6], and the propagation of traveling, breathing or shock waves in nonlinear metamaterials such as granular crystals [7–9]. Similar structures have been analyzed in models and experiments of electrical circuits [10], in micromechanical cantilever arrays [11], and in superconducting Josephson junction lattices [12, 13], as well as argued to be present during the denaturation of the DNA double strand [14].

Arguably, one of the most prototypical models that have arisen in the context of the interplay of dispersion (diffraction) on a lattice and nonlinearity is the discrete nonlinear Schrödinger (DNLS) equation [4, 15]. This model has been central in the theoretical analysis and significant experimental developments associated with discrete solitons in optics [16]. Moreover, it has played a role in unveiling instabilities (both theoretically [17] and experimentally [18]), as well as intriguing dynamical behavior (such as coherent perfect absorption [19]) in atomic BECs. Finally, its role cannot be understated as a quintessential model within mathematical physics [20], at the intersection of integrable and non-integrable variants of the continuum NLS equation [21]. 1

While the DNLS equation is characterized by linear dispersion and explores its interplay with nonlinearity, there are reasons to examine the scenario where dispersion is purely nonlinear (and does not have a linear component). For instance, in the work of [22], motivated by the complicated nonlinearities associated with Frenkel excitons in [23], bright discrete compactons were studied, and the results were subsequently extended to encompass some exact results, including ones regarding moving discrete states in such models [24]. However, the focus and motivation of the present work is different. It stems instead from a fundamental study regarding energy cascades in models of turbulence, which arise from considerations in the context of the defocusing NLS equation [1]. The latter considers a suitably modified notion of a “lattice node” as representing a group of wavenumbers in the Fourier space formulation of the original problem. In this setting, a minimal model of lattice dynamics was developed in order to offer insights regarding the transfer of energy to high frequencies.

The minimal model of [1] has spurred considerable further activity in its own right, including dynamical simulations illustrating the existence of cascades in the model [25], the exploration of the connection with Burgers equation (notably towards the study of rarefaction waves [26]), a consideration of the continuum limit of the model [27], as well as a comparative study of integrators of such a model [28], among others. A notable associated question, however, remains in identifying the principal “vehicle” enabling the cascades within this model.

In the present work, motivated by all of the above interconnected factors — namely the broad interest in nonlinear lattice models, the special features of this model such as its lack of linear dispersion (and hence potential for compactly supported states), and its nontrivial appeal as a minimal model for transfer of energy across wavenumbers — we revisit this prototypical nonlinearly dispersive setting. After setting the stage and reviewing some basic properties of the model in section 2, we proceed to briefly examine its modulational instability in section 3, identifying already at that level the potential for both localized and propagating states. We then corroborate this expectation through the identification of the stationary compactly supported states in section 4, accompanied by the study of their spectral stability. In section 5, we start to explore the dynamics of the system via the simplest nontrivial case thereof, namely that of two lattice nodes, i.e., the nonlinearly dispersive dimer. We revisit the important “slider” states earlier identified in [1], but importantly we showcase their sensitivity as separatrices in the full system dynamics which we are able to completely characterize with exact, analytical solutions and illustrate with a two-dimensional phase portrait involving relevant dynamical variables. Finally, this complete understanding of the dimer case, and, in particular, the presence of states wherein the intensity is transferred between the two sites, prompts us to explore genuinely traveling states in progressively larger lattices in section 6. We also examine the stability of the associated waveforms. Section 7 summarizes our findings and presents a number of directions for future studies. We briefly comment on the continuum limit of the model in an appendix.

2. Model

The model we will be considering here is the fully nonlinear lattice differential equation

iu̇_j + d(u^2_{j−1} + u^2_{j+1})u_j − |u_j|^2u_j = 0, (1)

where u_j ∈ C and d > 0 quantifies the nonlinear nearest neighbor coupling. (See section 2 of [1] for a derivation of this model, which is equation (2.15) in that reference with d = 2.) The

Figure 1. Colormap of intensity |u_j|^2 for evolution of (1) in t. Horizontal axis is t, vertical axis is lattice index j. Initial condition is u_j = c_je^{ijϕ}, where c_j is a piecewise linear ramp from 0 to 1 and back, defined by u_j = 2j/N for 0 ≤ j ≤ N/2 and u_j = 2−2j/N for N/2 ≤ j ≤ N. ϕ = π/4 (left) and ϕ = π/2 (right). N = 80 lattice sites, d = 0.25.

present exploration of solutions to (1) is motivated by timestepping experiments showing the appearance and breakdown of a diverse array of coherent structures which exist in different parts of the lattice; see Figure 1 for a pertinent illustration. Examples suggested by the figure include traveling solutions (Figure 1, left, starting around t = 8 and j = 50, the intensity moves to lower j), “breather” solutions (Figure 1, left, the intensity alternates regularly between sites 41 and 42 starting around t = 40) and stationary solutions (Figure 1, right, the intensity is constant at site 46 starting around t = 20).

Equation (1) is Hamiltonian, with conserved energy given by H(u) = ∑ j ( 1 4 |u_j|^4 − d 4 ( u^2_j u^2_{j−1} + u^2_j u^2_{j−1} )) , (2)

which follows from translation symmetry of (1) in t. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, 1 − 2d 4 ∑ j |u_j|^4 ≤ H(u) ≤ 1 + 2d 4 ∑ j |u_j|^4, which implies, in particular, that the Hamiltonian is coercive if d ∈ (0, 1/2) (it is then equivalent to the ℓ^4 norm); we will see that it is useful to think of this case as defocusing. The power of the solution (squared ℓ^2 norm)

P (u) = ‖u‖^2_ℓ2 = ∑ j |u_j|^2 is also conserved, which follows from the gauge symmetry u → e^{iθ}u of (1). In addition, the model is invariant under the transformation u → au, t → a^3t, for a real constant a. As a consequence, scaling the amplitude of the solution does not qualitatively affect the solution but merely speeds up or slows down its time evolution. Finally, some “staggering transforms” act in an interesting way on the equation. The transform u_j → ϵ_ju_j, where ϵ_j = ±1, leaves the equation invariant. The transform u_j → i^ju_j amounts to flipping the sign of d, which shows that the case d < 0 is included in our analysis, thus we can take d > 0 without loss of generality.

Defining the density matrix elements by ρ_{jk} = u_ju_k, (3) the evolution equation for ρ_{jk} is given by d dt ρ_{jk} = i [ d (ρ_{j−1,j}ρ_{j−1,k} + ρ_{j+1,j}ρ_{j+1,k} − ρ_{j,k−1}ρ_{k,k−1} − ρ_{j,k+1}ρ_{j,k+1}) + (ρ_{kk} − ρ_{jj}) ρ_{jk} ] . (4) The intensity at lattice site j is given by ρ_{jj} = |u_j|^2, which has evolution d dt ρ_{jj} = id ( ρ^2_{j−1,j} + ρ^2_{j+1,j} − ρ^2_{j,j−1} − ρ^2_{j,j+1} ) = −2d Im ( ρ^2_{j−1,j} + ρ^2_{j+1,j} ) , (5) where we used the fact that ρ_{jk} = ρ_{kj}. We can also separate real and imaginary parts by writing u_j = a_j + ib_j for real a_j and b_j . Equation (1) can then be written as d dt ( a_j b_j ) = ( (a^2_j + b^2_j )b_j − 2da_j(a_{j−1}b_{j−1} + a_{j+1}b_{j+1}) + db_j (a^2_{j−1} + a^2_{j+1} − b^2_{j−1} − b^2_{j+1}) −(a^2_j + b^2_j )a_j + 2db_j(a_{j−1}b_{j−1} + a_{j+1}b_{j+1}) + da_j (a^2_{j−1} + a^2_{j+1} − b^2_{j−1} − b^2_{j+1}) ) . This form of the equation is useful for numerical analysis, as well as for the linear stability analysis in subsection 4.5 below.

The system (1) can be posed either on the full integer lattice or on a finite lattice comprising N nodes. Since equation (1) can be written as

u̇_j = i [ d(u^2_{j−1} + u^2_{j+1}) − u^2_j ] u_j, (6)

it follows that if u_j (0) = 0, then u_j(t) = 0 for all t > 0. If the initial data on the full integer lattice is nonzero only at a finite number of lattice sites, the system is equivalent to one on a finite lattice. In other words, intensity cannot spread to sites which are initialized to 0 (or bypass these sites), which is a feature fundamentally different from the linear dispersion case.

3. Modulational instability

We now turn to an analysis of modulational instability (MI) in the model, in order to further motivate the wave features which we will subsequently explore. Plane wave solutions of (1) can be found in the form u_j(t) = Be^{i(kj−ωt)}, with k ∈ [−π, π]. Substituting this into equation (1), plane waves satisfy the dispersion relation ω = |B|^2(1 − 2d cos(2k)).

To understand the stability of such plane waves, we perturb according to u_j(t) = Be^{i(kj−ωt)}(1 + a_j (t)). Linearizing in a_j (and using the dispersion relation) leads to the equation

−i∂_ta_j = ω(a_j − a_j ) + |B|^2(−2a_j + 2de^{2ik}a_{j+1} + 2de^{−2ik}a_{j−1}).

Taking the Fourier transform normalized as ^a(θ) = ∑ a_j e^{−iθj} , with θ ∈ [0, 2π] being the wavenumber of the perturbation, this becomes −i∂_t^a(θ) = ω(^a(θ) − ^a(−θ)) + |B|^2(−2 + 4d cos(2k + θ))^a(θ). This can be written as the vector equation −i∂_tA = MA with A = ^a(θ)/ ^a(−θ) and M = ( |B|^2(−2 + 4d cos(2k + θ)) + ω −ω ω −|B|^2(−2 + 4d cos(2k − θ)) + ω ) . (7)

Stability is then equivalent to the matrix M having real eigenvalues, or, in other words

(cos(2k + θ) + cos(2k − θ) − 2 cos(2k))(−1 + d cos(2k + θ) + d cos(2k − θ)) > 0. (8)

Using standard trigonometric identities, this criterion simplifies to

h(θ) = 2 cos(2k)(cos θ − 1)(2d cos(2k) cos θ − 1) > 0, (9)

which is quadratic in cos θ for fixed d and k. Equation (9) always has a root at θ = 0; for |2d cos(2k)| ≥ 1, it has an additional pair of roots at

θ = ± arccos ( 1 2d cos(2k) ) . Given the dependence of these expressions on cos θ, we can restrict the discussion (by mirror symmetry) to θ > 0 hereafter.

As an example, the left panel of Figure 2 plots h(θ) from (9) vs. θ for k = π/8. (The specific wavenumber is chosen so that the periodic boundary conditions on a lattice of size N = 256 nodes are satisfied.) The roots of h(θ) are at 0 and ±π/4, thus h(θ) is negative for π/4 < θ < 0 and 0 < θ < π/4, which is MI region. Compare the evolution of the two perturbations in the center panel of Figure 2; the perturbation with θ = π/6 (solid blue line) is within the MI region and grows exponentially, in contrast to the perturbation with θ = π/2 (dotted orange line), which is outside the MI region and thus does not grow. A colormap showing regions of MI in the (θ, k) plane is shown in the right panel of Figure 2; the color indicates the growth rate of MI, as given by the maximal imaginary part of the eigenvalues of (7). Two interesting observations here are as follows. First, MI is not always (and in particular is not for k = 0) a long-wavelength instability with a band starting at θ = 0, as is typically the case in NLS models. Second, there are regions of modulationally stable wavenumbers k.

Colormaps showing the evolution of MI for all lattice sites are shown in Figure 3; comparison of these to the evolution plots in Figure 1 suggests that MI plays a significant role in the dynamics of this system. Importantly, the astute reader can discern a number of both standing and moving waves in the pattern that results from the MI. It is to these coherent structures that we now turn in more detail in what follows.

Figure 2. Left: plot of h(θ) from (9) vs. θ for k = π/8. Center: Evolution of the perturbation of plane wave using the initial condition u_j(0) = Be^{ikj}(1 + ϵe^{−iθj} ) with ϵ = 0.0001 and B = 1/4 for k = π/8. Right: Regions of MI in the (θ, k) plane; intensity of colormap is maximum imaginary part of matrix M from (7). The plot can be extended to negative θ and k by symmetry. d = 1 for all plots.

Figure 3. Evolution of perturbation of a plane wave using initial condition u_j(0) = Be^{ikj} (1 + ϵe^{−iθj} ) with ϵ = 0.0001 and B = 1/4 for k = π/8, θ = π/6 (left) and k = π/2, θ = π/6 (right). For all plots, N = 256 lattice nodes with periodic boundary conditions and d = 1.

4. Standing Waves: Compactons

The first nonlinear structures of interest are compactons, which are standing waves supported on a finite set of N adjacent lattice sites. (These also appear in different nonlinearly dispersive DNLS variants in, e.g., [22–24], as discussed earlier.) Standing waves are solutions of the form u_j = c_je^{−iωt}, (10) with frequency ω and amplitudes c_j . Although these amplitudes are traditionally real (as in, for example, the DNLS equation), we will see below that there is a class of solutions (the staggered compactons) where this is not the case.

4.1. Real compactons. Real compactons are solutions of the form (10), where all the c_j are taken to be real. In this case, substituting (10) into (1) and simplifying, we obtain the standing wave equation d(c^2_{j−1} + c^2_{j+1})c_j − c^3_j + ωc_j = 0. (11) For a compacton comprising N sites labeled c_1 to c_N , since c_j ≠ 0 for all j, we can divide equation (11) by c_j to obtain 1 −d −d 1 −d −d 1 −d ... ... ... −d 1 −d −d 1 c^2_1 c^2 c^2_3 . . c^2_{N−1} c^2_N = ω ω ω . . ω ω , (12)

which is linear in the square amplitudes c^2_j and can be solved by row reduction. See Figure 4 for representative compacton solutions. We note that we can take either the positive or the negative root for each amplitude c_j.

For N = 1, the compacton is a single-site standing wave u_1 = c_1e^{−iωt}, with c_1 = ± √ ω. For N = 2, 3, 4, and 5, solving this linear system yields the solutions from Table 1. For fixed ω > 0, the norm of these solutions blows up as d approaches 1, 1/ √ 2, ( √ 5 − 1)/2, and 1/ √ 3 (respectively) from below; the matrix in (12) is singular at these values of d. For a given ω, since we are assuming the amplitudes c_j are real, a compacton solution exists only if all of the square amplitudes c^2_j are positive (see the intervals of existence in Table 1); this depends on whether ω > 0 or ω < 0. For example, for N = 2, a real compacton exists on (0, 1) for ω > 0 and on (1, ∞) for ω < 0. Interestingly, the 2-site compacton is spectrally stable on both of these intervals (See subsection 4.5.1 below for further discussion of stability; we note here that spectral stability does not change at the existence thresholds in Table 1 where the norm of the solution blows up).

For N = 2 and N = 3, the matrix in (12) is only singular at the values of d already discussed. For N ≥ 4, however, the matrix is singular at other values of d. For example, when N = 4, the matrix is singular when d = ( √ 5 + 1)/2. At this value of d, the solution in Table 1 exists but is not unique; we can add any multiple of the kernel vector (d, 1, −1, −d) to obtain another solution. The case when N = 5 is similar. The matrix in (12) is singular when d = 1, in which case we can add any multiple of the kernel vector (1, 1, 0, −1, −1) to get another solution. (See subsection 4.5.1 below for a discussion on how spectral stability changes at these singular points.) In addition, for N = 5, real compactons do not exist when d > (1 + √ 5)/2, since, in that case, c^2_1 and c^2 have opposite signs for all ω. For larger N, analytic computation of exact solutions is less straightforward. Numerical computation strongly suggests that real compactons of all sizes N exist for 0 < d < 1/2. Existence results for compactons for d outside this interval are more complicated. (The blue filled circles in Figure 6 indicate which compactons exist for a few values of d > 1/2.) Finally, we note that the real compacton solutions are characterized by a plateau in the center of the solution. For 0 < d < 1/2, the height of this plateau approaches

c^2 = ω 1 − 2d (13)

for large N, which is found by taking c_j = c_{j−1} = c_{j+1} = c in (11) and solving for c.

To better understand the solutions of the above linear problem, we observe first that it suffices to consider the case ω = 1. Denoting M for the matrix in (12), x for the vector (c^2_j )

N real compacton solution ω > 0 ω < 0

2 c^2_1, c^2 =^ω_{1−d} (0, 1) (1, ∞) 3 c^2_1, c^2_3 =^{ω(1+d)}_{1−2d2} c^2 =^{ω(1+2d)}_{1−2d2} ( 0,^{1√}_2 ) (_{1√} 2 , ∞ ) 4 c^2_1, c^2_4 =^ω_{1−d−d2} c^2, c^2_3 =^{ω(1+d)}_{1−d−d2} ( 0,^{√5−1}_2 ) (_{√5−1} 2 , ∞ ) 5 c^2_1, c^2_5 =^{ω(1+d−d2 )}_{1−3d2} c^2, c^2_4 =^{ω(1+2d)}_{1−3d2} c^2_3 =^{ω(1+d)2}_{1−3d2} ( 0,^{1√}_3 ) (_{1√} 3 ,^{√5+1}_2 ) Table 1. Square amplitudes for real compacton solutions for N = 2, 3, 4 and 5, together with intervals of existence for these solutions for ω > 0 and ω < 0.

Figure 4. Compacton solutions for N = 5, 10, 20, 40. Positive amplitude c_j is chosen at each site, d = 0.25, ω = 1.

and 1 for the vector (1, . . . , 1)^⊤, equation (12) becomes

Mx = 1.

Since M is a tridiagonal Toeplitz matrix, its eigenvalues λ_k and eigenvectors e_k can be computed explicitly (see for instance [29], page 154):

λ_k = 1 − 2d cos ( kπ N + 1 ) , e_k = ( sin ( kjπ N + 1 )) j=1,...,N k = 1 . . . N. For d ∈ (0, 1/2), the eigenvalues λ_k are positive, and the matrix M is an M-matrix; in particular its inverse has positive entries, so that x has positive entries.

Using trigonometric identities, we can then compute

‖e_k‖^2 = N∑ j=1 sin ( kjπ N + 1

)_2 = N 2 − 1 2 N∑ j=1 cos ( 2kjπ N + 1 ) = N − 1 2 ⟨1, e_k⟩ = N∑ j=1 sin ( kjπ N + 1 ) = { 0 if k even cotan (_{kπ} 2(N+1) ) if k odd.

Since M is self-adjoint, We can now invert the linear equation through the formula x = N∑ k=1 1 ‖e_k‖^2 ⟨1, e_k⟩e_k. In other words, the coordinates of x are given by

x^ℓ = 2 N − 1 ∑ k∈2N−1 1 1 − 2d cos (_{kπ} N+1 )cotan ( kπ 2(N + 1) ) sin ( kℓπ N + 1 ) , We now want to find the limit as N → ∞ of this expression, when ℓ is away from the extremities; we will assume that^ℓ_N → α ∈ (0, 1). In the above sum, the leading contribution is given by small k’s, due to the singularity at zero of the cotan function. Therefore, it is legitimate to expand in^k_N , which gives x^ℓ ∼ 2 n − 1 ∑ k∈2N−1 1 1 − 2d 2(N + 1) kπ sin (αkπ) ∼ 4 π(1 − 2d) ∑ k∈2N−1 sin (αkπ) k . By the formula for the Fourier series of the sawtooth wave ∞∑ k=1 sin(kx) k = π 2 − x 2 for x ∈ (0, 2π), we obtain for α ∈ (0, π) x^ℓ ∼ 4 π(1 − 2d) [ ∑ k∈N sin (αkπ) k − ∑ k∈N sin (2αkπ) 2k ] = 1 1 − 2d . This result suggests, in close correspondence with Figure 4, that the compacton solution becomes nearly flat in its center for sufficiently large N.

4.2. The staggered compacton. For solutions supported on N sites, another standing wave solution is obtained by using the ansatz u_j = i^j c_je^{−iωt}, where the c_j are again real. We call this a staggered compacton, since there is a phase difference of π/2 between each pair of adjacent sites. Substituting this ansatz into (1) and simplifying, the amplitudes c_j solve the equation

−d(c^2_{j−1} + c^2_{j+1})c_j − c^3_j + ωc_j = 0, (14)

N staggered compacton solution ω > 0

2 c^2_1, c^2 =^ω_{1+d} (0, ∞) 3 c^2_1, c^2_3 =^{ω(1−d)}_{1−2d2} c^2 =^{ω(1−2d)}_{1−2d2} ( 0,^1_2 ) , (1, ∞) 4 c^2_1, c^2_4 =^ω_{1+d−d2} c^2, c^2_3 =^{ω(1−d)}_{1+d−d2} (0, 1) 5 c^2_1, c^2_5 =^{ω(1−d−d2 )}_{1−3d2} c^2, c^2_4 =^{ω(1−2d)}_{1−3d2} c^2_3 =^{ω(1−d)2}_{1−3d2} ( 0,^1_2 ) Table 2. Square amplitudes for staggered compacton solutions for N = 2, 3, 4 and 5, together with intervals of existence for these solutions for ω > 0 . These four solutions do not exist for ω < 0.

which leads to the linear system 1 d d 1 d d 1 d ... .. . ... d 1 d d 1 c^2_1 c^2 c^2_3 . . c^2_{N−1} c^2_N = ω ω ω . . ω ω . (15)

We note that these are the same equations as those satisfied by the real compacton, except that d has been changed to −d. Staggered compacton solutions for small N are shown in Table 2. Although the solutions from this table are obtained from those in Table 1 by replacing d with −d, their intervals of existence are very different. Of note, for ω > 0, the 2-site compacton exists for all d; in particular, its norm does not blow up for any d > 0. As with the real compacton case, numerical computations suggest that staggered compactons of all sizes N exist for 0 < d < 1/2. As with the real compacton, existence results are more complicated for d > 1/2 (see the orange unfilled circles in Figure 6, which indicate compactons that exist for a few values of d > 1/2).

Plots of staggered compactons for the same values of N as the real-valued compactons are shown in Figure 5. The staggered compacton has higher energy than the real compacton (Figure 6, left). There is an intensity plateau in the middle of the solution; for large N, this plateau approaches

c^2 = ω 1 + 2d

(16)

for 0 < d < 1/2. As in the case of the real compacton, this corresponds to a solution x such that x^ℓ → 1 1 + 2d as N → ∞.

4.3. Mixed compactons. The phase differences between adjacent lattice sites are 0 (or π, if negative roots are taken for the c_j ) for real compactons and π/2 for staggered compactons. It is possible to construct compactons which have “mixed” phase differences. For example, for a 3-site compacton, we can take the ansatz

u_1 = c_1, u_2 = c_2, u_3 = ic_3,

Figure 5. Staggered compacton solutions for N = 5, 10, 20, 40. Positive amplitude at each site, d = 0.25, ω = 1.

N energy (H)

2^{ω2}_{2(1−d)} =^{(1−d)P 2}_8 3^{(3+4d)ω2}

4(1−2d^2 ) =

(1−2d^2 )P^2 4(3+4d)

4^{(2+d)ω2}

2(1−d−d^2 ) =

(1−d−d^2 )P^2 8(2+d)

5^{(5+8d−d2 )ω2}

4(1−3d^2 ) =

(1−3d^2 )P^2 4(5+8d−d^2 )

Table 3. Energy for real compacton solutions for N = 2, 3, 4 and 5 as a function of frequency ω or power of solution P . Energy for staggered compactons is found by replacing d with −d. Single-site solution has energy H = P^2/4.

where c_1, c_2, and c_3 are real. A compacton solution is then given by

c^2_1 = ω(1 + d − 2d^2) 1 − 2d^2

, c^2 = ω 1 − 2d^2

, c^2_3 = ω(1 − d − 2d^2) 1 − 2d^2 , for 0 < d < 1/2 (the square amplitudes c^2_j are only all positive on this interval). This compacton is unstable. Indeed, numerical computations suggest that all such compactons are unstable, hence we will not consider such “mixed-phase” solutions hereafter.

4.4. Energy considerations. The energy (2) of real and staggered compactons for various N and d is plotted in Figure 6 (the power of the solution is scaled to 1 for all N). Formulas for the energy of small compactons are also given in Table 3. For 0 < d < 1/2 and fixed power (exemplified by Figure 6, top left), the energy decreases monotonically with increasing N, both for real and staggered compactons. The staggered compacton has higher energy than the real compacton, although this difference becomes smaller with increasing N; the

Figure 6. Energy H for real and staggered compacton solutions scaled so that power P = 1 for all solutions. d = 0.25, 0.75, 1.5, and 2 (top to bottom, left to right). For d > 1/2, solutions for a particular N do not exist if a marker is not shown.

Figure 7. Right: Energy difference between compacton of size N and compacton of size 2 vs. d. Left: size of compacton of minimum energy (selected only from among compactons of sizes from N = 1 to N = 10) vs. d. All solutions scaled so that power P = 1. The value of N selected for the given d corresponds to the spatial extent of the ground state of the system.

latter is natural to expect, as the profile of both compactons asymptotes to a constant near the center of the respective structure. For all d, the single-site solution (compacton with N = 1) of power P has energy H = P^2/4, which is independent of d. For 0 < d < 1, this single-site solution is the energy maximum. The energy of the two-site staggered compacton is (1 + d)P^2/8, which increases with increasing d, and surpasses the energy of the single site solution at d = 1. For d > 1, the two-site staggered compacton is the energy maximum. This implies that the two-site staggered compacton is stable for d > 1 (see subsection 4.5.2 below). Numerical computations indicate that these solutions (single site solution if d < 1 and two-site staggered compacton if d > 1) maximize the Hamiltonian H over all vectors in ℓ^2, under the constraint that the power P is fixed. Since H and P are conserved quantities of the system, this implies that both are stable in the sense of Lyapunov (for the appropriate value of d). Note that the growth mechanism exhibited in [1] exploits the instability of the single site solution, which follows from the value d = 2.

For d > 1/2, numerical computations suggest that the energy minimizer is the real compacton of a finite size (which depends on d). See the left panel of Figure 7 for a plot of the energies of compactons of sizes N = 3, 4, 5 and 6 vs. d (for ease of visualization, the vertical axis actually plots the energy difference with the 2-site compacton). This is further confirmed by performing a constrained minimization using Matlab’s fmincon function, with fixed power as the sole constraint; we note that we do not restrict ourselves to standing wave solutions. For d = 0.75, 1.5, and 2, the energy minimizer is the real compacton comprising N = 6, 4, and 3 sites, respectively^1. Numerical computations suggest that as d is increased from d = 1/2, the size of the compacton with energy minimum decreases until it reaches N = 4 at d = 1 and then finally N = 3 at d = (1 + √ 5)/2 (see Figure 7, right, noting that only compactons with sizes of 10 and smaller are considered). The right panel of Figure 7 also suggests that as d approaches 1/2 from above, the size of the compacton with minimum energy approaches infinity.

4.5. Linearization and stability. Linearizing about a standing wave of the form (a_j + ib_j )e^{−iωt}, where a_j and b_j are real, we obtain the eigenvalue problem (~ L^− L^− −L^+ −L̃^+ ) ( v_j w_j ) = λ ( v_j w_j ) (17)

where L̃^−v_j = 2[a_jb_j − d(a_{j−1}b_{j−1} + a_{j+1}b_{j+1})]v_j

+ 2d[(a_{j−1}b_j − a_j b_{j−1})v_{j−1} + (a_{j+1}b_j − a_j b_{j+1})v_{j+1}]

L^−w_j = [(a^2_j + 3b^2_j ) + d(a^2_{j−1} + a^2_{j+1} − b^2_{j−1} − b^2_{j+1}) − ω]w_j − 2d[(a_{j−1}a_j + b_{j−1}b_j )w_{j−1} + (a_{j+1}a_j + b_{j+1}b_j )w_{j+1}]

L^+v_j = [(3a^2_j + b^2_j ) − d(a^2_{j−1} + a^2_{j+1} − b^2_{j−1} − b^2_{j+1}) − ω]v_j − 2d[(a_{j−1}a_j + b_{j−1}b_j )v_{j−1} + (a_{j+1}a_j + b_{j+1}b_j )v_{j+1}] L̃^+w_j = 2[a_jb_j − d(a_{j−1}b_{j−1} + a_{j+1}b_{j+1})]w_j

− 2d[(a_{j−1}b_j − a_jb_{j−1})w_{j−1} + (a_{j+1}b_j − a_jb_{j+1})w_{j+1}]

(18)

1We learned from Jeremy Marzuola that the minimality of the 3-site compacton can be established rigorously if d = 2, and will be published in a forthcoming article.

For both the real and the staggered compacton, these linear operators simplify significantly. We treat these two cases separately below.

4.5.1. Real compactons. For a compacton solution c_je^{−iωt} where the amplitudes c_j are real, the linear operators L̃^± are 0, thus the eigenvalue problem becomes ( 0 L^− −L^+ 0 ) ( v_j w_j ) = λ ( v_j w_j ) , (19)

where

L^−w_j = (c^2_j + d(c^2_{j+1} + c^2_{j−1}) − ω)w_j − 2dc_j(c_{j+1}w_{j+1} + c_{j−1}w_{j−1})

L^+v_j = (3c^2_j − d(c^2_{j+1} + c^2_{j−1}) − ω)v_j − 2dc_j(c_{j+1}v_{j+1} + c_{j−1}v_{j−1}).

Since d(c^2_{j−1} + c^2_{j+1}) = c^2_j − ω from (12), we can rewrite L^− and L^+ as

L^−w_j = 2(c^2_j − ω)w_j − 2dc_j(c_{j+1}w_{j+1} + c_{j−1}w_{j−1})

L^+v_j = 2c^2_j v_j − 2dc_j(c_{j+1}v_{j+1} + c_{j−1}v_{j−1}),

from which it follows that L^− = L^+ − 2ωI. Furthermore, if we let M be the matrix in (12), L^+ = 2 diag(c) M diag(c), where diag(c) is the diagonal matrix with the amplitudes c_j on the diagonal. The eigenvalues λ do not depend on whether we take the positive or negative root for c_j. To see this, if L^+ is the matrix associated with a compacton with all positive amplitudes, and L̃^+ is the matrix associated with the same compacton, except the amplitude c_j of site j is negative, then L̃^+ = AL^+A, where A is the self-invertible matrix formed by changing the jth diagonal element of the identity matrix to −1.

Since the eigenvalue problem (19) can be written as L^−L^+v = −λ^2v, and the matrix L^−L^+v = (L^+ − 2ωI)L^+ is symmetric, the eigenvalues of L^−L^+ are real, which implies that the eigenvalues λ come in pairs which are either real or purely imaginary. For all N, there is an eigenvalue of algebraic multiplicity 2 and geometric multiplicity 1 at the origin due to the gauge symmetry of the system. For N = 1, this double eigenvalue at 0 is the only eigenvalue. For N = 2, there is an additional pair of eigenvalues on the imaginary axis at λ = ±2ω √ 2d(1 + d) 1 − d i. Since these are imaginary for both 0 < d < 1 and d > 1 (and for all ω), the 2-site real compacton is spectrally stable. Perturbations of the 2-site real compacton yield oscillatory states which remain close to the unperturbed compacton (see subsection 4.5, in particular Figure 11). Exact formulas for eigenvalues are less straightforward to obtain (and present) for N ≥ 3. Numerical computations suggest that the 3-site real compacton is spectrally stable for all d > 0 and all ω for which it exists (see Table 1). Similarly, computations suggest that the 4-site real compacton is spectrally stable for d ∈ ( 0,^{√5+1}_2 ) , and the 5-site real compacton is spectrally stable for d ∈ (0, 1). Stability is lost at the right endpoints of these intervals as a pair of imaginary eigenvalues collides at the origin and becomes real. We note that these endpoints coincide precisely with the additional values of d at which the matrix in (12) is singular (see subsection 4.1 above). For 0 < d < 1/2, numerical computations suggest that for all N, all of the nonzero eigenvalues are purely imaginary, which implies that real compactons of all sizes are spectrally stable in this parameter regime.

4.5.2. Staggered compactons. The staggered compacton alternates between sites which are real and site which are purely imaginary, thus all terms of the form a_j b_j , a_j a_{j−1}, a_j a_{j+1}, b_j b_{j−1}, and b_j b_{j+1} are 0, which reduces the four linear operators in (18) to

L̃^−v_j = 2d[(a_{j−1}b_j − a_jb_{j−1})v_{j−1} + (a_{j+1}b_j − a_j b_{j+1})v_{j+1})]

L^−w_j = [(a^2_j + 3b^2_j ) + d(a^2_{j−1} + a^2_{j+1} − b^2_{j−1} − b^2_{j+1}) − ω]w_j

L^+v_j = [(3a^2_j + b^2_j ) − d(a^2_{j−1} + a^2_{j+1} − b^2_{j−1} − b^2_{j+1}) − ω]v_j L̃^+w_j = −2d[(a_{j−1}b_j − a_j b_{j−1})w_{j−1} + (a_{j+1}b_j − a_j b_{j+1})w_{j+1}].

We note that for the staggered compacton, L̃^+ = −L̃^−, and that both L^+ and L^− are diagonal. As with the real compactons, there is an eigenvalue of algebraic multiplicity 2 and geometric multiplicity 1 at the origin due to the gauge symmetry of the system. For N = 2, there is an additional pair of eigenvalues at λ = ±2ω √ 2d(1 − d) 1 + d , which are real when 0 < d < 1, implying instability, and purely imaginary when d > 1, implying spectral stability, with a bifurcation occurring at d = 1. The behavior of perturbations to the 2-site staggered compacton can be fully understood using the phase portraits in Figure 11, noting that the staggered compacton corresponds to the fixed point at (p, ϕ) = (0, π/2) therein, where p = |u_2|^2 − |u_1|^2 and ϕ is the phase difference between u_2 and u_1 (see subsection 5.3 below for details).

For N ≥ 3, numerical eigenvalue computations suggest that for staggered compactons in the parameter regime 0 < d < 1/2, all of the nonzero eigenvalues are real, thus the structures are all unstable. This instability is sufficiently strong that it can be demonstrated using numerical evolution experiments from unperturbed initial conditions (Figure 8). In general, these structures break down and do not tend towards or oscillate about any stable coherent structure. For example, for large N (right panel of Figure 8), the staggered compacton solution breaks down into smaller structures similar to those seen in Figure 1. For small staggered compactons (N = 3 and N = 4) and particular values of d, however, the staggered compacton appears to decay into a coherent periodic orbit (Figure 9), but this behavior appears to be uncommon. For N = 3, the periodic orbit in the top of Figure 9 has the symmetry u_3 = −u_1, and the system (1) reduces to the pair of equations with asymmetric coupling terms iu̇_1 + du^2u_1 − |u_1|^2u_1 = 0

iu̇_2 + 2du^2_1u_2 − |u_2|^2u_2 = 0.

For N = 4, the periodic orbit in the bottom of Figure 9 has the symmetry u_3 = iu_2 and u_4 = −iu_1, and the system reduces to the pair of equations with asymmetric nonlinear terms

iu̇_1 + du^2u_1 − |u_1|^2u_1 = 0

iu̇_2 + du^2_1u_2 − (1 + d)|u_2|^2u_2 = 0.

Compare both of these cases to equation (20) for the symmetric dimer. Phase portraits of these periodic orbits are shown in the bottom panels of Figure 9, where p = |u_2|^2 − |u_1|^2 and ϕ is the phase difference between u_2 and u_1 (see also subsection 5.3 below).

Figure 8. Colormap of square intensity |u_n|^2 of unperturbed staggered compactons with N = 5 (left) and N = 50 (right). ω = 1, d = 0.2.

5. Dynamical considerations: the dimer case

Next, we look at solutions in which the intensity moves along the lattice. It turns out that a useful starting point is the dimer (two-site solution) on a periodic lattice:

iu̇_1 + 2du^2u_1 − |u_1|^2u_1 = 0

iu̇_2 + 2du^2_1u_2 − |u_2|^2u_2 = 0.

(20)

Note that if we take Dirichlet instead of periodic boundary conditions on the lattice, we replace d with d/2 in (20). Numerical evolution experiments show that if one site is initialized to high intensity and the other to low intensity, optical intensity moves periodically between the two sites if d > 1/2, but remains confined to the initial sites if d < 1/2 (see Figure 10).

We can understand what is occurring by looking at the evolution of the four density matrix elements ρ_{jk} = u_ju_k:

ρ̇_{11} = 2id ( ρ^2_1 − ρ^2_{12} ) ρ̇_{12} = i (ρ_{22} − ρ_{11}) (2dρ_{21} + ρ_{12})

ρ̇_{21} = −i (ρ_{22} − ρ_{11}) (2dρ_{12} + ρ_{21}) ρ̇_{22} = −2id ( ρ^2_1 − ρ^2_{12} ) . (21)

We note that in the degenerate case when one of the sites starts with zero intensity, e.g. u_2(0) = 0, then ρ_{22}(0) = ρ_{12}(0) = ρ_{21}(0) = 0, from which it follows that all four time derivatives in (21) are 0 for all t ≥ 0. This implies that u_2(t) = 0 for all t > 0, thus we effectively have a single-site solution instead of a dimer. This is in line with our earlier comment regarding compactly supported initial data in this system. From here on, we assume both initial conditions are nonzero.

The analysis that follows is an adaptation of the method used in [30, 31]. We define

p = ρ_{22} − ρ_{11} q = i (ρ_{12} − ρ_{21}) r = ρ_{12} + ρ_{21}

s = (1 − 2d)q^2 − (1 + 2d)r^2

(22)

where we note in particular that p is the difference in intensity between the two sites in the dimer. Since

q = −2 Im ρ_{12} r = 2 Re ρ_{12}, (23)

Figure 9. Top: colormap of square intensity |u_n|^2 of unperturbed staggered compactons. Middle: square intensity vs. t of these solutions. Bottom: phase portraits corresponding to periodic orbits from the middle plots; p = |u_2|^2 − |u_1|^2, and ϕ is the phase difference between u_2 and u_1. A “near-corner” occurs at the top and bottom of these periodic orbits as they pass very close to a saddle point equilibrium (compare to left panel of Figure 11). Left: N = 3, u_3 = −u_1 in periodic orbit. Right: N = 4, u_3 = iu_2 and u_4 = −iu_1 in periodic orbit. d = 0.21, ω = 1.

all of these quantities are real. We can also write s in terms of the density matrix elements as follows:

s = (q^2 − r^2) − 2d(q^2 + r^2) = − ( ρ^2_{12} + ρ^2_1 ) − 4dρ_{12}ρ_{21} = −4 Re ρ^2_{12} − 8d|ρ_{12}|^2.

(24)

Figure 10. Evolution of dimer equation (20) on periodic lattice with initial conditions u_1(0) = 0.02, u_2(0) = 1. d = 0.49 (left), d = 0.51 (right). One can clearly discern the self-trapping transition occurring at d = 1/2.

Letting P = |u_1|^2 + |u_2|^2 = ρ_{11} + ρ_{22} be the power of the solution, which is conserved in t, the intensities at the two lattice sites can be written in terms of P and p as

|u_1(t)|^2 = 1 2 (P − p(t)) |u_2(t)|^2 = 1 2 (P + p(t)) . (25)

We note that |p(t)| ≤ P , and since we are not considering the degenerate case, the inequality will always be strict.

The time derivatives of p, q, r, and s are given by ṗ = 4dqr q̇ = −pr(1 + 2d) ṙ = pq(1 − 2d) ṡ = 4(4d^2 − 1)pqr.

(26)

Since d dt ( p^2 ) = 2pṗ = 8dpqr, the equation for ṡ becomes ṡ =

4d^2 − 1 2d d dt ( p^2 ) . We can solve this to obtain s = s_0 +

4d^2 − 1 2d ( p^2 − p^2_0 ) , (27) where p_0 and s_0 are the initial conditions for p and s. Since p̈ = 4d (q̇r + qṙ) = 4dps, we obtain the second order differential equation for p p̈ = 4dp [ s_0 +

4d^2 − 1 2d ( p^2 − p^2_0 ) ]

= [ 4ds_0 − 2(4d^2 − 1)p^2_0 ] p + 2(4d^2 − 1)p^3, which we write as p̈ = (A − Bp^2_0)p + Bp^3, (28) where A = 4ds_0, B = 2(4d^2 − 1).

The two initial conditions are p_0 = p(0) = ρ_{22}(0) − ρ_{11}(0) ṗ_0 = ṗ(0) = 4dq(0)r(0) = −8d Re ρ_{12}(0) Im ρ_{12}(0),

(29)

where the second line follows from (26) and (23).

The solutions for p(t) will be in terms of Jacobi elliptic functions. To facilitate this, we look for a solution of the form p(t) = Cy(T t + ϕ), (30) where the function y will be a Jacobi elliptic function. Making this substitution and simplifying, equation (28) becomes

ÿ = A − Bp^2_0 T^2 y + BC^2 T^2 y^3. (31)

5.1. Real initial conditions. We first consider the case where the initial conditions u_1(0) and u_2(0) are both real. Using (25), the initial conditions for q, r, and s are

q(0) = 0 r(0) = √ P^2 − p^2_0 s(0) = −(1 + 2d) √ P^2 − p^2_0,

from which it follows from (29) that ṗ_0 = 0. This in turn implies that ϕ = 0 and C = p_0 in (30). Equation (31) then becomes ÿ = − 2(1 + 2d)(2dP^2 − p^2_0) T^2 y + 2d(4d^2 − 1)p^2_0

T^2 y^3. (32)

If the two sites have identical initial intensity, i.e. p_0 = p(0) = 0, then p(t) = 0 for all t. Otherwise, the solution is given by

p(t) = p_0 dn (√ 1 − 4d^2 p_0t ; m = m_0 ) 0 < d < 1/2, (_{p0} P )_2 >^{4d}_{1+2d} p_0 cn (√ 4d(1 + 2d)(P^2 − p^2_0)t ; m =^1_{m0} ) 0 < d < 1/2, (_{p0} P )_2 <^{4d}_{1+2d} p_0 cd (√ (1 + 2d) (4dP^2 − (1 + 2d)p^2_0)t ; m = m_1 ) d > 1/2 (33) where

m_0 = 4d 1 − 2d [( P p_0

)_2 − 1 ] m_1 =

(2d − 1)p^2_0 (2d − 1)p^2_0 + 4d(P^2 − p^2_0) , and we recall that cd(t; m) = cn(t; m)/dn(t; m). For d < 1/2, when (_{p0} P )_2 =^{4d}_{1+2d} , m = 1 in the first and second lines of (33), and the limiting solution is

p(t) = p_0 sech (√ 1 − 4d^2 p_0t ) . (34)

When d = 1/2, m = 0 in the second and third line of (33), and the limiting solution is

p(t) = p_0 cos ( 2 √ P^2 − p^2_0 t ) .

5.2. Equal intensity initial conditions. If p_0 = 0, i.e. the initial intensity at the two sites is identical, then the behavior of the system depends on ṗ(0). If ṗ_0 ≠ 0, the solution p(t) will not be 0 for all t > 0. Let u_1(0) = a and u_2(0) = ae^{iθ}, where a = √ P/2 > 0 and θ ∈ (−π, π). Due to the gauge symmetry, we can, without loss of generality, assume that a is real and positive. The initial density matrix elements are given by

ρ_{11}(0) = ρ_{22}(0) = a^2 ρ_{12}(0) = a^2e^{−iθ} ρ_{21}(0) = a^2e^{iθ},

and the initial conditions for p, q, r, and s are p(0) = 0 and

q(0) = P sin θ r(0) = P cos θ s(0) = −P^2(cos2θ + 2d),

where we used the formulas from (23) and (24). It follows from (26) that

ṗ(0) = 4dq(0)r(0) = 4dP^2 sin θ cos θ = 2dP^2 sin 2θ. (35)

If θ = 0 or θ = ±π/2, equation (35) implies that ṗ(0) = 0, thus in those cases we will have p(t) = 0 for all t > 0. From here on, we will assume that θ /∈ {0, ±π/2}.

Next, we define the constant A_0 by

A_0 = 1 + 2d cos 2θ. (36)

In terms of A_0, the constant A is given by

A = −4dP^2(cos 2θ + 2d) = −2P^2 [ A_0 + (4d^2 − 1) ] , thus (28) becomes p̈ = −2P^2 [ A_0 + (4d^2 − 1) ] p + 2(4d^2 − 1)p^3.

The solution depends on d and the sign of A_0. We note if d > 1/2, then we always have A_0 > 0.

p(t) = dP sin 2θ √_{d(1+2d cos 2θ)} sd ( 2P √ d(1 + 2d cos 2θ) t ; m =^{(1−2d) sin2 θ}

1+2d cos 2θ ) 0 < d < 1/2 2P sin θ √_d 2d+1 sn ( 2P cos θ √ d(2d + 1) t ; m =^{2d−1}_{2d+1} tan^2 θ ) d > 1/2, A_0 > 0

2P cos θ √_d 2d−1 sn ( 2P sin θ √ d(2d − 1) t ; m =^{2d+1}_{2d−1} cot^2 θ ) d > 1/2, A_0 < 0, (37) where we recall that sd(t; m) = sn(t; m)/dn(t; m). When d = 1/2, m = 0 in the first and second line of (37), and the limiting solution is

p(t) = P sin θ sin ((2P cos θ)t) .

If d > 1/2 and A_0 = 0, then m = 1 in the second and third line of (37), and the limiting solution is p(t) = P tanh ( P √ 4d^2 − 1 t ) . (38)

Using (25), the intensities at the two lattice sites are

|u_1(t)|^2 = P 1 + e^{2P √4d2−1t} |u_2(t)|^2 = P 1 + e^{−2P √4d2−1t} . (39)

Taking P = 1 and d = 1, these are the slider solutions in [1, (3.7)].

5.3. Dynamical system. Although the evolution of (20) occurs in a four-dimensional phase space comprising the real and imaginary parts of u_1 and u_2 (or, equivalently, the amplitude and phase of u_1 and u_2), we can reduce it to a two-dimensional dynamical system using the conservation of power and the gauge invariance of the system. To do this, we fix a power P , which will remain invariant as t evolves. Writing u_1 = r_1e^{iθ1} and u_2 = r_2e^{iθ2} , we will recast the system in the two dynamical variables

p = r^2 − r^2_1 ϕ = θ_2 − θ_1, (40)

where p and ϕ are the intensity difference and phase difference, respectively, between u_1 and u_2. Using (20), we can derive the following dynamical system for p and ϕ:

ṗ = 2d(P^2 − p^2) sin 2ϕ ϕ̇ = −p(1 + 2d cos 2ϕ), (41)

where p ∈ [−P, P ] and ϕ ∈ (−π, π). (We note that the second-order ODE (28) for p derived above, while less intuitive than (41), is much more useful for obtaining an exact solution for p). The system (41) is Hamiltonian, with conserved quantity H given by H(p, ϕ) = 1 2 p^2 − d(P^2 − p^2) cos 2ϕ,

and it can be written in standard Hamiltonian form as dp dt = ∂H ∂ϕ , dϕ dt = − ∂H ∂p . Equation (41) always has equilibria at (0, 0) and (0, ±π/2), which are the real compacton and the staggered compacton, respectively (see Figure 11). For d > 1/2, there exist four additional pairs of equilibria (Figure 11, right) at (±P, ϕ_∗), where

cos 2ϕ_∗ = − 1 2d . (42)

At the bifurcation point (d = 1/2), there are two entire lines of equilibria (blue lines in Figure 11, center) given by (p, ±π/2) for p ∈ [−P, P ]; the endpoints of these lines satisfy (42), and the center points of these lines incorporate the equilibria at (0, ±π/2). For d > 1/2, these lines become heteroclinic orbits connecting the equilibria (±P, ϕ_∗) (red lines in Figure 11, right).

Linearization about an equilibrium point (p, ϕ) yields the 2 × 2 Jacobian matrix ( −4dp sin 2ϕ 4d(P^2 − p^2) −1 − 2d cos 2ϕ 4dp sin 2ϕ ) . The equilibrium at (0, 0) (corresponding to the real compacton) has a pair of eigenvalues λ = ±2iP √ d(1 + 2d); these are always imaginary, thus this equilibrium is a linear center (and, in fact, is a nonlinear center, since the system is Hamiltonian). The equilibria at (0, ±π/2) (corresponding to staggered compactons) have a pair of eigenvalues λ = ±2P √ d(1 − 2d), which are real for 0 < d < 1/2 and imaginary for d > 1/2. These equilibria are saddles for 0 < d < 1/2 and centers for d > 1/2; a bifurcation occurs at d = 1/2. We note that for Dirichlet boundary conditions (where d is replaced with d/2), this bifurcation takes place at d = 1, which is consistent with subsection 4.5. When d > 1/2, the four additional equilibria at (±P, ϕ_∗), where ϕ_∗ is defined by (42), are all saddles, since their eigenvalues are λ = ±4dP sin(2ϕ_∗). It should be noted that the bifurcation at d = 1/2 is responsible for

Figure 11. Phase portrait of the dynamical system (41). d = 0.4 (left), 0.5 (center), and 0.6 (right). The red lines in the left and right panels are the limiting solutions (34) and (38), respectively. Equilibrium points are shown with blue dots, and the lines of equilibria for d = 1/2 are blue solid lines. Power P = 1.

the change from self-trapped dynamics (for d < 1/2) to oscillatory behavior (for d > 1/2) observed in Figure 10. For d < 1/2, the manifolds of the saddle points at (0, ±π/2) prevent the orbit with strongly asymmetric initial data from oscillating with a changing sign of p, resulting in the observed self-trapped dynamics. On the contrary, the bifurcation at d = 1/2 enables such large amplitude oscillations in p past the critical point.

A phase portrait of this system is shown in Figure 11, and representative solutions are shown in Figure 12. When 0 < d < 1/2, the limiting solutions (34) are heteroclinic orbits connecting the saddle points at (0, −π/2) and (0, π/2), which are depicted by red lines in the left panel of Figure 11. When d > 1/2, the limiting solutions (38) are heteroclinic orbits connecting the saddles at (−P, ϕ_∗) and (P, ϕ_∗), with ϕ_∗ defined in (42). Note that ϕ̇ = 0, i.e., ϕ is constant, on these heteroclinic orbits, which are the red horizontal lines on the phase portrait in the right panel of Figure 11. These solutions are the sliders in [1]; their highly unstable nature that has been observed in our dynamics can be explained by the phase portrait, since any perturbation (no matter how small) moves the solution onto one of the nearby periodic orbits. Indeed, depending on the nature of the perturbation, the resulting orbit may be confined to completely different regions of phase space, corresponding to very different values of the relative phase ϕ.

6. Lattice traveling solutions

Motivated by the results we obtained from the dimer that showed the existence of solutions in which intensity is transferred between the two sites, we look for solutions in larger lattices in which the intensity flows unidirectionally along the lattice. In particular, we consider a lattice of N nodes with periodic boundary conditions, i.e. the lattice is effectively a ring of N nodes. We use a shooting method to find a solution in which the bulk of the intensity starts at the first lattice site at t = 0, and then the entire solution reproduces itself exactly, except shifted one site to the right, at t = 1. The choice of t = 1 is arbitrary, but can be made without loss of generality due to the time-amplitude scaling from section 2; by symmetry, we can equivalently look for leftward-moving solutions. Thus we look to solve the boundary

Figure 12. Representative solutions of dimer. Top row: d = 0.4 < 1/2. Initial intensity |u_1|^2 is real and increases from left to right; solution (34) at bifurcation corresponds to red line in left panel of Figure 11. Bottom row: d = 0.6 > 1/2. Initial intensity |u_1|^2 = |u_2|^2, and initial phase difference ϕ increases from left to right; slider solution (38) at bifurcation corresponds to red line in right panel of Figure 11. Total power of solution is 1 in all cases.

value problem

u̇_j = i [ d(u^2_{j−1} + u^2_{j+1})u_j − |u_j|^2u_j ] j = 1, . . . , N u_{j+1}(1) = u_j(0),

(43)

where the subscripts are taken mod N due to the periodic lattice. In addition, due to the gauge symmetry, we can without loss of generality take Im u_1(0) = 0. For the initial seed for the shooting method, we use the vector (1, ϵ, . . . , ϵ)^⊤, where ϵ is small but nonzero. (We cannot take ϵ = 0, since sites which start at intensity of 0 will remain at 0 for all t). See Figure 13 for rightward moving solutions of varying N computed numerically using this method. The solutions at each site are identical, except shifted by an integer time, thus they all satisfy the advance-delay equation

iu̇(t) + d(u(t + 1)^2 + u(t − 1)^2)u(t) − |u(t)|^2u(t) = 0 (44)

for t ∈ [0, N] with periodic boundary conditions. Once a solution has been obtained via a shooting method, equation (44) is useful for parameter continuation.

Representative moving solutions for four values of N are shown in the top panel of Figure 13. Numerical experiments strongly suggest that these solutions only exist for d > 1/2 (Figure 14, top left). Although the intensity profile of these moving solutions for sufficiently large d (and N) are indicative of a localized solution on a constant background (solid blue line in Figure 14, top right), a plot of the real and imaginary parts of this solution (Figure 14, middle left) shows that the background is, in fact, not constant. As d decreases towards 1/2, the difference between the minimum and maximum intensity decreases (Figure 14, top

Figure 13. Colormap showing lattice site intensity (top) and intensity of central lattice site vs. t (bottom) for rightward moving solutions on a periodic lattice for lattice sizes N = 4, 8, 16, 32. d = 0.6.

right), and the solution takes the form of oscillations on a constant background (Figure 14, middle right). Nevertheless, the relevant oscillation is only expected to disappear in the limit and is clearly found to persist in Figure 14 even close to that limit.

For exactly d = 1/2, any constant state u_j = C, j = 1, . . . , N, is a solution to (43). The parameter continuation in the top left of Figure 14 never reaches this constant limit at d = 1/2, but it does come closer to it for larger lattice sizes. Furthermore, these solutions appear to only be spectrally stable (as defined by the Floquet multipliers being confined to the unit circle) for d close to 1/2, i.e. for 1/2 < d < d^∗(N), where d^∗(N) approaches 1/2 as N becomes large. The dynamical consequences of this can be observed in the lower panels of Figure 14 for N = 5. For d < d^∗(5) (bottom left of Figure 14), the solution remains coherent for the 25 full periods shown in the figure (one period has a length in t of 5, after which the system has returned exactly to its starting condition); in fact, numerical experiments show that it remains coherent for at least 1000 periods. By contrast, for d > d^∗(5), the solution breaks down after approximately 20 periods (Figure 14, bottom right).

These findings constitute, in our view, a significant addition to our understanding of such nonlinearly dispersive models. This is not only since, to our understanding, they have not been presented previously, but also because they appear to be central to segments of the dynamics that emerge in both our ramp (Figure 1) and in our modulationally unstable (Figure 3) dynamical evolutions.

7. Conclusions and Future Challenges

In the present work, we have revisited an intriguing minimal model characterized by the interplay of nonlinear dispersion and cubic nonlinearity. The motivation of the model stems from its derivation as a minimal description for the study of cascades across (groups of) Fourier modes in the defocusing NLS equation, which constitute the effective nodes

Figure 14. Top left: L^2 norm of u_1(t) vs. d for periodic lattice with N = 5, 10 and 20; spectrally stable (unstable) solutions denoted by solid (dotted) lines. Top right: square intensities |u_1(t)|^2 of periodic moving solutions for N = 10 and varying d. Middle: real and imaginary parts of u_1(t) of periodic moving solutions from top left panel for d = 0.6 (left) and d = 0.50689 (right). Bottom: colormap of square intensity |u_n|^2 of evolution of unperturbed moving solutions on a periodic lattice with N = 5, d = 0.537 (left) and d = 0.555 (right). ω = 1

of this lattice, that was initiated in the work of [1]. This study adds to the wealth of earlier numerical [25, 28] and analytical [25, 26] explorations of this model by considering the prototypical nonlinear excitations thereof and their spectral stability properties, as well as their associated nonlinear dynamics. We found that the model exhibits different types of compactly supported nonlinear states, showcased their ranges of existence, and identified the termination and bifurcation points of the relevant structures. Both regular (monotonic) and staggered (non-monotonic) states were explored; for d < 1/2, it was found that the former are spectrally stable, while the latter are spectrally unstable. We then turned to dynamical considerations and were able to analytically solve the simplest scenario thereof, namely the two-site (dimer); in addition, we were able to convert this problem into one involving only two degrees of freedom by using the relevant conservation laws. The phase portrait of this two-dimensional system captures the full dynamics of the dimer, explains the relevant bifurcations, and also sheds light on the subtle non-robustness of the so-called slider solutions discussed in [1]. This, in turn, prompted us to search for generalizations of moving solutions in lattices with larger numbers of nodes, which we were able to identify. The somewhat unexpected (yet, a posteriori, justified) feature of such solutions was their apparent (for large lattice sizes) anti-dark nature, i.e., their density profiles that asymptoted to a constant nonzero value. While the states themselves are found to be unstable for large lattices, direct numerical simulations clearly illustrate their transient role in cascade dynamics and indeed motivated their direct numerical identification. Moreover we illustrated their potential stability near the parameter d = 1/2.

This study motivates a wide range of additional questions worth examining. It might be useful to examine if analytical results can be extended beyond the dimer setting, e.g., into the trimer case of N = 3, also potentially addressing the question of whether variants of slider states may be found therein. A deeper understanding of the transient role of the obtained traveling states in the dynamics and perhaps even more importantly in the thermodynamics and long time asymptotics [32] of such nonlinear dispersive models would be particularly interesting to elucidate. While the relevance of this class of models as minimal models for turbulence is less evident in higher dimensions, their potential nonlinear wave patterns in the latter setting would be quite interesting to explore in their own right, motivated by the wealth of states accessible to higher dimensional linearly dispersive models [5]. Lastly, the implications of the present findings for continuum models of turbulence, while perhaps more removed from the current work, are certainly relevant to future thought and exploration.

Acknowledgments. This material is based upon work supported by the U.S. National Science Foundation under RTG Grants No. DMS-1840260 (R.P. and A.A.), No. PHY-2110030, No. DMS-2204702 (P.G.K.), and No. DMS-1909559 (A.A.). J.C.-M. acknowledges support from EU (FEDER Program No. 2014-2020) through MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 under Project No. PID2020-112620GB-I00. P.G. and P.G.K. gratefully acknowledge Professor Jeremy Marzuola for numerous informative discussions on the models considered herein.

Appendix A. The continuous limit

The continuous or long wave limit, first considered in [25], is an important regime for the equation under consideration, and would deserve an investigation in its own right. We will not carry it out here, but will simply sketch some of its features. A key connection with the earlier developments in the present article has to do with the key value d = 1/2, which arose repeatedly as a turning point. Namely, if one considers features such as variational properties, modulational stability, and stability of compactons, it makes sense to think of the cases d < 1/2 (resp. d > 1/2) as defocusing (resp. focusing). It is an interesting coincidence that d = 1/2 also corresponds to the only value of d for which the continuous limit asymptotically makes sense, as we will see below (compare to [25, 27, 33], which focus on the value d = 2).

To investigate the continuous limit, we choose the ansatz u_j(t) = u(t, hj) where u is a smooth function, h > 0 (this is a slight abuse of notation; from now on, u is a function on the real line instead of the lattice). Here, u is a smooth function and h > 0. Expanding in a Taylor series in h, one finds i∂_tu + (2d − 1)|u|^2u + 2h^2du∂_x(u∂_xu) + O(h^3) = 0.

The continuous limit corresponds to the case where h → 0, 2d − 1 2h^2 → α, where α is a real constant (this implies in particular d → 1/2). Upon rescaling time, the limiting equation is then i∂_tu + α|u|^2u + u∂_x(u∂_xu) = 0. A further rescaling enables one to restrict the value of α to α ∈ {−1, 0, 1}. The Hamiltonian is now H(u) = 1 2 ∫ |u∂_xu|^2 dx − α 4 ∫ |u|^4 dx. We now follow [33] and seek solitary waves of the form u(t, x) = Q(x − vt)e^{−ict}, where the wave profile Q solves the ODE cQ − ivQ^′ + Q(QQ^′)^′ + α|Q|^2Q = 0. Multiplying by Q and taking the imaginary part, or multiplying by Q^′ and taking the real part, one finds the two conservation laws v 2 |Q|^2 + Im(|Q|^2QQ^′) = η

− c|Q|^2 + |Q|^2|Q^′|^2 + α 4 |Q|^4 = κ, for constants η and κ. In the particular case where η = κ = 0, which correspond to localized waves, one finds that Q = ψe^{iθ}, where ψ and θ solve the system of equations cψ = ψ(ψψ^′)^′ + αψ^3 (45)

θ^′ = − v 2 1 ψ^2

(46)

The equation for ψ can be integrated to give

cψ^2 = (ψψ^′)^2 + α 2 ψ^4 + C,

for an integration constant C. If C = 0, this can be integrated to give, up to translation ψ = √ 2c α sin (√ α 2 (x − vt) ) , which is valid for α = 1 or d → 1/2^+. As one can see from the equation for the phase above, the solution fails to exist when z = x − vt = nπ, as it creates a singularity in the phase, unless v = 0, or the solution is stationary.

This result can be generalized for when C ≠ 0. In that case, let U = ψ^2. Then U satisfies the equation 2cU = (U^′)^2 + αU^2 + A for a constant A. Completing squares and defining W = U −^c_α we arrive at

(W^′)^2 = −αW^2 + [( c α )_2 − A ] . A solution to this is U = c α ± √ B α sin( √ αz + C), for a constant C, where B = (_c α )_2

− A, thus A < (_c α )_2

. From the definition of U, only solu-

tions that are non-negative are valid, restricting the choice of B so that √_B α <^c_α . Exploring the potential of constructing weak solutions out of a single period of these sinusoidal (static and traveling) waveforms, appropriately glued to a constant background (in the spirit of the compactons of [34]) would constitute an interesting direction for future study.

References

[1] J. Colliander, M. Keel, G. Staffilani, H. Takaoka, and T. Tao, Transfer of energy to high frequencies in the cubic defocusing nonlinear schrödinger equation, Inventiones mathematicae 181 (April 2010), no. 1, 39–113.

[2] S. Aubry, Discrete Breathers: Localization and transfer of energy in discrete Hamiltonian nonlinear systems, Physica D 216 (2006apr), no. 1, 1–30.

[3] Sergej Flach and Andrey V. Gorbach, Discrete breathers — Advances in theory and applications, Physics Reports 467 (2008oct), no. 1-3, 1–116.

[4] P.G. Kevrekidis, The discrete nonlinear Schrödinger Equation, 1st ed., Springer-Verlag, Heidelberg, 2009.

[5] Falk Lederer, George I. Stegeman, Demetri N. Christodoulides, Gaetano Assanto, Moti Segev, and Yaron Silberberg, Discrete solitons in optics, Physics Reports 463 (2008), no. 1, 1–126.

[6] Oliver Morsch and Markus Oberthaler, Dynamics of bose-einstein condensates in optical lattices, Rev.

Mod. Phys. 78 (2006Feb), 179–215.

[7] V.F. Nesterenko, Dynamics of heterogeneous materials, Springer-Verlag, New York, 2001. [8] Yu. Starosvetsky, K.R. Jayaprakash, M. Arif Hasan, and A.F. Vakakis, Dynamics and acoustics of ordered granular media, World Scientific, Singapore, 2017.

[9] C Chong and P G Kevrekidis, Coherent Structures in Granular Crystals: From Experiment and Modelling to Computation and Mathematical Analysis, 1st ed., Springer International Publishing, 2018.

[10] M. Remoissenet, Waves called solitons, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1999.

[11] M. Sato, B. E. Hubbard, and A. J. Sievers, Colloquium: Nonlinear energy localization and its manipulation in micromechanical oscillator arrays, Rev. Mod. Phys. 78 (2006Jan), 137–157.

[12] P. Binder, D. Abraimov, A. V. Ustinov, S. Flach, and Y. Zolotaryuk, Observation of breathers in Josephson ladders, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84 (2000), 745.

[13] E. Trías, J. J. Mazo, and T. P. Orlando, Discrete breathers in nonlinear lattices: Experimental detection in a josephson array, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84 (2000), 741.

[14] M. Peyrard, Nonlinear dynamics and statistical physics of DNA, Nonlinearity 17 (2004), R1. [15] J. Chris Eilbeck and Magnus Johansson, The discrete nonlinear schrödinger equation - 20 years on, Localization and Energy Transfer in Nonlinear Systems (2003), pp. 44–67.

[16] A.A. Sukhorukov, Y.S. Kivshar, H.S. Eisenberg, and Y. Silberberg, Spatial optical solitons in waveguide arrays, IEEE Journal of Quantum Electronics 39 (2003), no. 1, 31–50.

[17] A. Smerzi, A. Trombettoni, P. G. Kevrekidis, and A. R. Bishop, Dynamical superfluid-insulator transition in a chain of weakly coupled bose-einstein condensates, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89 (2002Oct), 170402.

[18] F S Cataliotti, L Fallani, F Ferlaino, C Fort, P Maddaloni, and M Inguscio, Superfluid current disruption in a chain of weakly coupled bose–einstein condensates, New Journal of Physics 5 (2003jun), no. 1, 71.

[19] Andreas Müllers, Bodhaditya Santra, Christian Baals, Jian Jiang, Jens Benary, Ralf Labouvie, Dmitry A. Zezyulin, Vladimir V. Konotop, and Herwig Ott, Coherent perfect absorption of nonlinear matter waves, Science Advances 4 (2018), no. 8, eaat6539, available at

https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/sciadv.aat6539.

[20] Mark J. Ablowitz and Justin T. Cole, Nonlinear optical waveguide lattices: Asymptotic analysis, solitons, and topological insulators, Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena 440 (2022), 133440.

[21] M.J. Ablowitz, B. Prinari, and A.D. Trubatch, Discrete and continuous nonlinear schrödinger systems, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2004.

[22] P. G. Kevrekidis and V. V. Konotop, Bright compact breathers, Phys. Rev. E 65 (2002Jun), 066614. [23] V. V. Konotop and S. Takeno, Stationary dark localized modes: Discrete nonlinear schrödinger equations, Phys. Rev. E 60 (1999Jul), 1001–1008.

[24] P G Kevrekidis, V V Konotop, A R Bishop, and S Takeno, Discrete compactons: some exact results, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 35 (2002oct), no. 45, L641.

[25] James E. Colliander, Jeremy L. Marzuola, Tadahiro Oh, and Gideon Simpson, Behavior of a model dynamical system with applications to weak turbulence, Experimental Mathematics 22 (2013), no. 3, 250–264, available at https://doi.org/10.1080/10586458.2013.793110.

[26] Sebastian Herr and Jeremy Marzuola, On discrete rarefaction waves in an nls toy model for weak turbulence, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 65 (2016), 753–777.

[27] Pierre Germain, Benjamin Harrop-Griffiths, and Jeremy L. Marzuola, Existence and uniqueness of solutions for a quasilinear kdv equation with degenerate dispersion, Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics 72 (2019), no. 11, 2449–2484, available at

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/cpa.21828.

[28] Aquil D. Jones, Gideon Simpson, and William Wilson, Conservative integrators for a toy model of weak turbulence, Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics 325 (2017), 113–124.

[29] Gordon D Smith, Numerical solution of partial differential equations: finite difference methods, Oxford university press, 1985.

[30] V. M. Kenkre and D. K. Campbell, Self-trapping on a dimer: Time-dependent solutions of a discrete nonlinear Schrödinger equation, Phys. Rev. B 34 (1986Oct), 4959–4961.

[31] Ross Parker, Alejandro Aceves, Jesús Cuevas-Maraver, and P. G. Kevrekidis, Standing and traveling waves in a model of periodically modulated one-dimensional waveguide arrays, Phys. Rev. E 108 (2023Aug), 024214.

[32] K. Ø. Rasmussen, T. Cretegny, P. G. Kevrekidis, and Niels Grønbech-Jensen, Statistical mechanics of a discrete nonlinear system, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84 (2000Apr), 3740–3743.

[33] Pierre Germain, Benjamin Harrop-Griffiths, and Jeremy Marzuola, Compactons and their variational properties for degenerate kdv and nls in dimension 1, Quarterly of Applied Mathematics 78 (201709).

[34] Philip Rosenau and James M. Hyman, Compactons: Solitons with finite wavelength, Phys. Rev. Lett.

70 (1993Feb), 564–567.

Center for Communications Research - Princeton, Princeton, NJ, 08540, USA Email address: r.parker@ccr-princeton.org

Department of Mathematics, Imperial College, London SW7 2AZ, UK

Grupo de Física No Lineal, Departamento de Física Aplicada I, Universidad de Sevilla. Escuela Politécnica Superior, C/ Virgen de Africa, 7, 41011-Sevilla, Spain

Instituto de Matemáticas de la Universidad de Sevilla (IMUS). Edificio Celestino Mutis. Avda. Reina Mercedes s/n, 41012-Sevilla, Spain Email address: jcuevas@us.es

Department of Mathematics, Southern Methodist University, Dallas, TX 75275, USA Email address: aaceves@smu.edu

Department of Mathematics and Statistics, University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA 01003, USA

Email address: kevrekid@math.umass.edu