arXiv:cond-mat/0304355 v1 16 Apr 2003

CERN-TH/2003-092 HIP-2003-23/TH cond-mat/0304355

Q-balls in atomic Bose-Einstein condensates

K. Enqvist^{a,1} and M. Laine^{b,2}

aDept. of Physical Sciences, University of Helsinki, and Helsinki Institute of Physics, P.O.Box 64, FIN-00014 University of Helsinki, Finland

bTheory Division, CERN, CH-1211 Geneva 23, Switzerland

Abstract

Relativistic scalar field theories with a conserved global charge Q often possess (meta)stable spherically symmetric soliton solutions, called Q-balls. We elaborate on the perfect formal analogy which exists between Q-balls, and spherically symmetric solitons in certain nonrelativistic atomic Bose-Einstein condensates, for which the dominant interatomic interaction can be tuned attractive. The stability of such atomic Q-balls depends on higher-order interatomic interactions, which can render the Q-balls absolutely stable for large Q. In a harmonic trap, present in existing experiments, the Q-ball solution is modified in an essential way. If the trap is significantly prolongated in one direction, however, then genuine solitons do appear, and some of the Q-ball properties studied in a relativistic cosmological context, such as their formation and collisions, can also be addressed experimentally.

April 2003

1kari.enqvist@helsinki.fi 2mikko.laine@cern.ch

1. Introduction

Solitons, (meta)stable non-dispersive bound states, appear in all areas of physics described by non-linear field theories. They can be considered as lumps of spatially localised matter. As is well-known, solitons can be topological or non-topological in nature. Here we shall be concerned with non-topological solitons, which are defined as field configurations having the same boundary conditions at asymptotic infinity as the vacuum state. For an extensive review on non-topological solitons in both relativistic and non-relativistic field theories, see [1].

Most soliton solutions exist in one space-dimension only, as required by a theorem due to Derrick [2]. The theorem can, however, be circumvented, either by including gauge fields of non-zero spin or, as will be discussed here, by considering time-dependent solutions. The bottom line is that stable spherically symmetric non-topological solitons [3, 4], also called Q-balls [5], can exist if the theory contains scalar fields with suitable self-interactions, a conserved particle number, or “charge” Q, and the charge is carried by massive particles.

In particle physics Q-balls have attracted a lot of attention recently. The reason is that the requirements for their existence are satisfied by (approximately) supersymmetric theories [6], considered among the best alternatives for physics Beyond the Standard Model. Indeed, such theories do have new scalar fields, in the form e.g. of “squarks”. In this case the conserved charge is the baryon number B (or some combination of the baryon and lepton numbers). The precise properties of Q-balls depend on the particular model of supersymmetry breaking, but for many conceivable alternatives, supersymmetry-based Q-balls may contribute significantly to the dark matter [7] and baryon contents [8, 9, 10] of the Universe (for recent reviews, see [11]). Stable Q-balls can also be directly searched for in existing and planned experiments [12].

In the present paper we transport the Q-ball formalism to non-relativistic atomic Bose- Einstein Condensates (BECs), which during the last few years have been the subject of exciting experimental developments. Our purpose is to elaborate on the formal analogy that exists between Q-balls and various solitons in BECs (see [1, 13] for reviews). We thus discuss, on one hand, whether it might be possible to observe spherically symmetric three-dimensional (3D) Q-balls in actual BEC experiments and, on the other hand, what kind of analogies can be drawn from the already existing experiments with essentially one-dimensional (1D) solitons.

2. Q-balls in relativistic field theory

Let us start by briefly reiterating the properties of non-topological solitons, or Q-balls, at zero temperature in a relativistic field theory (for a recent review see, e.g., [14])^3. Consider a generic field theory containing a scalar field ϕ and having a global U(1) symmetry. Let us

3In this section we employ the units h̄ = c = 1, conventional in the particle physics context.

denote the scalar potential by U(|ϕ|). The Minkowskian action is then

S_M = ∫ dt d^3x [ |∂_tϕ|^2 − |∇ϕ|^2 − U(|ϕ|) ] . (2.1)

According to the Noether theorem, the system described by this action possesses a conserved “charge”, Q, Q = ∫ d^3x [ i ( ϕ^∗∂_tϕ − ϕ ∂_tϕ^∗ )] . (2.2)

In the non-relativistic case Q could be the number of atoms, while in the relativistic case it could be the baryon number, as in supersymmetric theories.

The question is, what kind of solutions are there for the classical equations of motions derived from S_M , given some fixed value of Q? In order to answer this question it is convenient to introduce a Lagrange multiplier μ conjugate to Q, and consider the expression for the energy of the system in the sector of a fixed μ first^4. Then, a Q-ball solution has the form [3, 4, 5] ϕ(x, t) = exp(−iμt)ϕ(x). (2.3)

The energy related to this configuration in the given ensemble is

Ω(μ) = ∫ d^3x [ |∇ϕ|^2 − μ^2|ϕ|^2 + U(|ϕ|) ] . (2.4)

The chemical potential μ is related to the total charge of the solution Q through Q = − ∂Ω(μ) ∂μ = 2μ ∫ d^3x |ϕ|^2 . (2.5)

Finally, the energy in the sector of a fixed charge is obtained by a Legendre transform,

E(Q) = Ω(μ) + μQ , (2.6)

where μ is expressed in terms of Q by inverting Eq. (2.5).

To study whether Ω(μ) has non-trivial extrema, one writes

ϕ(x) = 1 √ 2 v(x)e^{iα(x)} . (2.7)

A spatial variation in α(x) costs energy, so that we may assume it a constant, and without loss of generality, choose it to vanish. Moreover, energy is minimised by a spherically symmetric configuration [15]. The corresponding profile v(r) is then determined by the classical equation of motion following from Ω(μ), ( d^2 dr^2 + 2 r d dr ) v(r) = −μ^2v + dU(v/ √ 2) dv . (2.8)

4Oftentimes the notation ω is used instead of μ, but in a thermodynamic sense the quantity in question is precisely the chemical potential for Q, which is why we prefer this notation.

By choosing a suitable μ this system does have a non-trivial localised solution, called a Q-ball, provided that U(v/ √ 2)/v^2 has a minimum for some v > 0 [3, 4, 5]. Physically, this implies the existence of an attractive interaction which can bind a collection of elementary quanta into a condensate, or “lump”, of semiclassical matter.

The fact that a solution exists for the classical equation of motion does not yet guarantee that it is stable with respect to quantum fluctuations. This is the case only if the energy of the solution, E(Q), is smaller than the energy of an ensemble of free particles of mass m carrying the same charge: E(Q) < mQ . (2.9) Under these conditions Q-balls are absolutely stable [4]. If Eq. (2.9) is not satisfied, then Q-balls can still be metastable [4] but possibly long-lived (see, e.g., [16]).

These basic considerations can be refined in a number of ways. For instance, finite temperature corrections can be addressed through the grand canonical potential, Ω(T, V, μ). It is a standard procedure to derive a Euclidean (“imaginary time”) path integral expression for Ω(T, V, μ), and one can generically carry out also “dimensional reduction” in this expression, integrating out the non-zero Fourier modes for the dependence of the fields on the time-like coordinate. The result is just Eq. (2.4), only with modified parameters, containing now all relevant dependence on the temperature T [9]. One can also address a wide variety of different potentials: for instance, if the potential is “flat” at large |ϕ|, modulo possible logarithmic corrections, then the energy of the solution E(Q) scales as E(Q) ∼ MQ^{3/4} [4, 17], allowing to satisfy Eq. (2.9) for Q ≫ (M/m)^4, and making Q-balls absolutely stable. With other potentials the growth may be slower than |ϕ|^2 only by radiatively induced logarithmic corrections [18], but it is still possible to find regions in the parameter space where Q-balls are absolutely stable [19]. Finally, it is possible to address the formation of Q-balls from the fragmentation [7, 8, 20] of an essentially homogeneous initial condensate [21] as well as, in case Q-balls are only metastable, their decays and lifetime [16], particularly at finite temperatures [7, 8, 9, 10].

3. Q-balls in non-relativistic field theory

Let us now turn to the non-relativistic case appropriate for atomic BECs. As is conventional in this context, we denote the scalar field by ψ instead of ϕ, and reintroduce h̄.

The “vacuum” action describing the weakly interacting atoms can be written as

S_M = ∫ dt d^3x { ih̄ ψ^∗∂_tψ − h̄^2 2m |∇ψ|^2 − [ V_0 + V (x) ] |ψ|^2 − 2πh̄^2a m |ψ|^4 − ... } . (3.1)

Here m is the atom mass, a is the s-wave scattering length, and V (x) is a possible external potential. The conserved Noether charge corresponding to this theory is just the particle number, Q = ∫ d^3x |ψ|^2 , (3.2)

and the energy for stationary configurations, obtained for an ensemble with a chemical potential μ conjugate to Q, is then

Ω(μ) = ∫ d^3x { h̄^2 2m |∇ψ|^2 + [ −μ + V (x) ] |ψ|^2 +

2πh̄^2a m |ψ|^4 + ... } . (3.3)

As is conventional, the chemical potential has been additively redefined here such that it contains the part V_0 ∼ m in Eq. (3.1). The energy for a fixed charge is again obtained from

E(Q) = Ω(μ) + μQ , (3.4)

where μ is expressed in terms of Q by inverting Eq. (3.2) for a given solution ψ depending on μ. Let us remark that finite temperature effects could be taken into account in complete analogy with the relativistic case: one can again write down a Euclidean path integral expression for the grand canonical potential and carry out dimensional reduction, to arrive at an expression of precisely the form in Eq. (3.3), only with modified parameter values [22].

The equation of motion following from Ω(μ) is the (stationary) Gross-Pitaevskii equation [23], [ − h̄^2 2m ∇^2 − μ + V (x) +

4πh̄^2a m |ψ|^2 + ... ] ψ = 0 . (3.5)

We observe that (apart from trivial changes) Eqs. (3.3), (3.5) describe precisely the same physics as Eqs. (2.4), (2.8), if V (x) = 0. Note that in the relativistic case, U(|ϕ|) includes also a term quadratic in ϕ, U(|ϕ|) = m^2|ϕ|^2 + ... , so that m^2 − μ^2_{rel} ∼ −2 m μ_{non-rel}.

Since Eqs. (2.4), (3.3) are equivalent for the homogeneous case V (x) = 0, the conditions for the existence of (meta)stable Q-ball solutions are also equivalent: the potential needs to grow more slowly than |ψ|^2. This can be achieved if there is an attractive interaction between the atoms or, equivalently, if the s-wave scattering length is negative, a < 0. This is indeed the case for instance for the alkali vapour^7Li [24]. More generally, the magnitude of a in BECs can be tuned in a wide range, including both positive and negative values, using a magnetic field close to a so-called Feshbach resonance (see, e.g., [25]), as has been demonstrated also for^{23}Na [26],^{85}Rb [27], and^{133}Cs [28]. In the following, we thus assume that a < 0.

Obviously, setting just a < 0 in Eq. (3.3) is somewhat discomforting, because the theory is then not well-defined, being unbounded from below. This implies that the system tends to undergo a phase transition to the true ground state, possibly a Bose liquid [13, 29]. It is observed experimentally, however, that at least on short enough time scales a weakly interacting gaseous phase is still present, even when a < 0.

The theory in Eq. (3.3) can be explicitly stabilized, however, by adding higher order operators, for instance [30]

δΩ(μ) = ∫ d^3x { A|∇(ψ^∗ψ)|^2 + B(ψ^∗ψ)^3 } , (3.6) where A parameterises the effective range of the two-body scattering problem, and B the amplitude for three-body collisions. Relativistic Q-ball solutions in the case that a is negative but B is non-vanishing, have been discussed in [31]. On the other hand, there is a range of chemical potentials where we are in the region of the “thick-wall approximation”, and any stabilising terms, such as B, can be neglected [32]. In the following we will for simplicity ignore A but keep B, in order to understand when effects from operators such as those in Eq. (3.6) are important. Note that in the dilute and (almost) homogeneous limit the operator multiplied by B can be argued to be parametrically more important than that multiplied by A [30].

4. Solution in homogeneous space

Let us now consider in more detail the non-relativistic but homogeneous case, that is V (x) ≡ 0 in Eqs. (3.1), (3.3), (3.5), but B ≠ 0 in Eq. (3.6).

4.1. Equations of motion

As in Eq. (2.7), we can write the solution of Eq. (3.5) in the form ψ = 1 √ 2 ve^{iα} , (4.1)

where v ≥ 0 and α can be chosen to vanish. Eq. (3.5) then takes the form corresponding to Eq. (2.8), [ − h̄^2 2m ( d^2 dr^2 + 2 r d dr ) − μ + 2πh̄^2a m v^2 + 3 4 Bv^4 ] v = 0 . (4.2)

The boundary conditions are that

v^′(0) = 0; lim_{r→∞} v(r) = lim_{r→∞} v^′(r) = 0 . (4.3)

Since the system is over-constrained, solutions are only found for specific values of v(0).

The parametric dependences of all the properties of the solution of Eqs. (4.2), (4.3) can easily be found out. A non-trivial solution exists for μ < 0, and in the attractive case we are interested in here, a < 0. We can then rescale r ≡ r̂ a_r, v ≡ v̂ a_v , B ≡ β a_B , (4.4) with a_r ≡ √ h̄^2 2m|μ| , a_v ≡ √ m|μ| 2πh̄^2|a| , a_B ≡ ( πh̄^2|a| m )_2 1 |μ| , (4.5)

whereby a common factor |μ| can be dropped out from the equation. After this rescaling, Eq. (4.2) becomes ( d^2 dr̂^2 + 2 r̂ d dr̂ ) v̂ = v̂ − v̂^3 + 3 16 β v̂^5 . (4.6)

Figure 1: Left: the Q-ball solution for the normalised (inverted) potential P (v̂) = −v̂^2/2 + v̂^4/4, corresponding to Eq. (4.6) with β = 0. The dots are equidistant in r̂, corresponding to uniform time intervals in the classical mechanics analogue: the particle starts at rest on the slope, rolls down and, due to the energy consumed by friction, stops at rest precisely at the origin. Right: the corresponding profiles v̂(r̂), for β = 0.0, 0.5, 0.825.

Given the solution with the boundary conditions corresponding to Eq. (4.3), we can compute the dimensionless equivalents of Eqs. (3.2), (3.3), (3.4):

Q_β ≡ β^{− 1}2 ∫_∞ 0 dr̂ 4πr̂^2 · 1 2 v̂^2 , (4.7)

Ω_β ≡ β^{12} ∫_∞ 0 dr̂ 4πr̂^2 · [ 1 2 |∇v̂|^2 + 1 2 v̂^2 − 1 4 v̂^4 + β 32 v̂^6 ] , (4.8)

E_β ≡ Ω_β − β Q_β . (4.9)

Factors of β have been chosen such that rescalings back to physical units contain no |μ|’s, other than implicitly inside the β in Q_β, E_β: Q(|μ|) = ( mB 2h̄^2

)_{1/2}( 1 2π|a| )_2

Q_β , (4.10) E(Q) = ( 1 2mB )_{1/2} h̄3 4m E_β . (4.11)

4.2. Exact numerical solution

It is well-known (cf. ref. [4]) that a non-trivial solution exists for Eq. (4.6) with the boundary conditions of Eq. (4.3), for β ≤ 1. (Because we want the theory to be stable, we also assume

Figure 2: Left: the rescaled charge, Q_β (Eq. (4.7)), as a function of β (Eq. (4.4)). The two branches of solutions, obtained with small and large β, are well visible. Right: the rescaled energy of the Q-ball, E_β (Eq. (4.9)), as a function of Q_β (Eq. (4.7)). The upper branch (corresponding to β < 0.14) leads to unstable solitons, while the lower branch (β > 0.14) leads to metastable (E_β > 0) or stable (E_β < 0) ones.

β ≥ 0.) We may recall that the simplest way to understand this is to think of r̂ in Eq. (4.6) as a time variable, v̂ as a position, and to note that Eq. (4.6) then corresponds to the movement of a classical particle in a potential P (v̂) = −^1_2 v̂^2 +^1_4 v̂^4 −^β_{32}v̂^6, under the influence of some friction. The situation is illustrated in Fig. 1(left), for β = 0. A solution can be found by a simple overshooting-undershooting algorithm, and is also illustrated in Fig. 1. We find the range v̂(0) = 4.3374 ... 2.0 , (4.12)

for β = 0.0 ... 1.0, respectively. The corresponding Q_β, E_β are shown in Fig. 2.

4.3. Analytic considerations

Let us next discuss some analytic estimates in the regimes of small and large β. The regime of small β, or small B, is called the “thick-wall” regime: there the Q-ball resembles a lump without a separate interior and a boundary; in other words, the boundary (or “wall”) is as thick as the radius. Some properties of the solution, such as its behaviour at large r̂, have previously been discussed, e.g., in [1, 33]. The quantity Q_β behaves as Q_β = Q̂/β^{1/2}, where Q̂ ≈ 9.4486. From Eqs. (4.4), (4.5), (4.10), this gives the relation Q(|μ|) = ( h̄2 2m|μ| )_{1/2} Q̂ 4π|a| . (4.13)

Inserting into Eq. (4.4), the physical distance is obtained from r̂ as r = 4π|a|r̂ · Q Q̂ , (4.14)

and the particle number density at a given distance is given by

n(r) = |ψ|^2(r) = 1 2 v̂^2(r) · (^ Q Q )_2( 1 4π|a| )_3 . (4.15)

It is observed that the central density is smaller for larger particle numbers, but the size of the solution is larger. The solution remains weakly interacting even in the center,

n(r)|a|^3 ≪ 1 , (4.16)

for large values of Q. Note that all dependence on B has cancelled in Eqs. (4.14)–(4.16).

These thick-wall solutions of the equations of motion are not stable, however. Using Q = −∂Ω(μ)/∂μ and Eq. (3.4), one can derive E(Q) from the Q(|μ|) in Eq. (4.13), to obtain E(Q) = ( h̄Q̂ 4π|a| )_2 1 2mQ . (4.17)

Note that in contrast to the relativistic case, this energy does not contain the particle rest masses. The fact that the total binding energy E(Q) is positive, implies that this solution is an excited state. In fact, it is not even metastable: following [4], one can inspect Q-conserving field variations around the solution v̂(r), and find that there is a direction in the field space where even a small variation leads to a decrease of E(Q). Therefore, the thick-wall solutions correspond to an unstable branch, as shown in Fig. 2. There is, however, another solution with the same charge but a lower energy, to which we now turn.

The so-called “thin-wall” regime is obtained as β = |μ|B(m/(πh̄^2|a|))^2 approaches unity. At the same time, v̂(0) approaches 2.0. In this limit the core of the soliton is essentially in a homogeneous phase, corresponding to the global minimum of the theory, and has a welldefined boundary, or “wall”, which is thin compared with the radius. Following [1, 13], this solution could also be called a droplet of Bose liquid. In this limit, clearly, physics depends in an essential way on the value of the stabilising coefficient B.

The properties of the thin-wall solution can again be found in the standard way. One may first compute the interface tension of a planar wall at β = 1, σ̂ =

∫_2 0 dv̂ √ 2[−P (v̂)] = 2/3.

Then Ω_β may be approximated as a sum of a surface term, 4πR̂^2σ̂, and a volume term, and extremising this expression allows to solve for the radius R̂. Consequently, Q_β and E_β are easily obtained, to leading order in 1 − β. We find the charge Q_β ≈ 4π (2 3 )_4 1 (1 − β)^3

, (4.18)

and the radius R ≈ ( mB 2 )_{1/2} 1 πh̄|a| ( 3Q_β 8π )_{1/3} . (4.19)

The binding energy becomes E(Q) = − ( πh̄^2|a| m )_2 Q B + O(Q^{2/3}) , (4.20)

and, being negative for large Q, the solitons are absolutely stable. At the same time, the central density becomes n|a|^3 ≈ πh̄^2|a|^4 mB , (4.21)

independent of Q. Thus the interactions are no longer weak, for a small B.

To summarise, soliton solutions exist independent of the value of B. They come, however, in two branches, and the branch which remains there in the limit B → 0 (“thick-wall”, or small β) corresponds to unstable Q-balls. Therefore, stabilising terms of the form in Eq. (3.6) are essential for the properties of stable atomic Q-balls. They tend to lead, however, to strong interactions in the interior of the soliton, which may in fact resemble a Bose liquid.

Finally, let us mention that according to Fig. 2, the Q-ball solutions have a minimum charge, Q_β ≈ 41, corresponding in physical units to Q_{min} ≈ 41(mB/(2h̄^2))^{1/2}(2π|a|)^{−2}.

5. Solutions in harmonic traps

In experiments where atomic BECs are studied, space is not homogeneous, but there is a harmonic trap, characterised by the potential V (x) in Eq. (3.5). This modifies the solution in a qualitative way. We reiterate here the situation for spherically (“3D”) and axially (“1D”) symmetric potentials^5. We do not present any new solutions but simply point out that the Q-ball picture provides a coherent qualitative understanding of the condensate behaviour also in the 1D and 3D traps.

3D case. Condensate solutions for a (nearly) spherical trap, V (x) ≡ mω^2_r r^2/2, were obtained in [34]. Their essential properties are as follows. The trap has a finite width, characterised by l_r = √ h̄/(mω_r), where ω_r could typically be in the range of 100 Hz or so. Because of a finite l_r, the radius of the soliton cannot grow freely, but is restricted. Therefore, as more particles condense, the only way to accommodate them is to increase the central density. This behaviour is opposite to either of the branches in Sec. 4. Therefore the trapped “soliton” belongs to yet a different “branch” of solutions than the genuine Q-balls. Another way to express the issue is that in the genuine Q-ball solutions μ < 0 (cf. Sec. 4), while in the trap solution μ > 0 [34].

Because of the growth of the central density, trapped solutions with large charges are unstable. Indeed, once the central density increases beyond a certain limit, various losses become overwhelming [35], and the condensate collapses, as is also observed experimentally [36].

5We follow standard terminology although it is not without the danger of some confusion: In the “1D” case the trap is narrow in two directions, while in the “3D” case it is narrow in three.

After the collapse, the condensate may start to grow again, only to experience yet another collapse later on [37]. The collapse happens when Q ∼ O(l_r/|a|), imposing an upper limit on the charge, or particle number, in the condensate.

1D case. In the 1D case the trap has a small finite width only in two directions, but is very long in one direction. It turns out that in this case genuine solitons can be observed. The chemical potential corresponding to them is negative, as in Sec. 4. This solution, called a “bright soliton”, was discussed in detail in [38]^6.

The essential properties of the 1D solitons can easily be deduced from the results in Sec. 4, in the limit B → 0 (see also [40, 41] and references therein). Let us now denote by l_r the transverse width of the trap, and by a_r, a_v the scaling factors in Eq. (4.4). In the expression for Q, then, the homogeneous 3D relation Q ∼ Q̂ a^3_ra^2_v gets replaced with Q ∼ Q̂ a_rl^2_r a^2_v. Therefore, Q ∝ |μ|^{1/2}. Consequently, the radius now scales as r ∝ a_r ∝ |μ|^{−1/2} ∝ 1/Q, the central density as v^2 ∝ a^2_v ∝ |μ| ∝ Q^2, the grand canonical potential as Ω(μ) ∝ a_rl^2_r a^2_v|μ| ∝ |μ|^{3/2}, and the energy as E(Q) = Ω(μ)−μ∂Ω(μ)/∂μ ∝ −^1_2 |μ|^{3/2} ∝ −Q^3. Because the binding energy is negative, these Q-balls are absolutely stable compared with the gaseous phase. The central density grows with particle number, however, which still causes an instability for large particle number, like for trapped 3D solitons.

Once they have formed [42, 43], it is possible to study experimentally the collisions of such 1D solitons [43]. It is very interesting to note that the collision results are qualitatively similar to what has been found in numerical simulations of the relativistic case [44], viz., that Q-balls with opposite phases repel each other [43, 45]. Such similarities may provide an exciting opportunity for studying supersymmetry-based post-inflationary cosmology in the laboratory.

6. Conclusions

We have emphasised in this paper that a rigorous formal analogy exists between the nontopological solitons, or Q-balls, of relativistic field theories, and three-dimensional solitons that could be found in atomic BECs with a negative s-wave scattering length. A stable threedimensional BEC soliton requires however an additional stabilising term beyond the usual four-point interaction. An example of such is three-body scattering, the strength of which we denoted by B. Whether a stabilising interaction of this type could be obtained in atomic BECs with a negative scattering length, either directly or effectively as a consequence of some coupling of the atoms to external fields, remains an open issue. If it exists, then for a range in B, the Q-ball would be stable against decay into its quanta, the free atoms.

6In 1D solitons exist even for a > 0 [39]. These are called “dark solitons”, and consist essentially of a kink solution, where the field is zero inside an otherwise homogeneous condensate.

Given that our main focus here, spherical Q-ball solutions in a homogeneous space, are very different from the traditional 3D trapped ones discussed in Sec. 5, it is an interesting question whether the former could also be observed experimentally. This is no doubt a challenging task. In principle one could attempt to tune the trap frequency to as small a value as possible while a > 0, and then tune a negative, to collapse an almost homogeneous BEC into a genuine Q-ball soliton. Alternatively one could start with a significantly prolongated trap holding a genuine 1D soliton, and then slowly decrease the trap frequency in the transverse directions, to try and restore spherical symmetry. Meanwhile, on the theoretical front it might be interesting to study the real-time behaviour of the atomic BEC Q-balls as a function of B, both for the unstable as well as for the stable branch.

Acknowledgements

K.E. thanks E. Lundh for discussions on the properties of atomic BECs and for drawing our attention to relevant BEC literature, and M. Mackie and K.-A. Suominen for discussions. This work was partly supported by the RTN network Supersymmetry and the Early Universe, EU contract no. HPRN-CT-2000-00152.

References [1] T.D. Lee and Y. Pang, Phys. Rept. 221 (1992) 251. [2] G.H. Derrick, J. Math. Phys. 5 (1964) 1252. [3] G. Rosen, J. Math. Phys. 9 (1968) 996.

[4] R. Friedberg, T.D. Lee and A. Sirlin, Phys. Rev. D 13 (1976) 2739. [5] S.R. Coleman, Nucl. Phys. B 262 (1985) 263; ibid. B 269 (1986) 744 (E). [6] A. Kusenko, Phys. Lett. B 405 (1997) 108 [hep-ph/9704273].

[7] A. Kusenko and M.E. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Lett. B 418 (1998) 46 [hep-ph/9709492]. [8] K. Enqvist and J. McDonald, Phys. Lett. B 425 (1998) 309 [hep-ph/9711514]; Nucl.

Phys. B 538 (1999) 321 [hep-ph/9803380].

[9] M. Laine and M.E. Shaposhnikov, Nucl. Phys. B 532 (1998) 376 [hep-ph/9804237]. [10] R. Banerjee and K. Jedamzik, Phys. Lett. B 484 (2000) 278 [hep-ph/0005031]; M. Fujii and K. Hamaguchi, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 083501 [hep-ph/0205044]; M. Kawasaki, F. Takahashi and M. Yamaguchi, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 043516 [hep-ph/0205101]; S. Kasuya, M. Kawasaki, F. Takahashi, hep-ph/0302154.

[11] K. Enqvist and A. Mazumdar, hep-ph/0209244; M. Dine and A. Kusenko, hep-ph/0303065.

[12] A. Kusenko, V. Kuzmin, M.E. Shaposhnikov and P.G. Tinyakov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80 (1998) 3185 [hep-ph/9712212]; J. Arafune, T. Yoshida, S. Nakamura and K. Ogure, Phys. Rev. D 62 (2000) 105013 [hep-ph/0005103]; K. Enqvist, A. Jokinen, T. Multamäki and I. Vilja, Phys. Lett. B 526 (2002) 9 [hep-ph/0111348].

[13] T.D. Lee, Nature 330 (1987) 460; R. Friedberg and T.D. Lee, Mod. Phys. Lett. B 2 (1988) 469; T.D. Lee, in Multiparticle Dynamics. Festschrift for Léon van Hove and Proceedings of La Thuile, 1989, Eds. A. Giovannini and W. Kittel, pp. 743 – 773 (World Scientific, Singapore, 1990).

[14] F. Paccetti Correia and M.G. Schmidt, Eur. Phys. J. C 21 (2001) 181 [hep-th/0103189]. [15] S.R. Coleman, V. Glaser and A. Martin, Commun. Math. Phys. 58 (1978) 211. [16] A.G. Cohen, S.R. Coleman, H. Georgi and A. Manohar, Nucl. Phys. B 272 (1986) 301. [17] G.R. Dvali, A. Kusenko and M.E. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Lett. B 417 (1998) 99 [hep-ph/9707423].

[18] K. Enqvist, A. Jokinen and J. McDonald, Phys. Lett. B 483 (2000) 191 [hep-ph/0004050]. [19] S. Kasuya and M. Kawasaki, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85 (2000) 2677 [hep-ph/0006128]. [20] S. Kasuya and M. Kawasaki, Phys. Rev. D 61 (2000) 041301 [hep-ph/9909509];

Phys. Rev. D 62 (2000) 023512 [hep-ph/0002285]; Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 123515 [hep-ph/0106119]; K. Enqvist, A. Jokinen, T. Multamäki and I. Vilja, Phys. Rev. D 63 (2001) 083501 [hep-ph/0011134]; T. Multamäki and I. Vilja, Phys. Lett. B 535 (2002) 170 [hep-ph/0203195]; A. Jokinen, hep-ph/0204086.

[21] I. Affleck and M. Dine, Nucl. Phys. B 249 (1985) 361.

[22] P. Arnold and B. Tomášik, Phys. Rev. A 64 (2001) 053609 [cond-mat/0105147];

P. Arnold, G.D. Moore and B. Tomášik, Phys. Rev. A 65 (2002) 013606 [cond-mat/0107124].

[23] E.P. Gross, Nuovo Cimento 20 (1961) 454; L.P. Pitaevskii, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 40 (1961) 646 [Sov. Phys. JETP 13 (1961) 451].

[24] C.C. Bradley, C.A. Sackett, J.J. Tollett and R.G. Hulet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 75 (1995) 1687. [25] E. Tiesinga, A.J. Moerdijk, B.J. Verhaar and H.T.C. Stoof, Phys. Rev. A 46 (1992) R1167; E. Tiesinga, B.J. Verhaar and H.T.C. Stoof, Phys. Rev. A 47 (1993) 4114.

[26] S. Inouye, M.R. Andrews, J. Stenger, H.-J. Miesner, D.M. Stamper-Kurn and W. Ketterle, Nature 392 (1998) 151.

[27] Ph. Courteille, R.S. Freeland, D.J. Heinzen, F.A. van Abeelen and B.J. Verhaar, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 69; J.L. Roberts, N.R. Claussen, J.P. Burke, Jr., C.H. Greene, E.A. Cornell and C.E. Wieman, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 5109 [physics/9808018]; S.L. Cornish, N.R. Claussen, J.L. Roberts, E.A. Cornell and C.E. Wieman, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85 (2000) 1795 [cond-mat/0004290].

[28] V. Vuletić, A.J. Kerman, C. Chin and S. Chu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82 (1999) 1406. [29] H.T.C. Stoof, Phys. Rev. A 49 (1994) 3824 [cond-mat/9402041].

[30] E. Braaten, H.-W. Hammer and S. Hermans, Phys. Rev. A 63 (2001) 063609 [cond-mat/0012043].

[31] K.M. Benson and L.M. Widrow, Nucl. Phys. B 353 (1991) 187. [32] A. Kusenko, Phys. Lett. B 404 (1997) 285 [hep-th/9704073]. [33] T. Multamäki and I. Vilja, Nucl. Phys. B 574 (2000) 130 [hep-ph/9908446].

[34] P.A. Ruprecht, M.J. Holland, K. Burnett and M. Edwards, Phys. Rev. A 51 (1995) 4704;

Yu. Kagan, G.V. Shlyapnikov and J.T.M. Walraven, Phys. Rev. Lett. 76 (1996) 2670; F. Dalfovo and S. Stringari, Phys. Rev. A 53 (1996) 2477 [cond-mat/9510142].

[35] R.J. Dodd, M. Edwards, C.J. Williams, C.W. Clark, M.J. Holland, P.A. Ruprecht and K. Burnett, Phys. Rev. A 54 (1996) 661.

[36] C.C. Bradley, C.A. Sackett and R.G. Hulet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78 (1997) 985.

[37] C.A. Sackett, J.M. Gerton, M. Welling and R.G. Hulet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82 (1999) 876; J.M. Gerton, D. Strekalov, I. Prodan and R.G. Hulet, Nature 408 (2000) 692 [cond-mat/0011513]; E.A. Donley, N.R. Claussen, S.L. Cornish, J.L. Roberts, E.A. Cornell and C.E. Wieman, Nature 412 (2001) 295 [cond-mat/0105019].

[38] V.E. Sakharov and A.B. Shabat, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 61 (1971) 118 [Sov. Phys. JETP 34 (1972) 62].

[39] V.E. Sakharov and A.B. Shabat, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 64 (1973) 1627 [Sov. Phys. JETP 37 (1973) 823].

[40] L.D. Carr, C.W. Clark and W.P. Reinhardt, Phys. Rev. A 62 (2000) 063611 [cond-mat/9911178]; L.D. Carr, M.A. Leung and W.P. Reinhardt, J. Phys. B 33 (2000) 3983 [cond-mat/0004287].

[41] V.M. Pérez-García, H. Michinel and H. Herrero, Phys. Rev. A 57 (1998) 3837 [quant-ph/9803038].

[42] L. Khaykovich, F. Schreck, G. Ferrari, T. Bourdel, J. Cubizolles, L.D. Carr, Y. Castin and C. Salomon, Science 296 (2002) 1290 [cond-mat/0205378].

[43] K.E. Strecker, G.B. Partridge, A.G. Truscott and R.G. Hulet, Nature 417 (2002) 150 [cond-mat/0204532].

[44] T. Multamäki and I. Vilja, Phys. Lett. B 482 (2000) 161 [hep-ph/0003270]; Phys.

Lett. B 484 (2000) 283 [hep-ph/0005162]; M. Postma, Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 085035 [hep-ph/0110199].

[45] U. Al Khawaja, H.T.C. Stoof, R.G. Hulet, K.E. Strecker and G.B. Partridge, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 89 (2002) 200404 [cond-mat/0206184]; L. Salasnich, A. Parola and L. Reatto, Phys. Rev. A 66 (2002) 043603 [cond-mat/0206491].