
Rayleigh-Taylor instability in a phase-separated three-component
Bose-Einstein condensate

Arpana Saboo,1, ∗ Soumyadeep Halder,1 Subrata Das,1 and Sonjoy Majumder1, †

1Department of Physics, Indian Institute of Technology Kharagpur, Kharagpur, West Bengal 721302, India

We investigate the Rayleigh-Taylor instability at the two interfaces in a phase-separated three-
component Bose-Einstein condensate in the mean-field framework. The subsequent dynamics in the
immiscible three-component condensate has been studied in detail for different cases of instigating
the instability in the system. The rotational symmetry of the system breaks when the atom-atom
interaction is tuned in such a way that the interface between the components becomes unstable
giving rise to non-linear patterns of mushroom shapes which grow exponentially with time. We also
identify these non-linear patterns as the solutions of the angular Mathieu equation, representing the
normal modes.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Rayleigh-Taylor instability (RTI) enfolds [1–4] at
the interface between two fluids of different densities when
the lighter fluid pushes the heavier one, making the system
energetically unstable such that infinitesimal modulations
begin to arise at the interface. This perturbation grows
exponentially such that the two fluids tend to exchange
their positions. However, for immiscible fluids sharing
a flat interface, such an exchange is restricted without
compromising the rotational symmetry of the system.
This symmetry breaking leads to the deformation of the
interface into complicated non-linear patterns including
mushroom shapes [5]. Thus, RTI is an interfacial insta-
bility which plays a vital role in a wide assortment of
non-equilibrium phenomena occurring in nature ranging
from laboratory to astronomical supernova explosions
[6, 7], imploding targets in inertial confinement fusion [8],
collapsing cavitation bubbles [9, 10], etc.

Amongst superfluids, trapped dilute multi-component
Bose-Einstein condensates (BECs) have been considered
to be an exceptionally versatile test bed for theoretically
investigating many novel interface phenomena [11–16].
The ability to tune the atom-atom interactions in the
multi-component BECs through Feshbach resonance of-
fers an excellent platform to study the dynamics of co-
herently coupled mixtures. [17–22]. Various aspects of
two-component BECs including both static and dynamic
facets of phase-separated BECs [23–29], such as interfacial
instabilities and pattern formations, have been thoroughly
investigated in literature [12, 30–40]. The RTI has been
theoretically studied for trapped two-component BECs
for the formation of mushroom-like patterns [41–45]. Re-
cent developments in theoretical [46] and experimental
[47, 48] works on three-component BECs have given a
new direction to the ongoing research in multi-component
condensates. Thus, investigating three-component BECs
for their surface and interface properties to explore cer-
tain non-linear phenomena, such as interfacial instabilities
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FIG. 1: Schematic diagram of a phase separated three-
component Bose-Einstein condensate.

is aptly aligned with the upsurging research in this do-
main and fits best for studying the RTI in a controlled
environment.

In the present paper, we investigate the RTI and sub-
sequent dynamics in a phase-separated three-component
BEC confined in an axisymmetric trap. Fig. 1 shows
a schematic diagram for the initial arrangement of the
components in the system having rotational symmetry.
The first component (BEC−1) is depicted by the inner-
most circle, the second component (BEC−2) surrounds
the first component, while the outermost third component
(BEC−3) shells the second component. To initiate the
RTI, we consider the system to be confined in a quasi-2D
harmonic trap. The ground state of the phase-separated
three-component BEC with strong repulsive interatomic
interactions is chosen as the initial state. Both the in-
terfaces (the first between BEC−1 and BEC−2, and the
second between BEC−2 and BEC−3) are circular in shape
for the axisymmetric trap. We tune the intraspecies repul-
sive interaction strengths of one of the three components
through Feshbach resonance [49] during the dynamical
evolution of the system. By doing so, the rotational sym-
metry of the interface breaks due to the RTI which leads
to the deformation of the circular interface into non-linear
mushroom fingers. In general, the RTI can be initiated
either by modulating the interaction strengths or by al-
tering the trap frequencies [45]. Here, we induce the RTI
in the following ways: (i) by pushing BEC−3 inwards,
(ii) by pushing BEC−1 outwards, and (iii) by pushing
BEC−2 outwards.
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This paper is organized as follows: Section II lays the
theoretical foundation and formulation of the problem
demonstrating the RTI and ensuing dynamics. We pro-
vide the results and discussions in section III for three
different cases of instigating the RTI, viz., case-I, case-II,
and case-III in sections III A, III B, and III C, respectively.
We draw important conclusions and provide future per-
spectives in section IV. We discuss the normal modes at
the interface between two components in Appendix A. We
give the numerical details used in this paper in Appendix
B. Appendix C talks about the choice of number of parti-
cles in each component. In Appendix D, we highlight a
special case of inducing the RTI in the same initial state
of the system while we provide a case study on the sudden
quench dynamics of the system in Appendix E.

II. FORMULATION OF THE PROBLEM

We consider a mixture of three kinds of dilute bosonic
gases of masses mj confined in an external axisymmetric
potential Vj at zero temperature (j = 1, 2, 3). In the mean-
field theory, the three-component BEC is described by
the governing coupled Gross-Pitaevskii (GP) equations,

i~
∂ψj

∂t
=

[
− ~2

2mj
∇2 + Vj +

3∑
j′=1

gjj′ |ψj′ |2
]
ψj (1)

where ψj is the macroscopic wave function for the j-
th component, which is normalised as

∫
|ψj |2dr = Nj

with Nj being the total number of particles in the j-th
component. The atom-atom interaction is characterised
by the parameter gjj′ = 2π~2ajj′/mjj′ where ajj′ is the
s-wave scattering length and mjj′ = mjmj′/(mj +mj′)
is the reduced mass between the components j and j′

respectively (j′ = 1, 2, 3). We ensure that there is no
spatial overlap between any two species in accordance with
the criteria of phase spearation given as, gjjgj′j′ < g2jj′ .

We prepare the radially-separated BEC in an axisym-
metric harmonic potential,

Vj =
1

2
mjω

2(r2 + λ2z2) (2)

where r is the radial distance from the centre of the trap, ω
and ωz are the angular trap frequencies in the radial(x−y
plane) and axial(z) directions respectively with the trap
aspect ratio λ = ωz/ω � 1. We fix the number of atoms
in each component Nj = N (see Appendix C for details).

The total mean-field energy of the three-component
BEC is given as,

E = EK + EP +
∑
j

EI
jj +

∑
j 6=j′

EI
jj′

=

∫
dr

[ 3∑
j′=1

(
− ψ∗j

~2

2mj
∇2ψj + Vj |ψj |2

)

+
1

2

3∑
j=1

gjj |ψj |4 +
1

2

∑
j 6=j′

gjj′ |ψj′ |2|ψj |2
]
ψj (3)

where the first and second terms respectively contribute
to the total kinetic (EK) and external trapping potential
(EP ) energies of the system, the third term contributes
to the intraspecies contact interaction energy EI

jj corre-
sponding to the j-th component in the system, and the
last term represents the interspecies contact interaction
energy EI

jj′ contribution owing to any two components

(j 6= j′) at a certain time.
Dynamics of three-component BEC in the Thomas-

Fermi regime - In the Thomas-Fermi (TF) regime, the
stationary state density solution of the jth component
obeys the relation;

|ψj |2 =
[µj − Vj ]
gjj

(4)

where the chemical potential of the j-th component µj is
constrained by the normalisation criteria. The component-
wise radial density distributions are given as;

n1 =
[µ1 − V1]

g11
, 0 < r < r1 (5)

n2 =
[µ2 − V2]

g22
, r1 < r < r2 (6)

n3 =
[µ3 − V3]

g33
, r2 < r < r3 (7)

where, r1, r2 and r3 represents the radial boundaries of
BEC−1, BEC−2 and BEC−3, respectively.

The gradient of the trapping potential, i.e., ∇Vj is
analogously treated as the gravitational equivalent for a
classical fluid dynamics problem, thereupon the dynam-
ics of the condensate can be modeled as potential flows.
Thus, under suitable boundary conditions, a certain com-
bination of the equation of continuity; Euler’s equation
along with the Bernoulli’s theorem can be used to describe
the dynamical evolution of the interface between any two
fluids in the system [9, 50, 51]. A linear stability anal-
ysis, for a three-component phase-separated BEC with
circular interfaces in the radial plane, manifests that an
infinitesimal perturbation at the pth interface (p=1,2) has
normal modes of the form α(sp)eikzz+spt, where α(sp) is
the amplitude of the mode , kz is the wave number along
the z co-ordinate and sp is the temporal decay constant at
the p-th interface between any two adjacent components
j, j′ of densities nj and nj′ respectively. Upon solving the
linearized equations for the normal mode [9, 44, 50–52],
the decay constant sp can be expressed as;

sp = ±

√√√√(kzω2rp(nj′ − nj)
nj + nj′

)
, j′ > j (8)

where rp demarcates the loci of the p-th interface. The
stability of any interface largely depends on the ‘sp’ value
associated to it. For imaginary values of sp, (i.e., when
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nj > nj′), the interface is stable and oscillates about its
mean when slightly perturbed. However, for real values
of sp (or when nj < nj′), even infinitesimal perturbations
at the interface grow exponentially. Based on this linear
stability analysis, we arrive at the sufficient condition
required to trigger the RTI in a three-component BEC.
Under the TF approximation, for any two components
sharing an interface, we have

aj′j′ < ajj

(
µ′j − V
µj − V

)
, j′ > j (9)

for same potential V at the interface. Thus, to set up
the RTI in the system of an immiscible mixture of phase-
separated three-component BEC, we tune the s-wave
scattering lengths through magnetic Feshbach resonance
until the above mentioned criteria is achieved.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this paper, we propose a three-component BEC
system of 87Rb - 85Rb - 87Rb mixture confined in
a quasi-2D harmonic trap (Eq. 2) with trapping
frequency ω = 2π × 50 Hz and λ = 50. Here,
the |F = 2,mF = −2〉 state of 85Rb (BEC−2) is sand-
wiched between the |F = 1,mF = −1〉 (BEC−1) and
|F = 1,mF = 1〉 (BEC−3) hyperfine states of 87Rb as
shown in Fig. 2. The experimental realisation of this
system can be motivated by similar experiments done for
binary BECs [53–55] in which controlled phase-separation
has been achieved by altering the intraspecies scattering
lengths of either of the components using Feshbach reso-
nance technique. In agreement to these experiments, the
intraspecies s-wave scattering lengths are chosen to be as;
a11=92.4a0, a22=94.5a0 and a33=100.4a0 with a0 being
the Bohr radius. In our study, we arrange the system
such that a11 < a22 < a33. Also, as the mass-difference
between any two consecutive components is ≈ 2.3% 1, the
arrangement of the components in the system becomes
mass independent. Therefore, for a system as shown in
Fig. 2, the ratio ajj/mj (j = 1, 2, 3) should be in increas-
ing order. For the present, it is 1.062, 1.111 and 1.154 for
BEC−1, BEC−2 and BEC−3 respectively. To prepare
the condensates in immiscible regime, the intraspecies
scattering lengths are chosen as a12 = a21 = 213a0,
a13 = a31 = 213a0, a23 = a32 = 127a0.

We begin with this state (see Fig. 2) as the station-
ary state to initiate the RTI in a multi-component BEC
system and examine the dynamical evolution of this sys-
tem. We first numerically solve the GP Eq. (1) (see
Appendix B for details on numerical implementation)
to generate the ground state of the system. With this

x

y

a1n1

10µm

b1n2 c1n3

0

130
n(µm−2)

FIG. 2: Ground state density profile of a phase-separated
three-component Bose-Einstein condensate in an axisym-
metric trap with (ω, ωz) = 2π× (50, 2500)Hz and number
of atoms in each component, Nj = 60000 (j = 1, 2, 3).

prepared ground state, we numerically solve the same
Eq. (1) allowing the system to evolve with time. While
examining the time-dynamics for the system, we tune the
repulsive intraspecies interaction between components,
such that the entire system becomes energetically un-
favourable and reaches a metastable state. To induce
the RTI to the system, we perturb the phase-separated
three-component BEC as shown in Fig. 2, in three possi-
ble ways, viz., (i) by decreasing the scattering length a33
(case-I) in section III A, (ii) by increasing the scattering
length a11 (case-II) in section III B, (iii) by increasing the
scattering length a22 (case-III) in section III C. We also
discuss a special case of decreasing a22 as an alternate
way to induce RTI in Appendix D, and a case of sudden
quench dynamics in BEC−2 is discussed in Appendix E.

A. Case-I: Instability induced by decreasing a33

For this case, we decrease the repulsive intraspecies
s-wave scattering length a33 from 100.4a0 to 50a0 on a
linear ramp of ramp time 200ms and then the system is al-
lowed to evolve further with time. When a33 is decreased
to 73.7a0, the translational symmetry of the system is
broken (at t ≈ 105.8 ms), the interface between BEC−2
and BEC−3 starts to get modulated due to the RTI. How-
ever, the interface between BEC−1 and BEC−2 remains
unaffected at this instant (see Fig. 3, (a1,b1,c1)). As
we further decrease a33 to 70.7 a0, both the interfaces
are affected at about t = 117.7ms (Fig. 3, (a2,b2,c3))
and we observe that a 4-fold mushroom-shaped pattern
starts to arise in BEC−2 (Fig. 3(b2)) and BEC−3 (Fig.
3(c2)) which grows further with the time propagation,
with a perceptible change in the density profile of BEC−1.
These interface modulations ultimately grows into com-
plicated non-linear 4-fold mushroom like structures called
the Rayleigh-Taylor (RT) fingers. These fingers arise in
all the components of the three-component BEC owing
to modulations at the interfaces. As discussed earlier, in
the present case, the interface shared between BEC−1
and BEC−2 is affected much later after the RTI effects
are observed at the interface shared between BEC−2
and BEC−3. This is in accordance with the adiabatic



4

x

y

a1n1

t=105.8ms

10µm

a2

t=117.7ms

a3

t=120.9ms

a4

t=129.7ms

a5

t=135.2ms

a6

t=140.8ms

a7

t=157.5ms

a8

t=169.5ms

b1n2 b2 b3 b4 b5 b6 b7 b8

c1n3 c2 c3 c4 c5 c6 c7 c8

0

160

0

160

0

160

n(µm−2)

FIG. 3: (a1-a8), (b1-b8) and (c1-c8) shows the density profiles n1, n2 and n3 of components BEC−1, BEC−2 and
BEC−3 respectively, at different time instances shown in columns: (1) t = τ ′ = 105.8ms, (2) t = τ = 117.7ms, (3)
t = 120.9ms, (4) t = 129.7ms, (5) t = 135.2ms, (6) t = 140.8ms, (7) t = 157.5ms, and (8) t = 169.5ms. The scattering
length a33 is linearly decreased from 100.4a0 to 50a0 between t = 0ms to t = 200ms, after which it is fixed to 50a0.
The three-component BEC is initialized in an axisymmetric trap with (ω, ωz) = 2π × (50, 2500)Hz with number of
atoms in each component, Nj = 60000 (j = 1, 2, 3).

decrease in the inter-atomic scattering length a33 of the
outermost component of the ground state shown in Fig.
2. In Fig 3, (for later time instances) we show that the
density profile of the multi-component BEC is majorly
affected due to the translational symmetry breaking as a
consequence of RTI. These 4-fold RT fingers corresponds
to the normal modes at the interface representing the sec-
ond order cosine-elliptic Mathieu functions (see Appendix
A for details).

It is interesting to note that, the RT fingers (mushroom
heads) tend to reach either to the centre or the edge of
the system. For BEC−3, these fingers grow towards the
centre in such a way that this component tends to move
to the core of the system. The reason for this change in
the density profile is the gradual decrease in the repulsive
intraspecies interaction strength g33. Subsequently, the
constraint of immiscibility compels the other components
to move in the opposite sense which is explained by the
expected trend in BEC−1 which has mushroom heads
towards the periphery of the system; and for BEC−2, a
certain change is observed in the direction of the tops of
the RT fingers, viz., from towards the edge to oppositely
towards the centre of the system. In other words, with
the time propagation, the change in the density profiles
of all the components (as initiated due to RTI), takes
place in such a way that the mushroom tops are in the
same direction as the motion of the components, i.e., ei-
ther towards the centre of the system (for the component

1 We prepare this system assuming that the components are con-
centric in order to compensate for the gravitational sag.

FIG. 4: Variation of contact interaction energies
EI

11(green), EI
22(red), EI

33(blue) with the real time prop-
agation of phase separated three-component BEC for the
case of Rayleigh-Taylor instability seeded by the adiabatic
decrease in s-wave intraspecies scattering length a33 of
the outermost component of the system as shown in Fig.
2.

moving inwards), or towards the periphery (for the com-
ponent moving outwards) and that for the intermediate
component we observe a sheer change in the direction
only after the interface between the BEC−1 and BEC−2
is modulated due to RTI.

This behaviour of the components upon the onset of the
seed which induces the RTI in the system, is conformed by
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FIG. 5: (a1-a4), (b1-b4) and (c1-c4) shows the density
profiles n1, n2 and n3 of components BEC−1, BEC−2 and
BEC−3 respectively, at different time instances shown
in columns: (1) t = τ = 141.6ms, (2) t = 148.1ms, (3)
t = τ ′ = 153.5ms, (4) t = 159.1ms. The scattering length
a11 is linearly increased from 92.4a0 to 240a0 between
t = 0ms to t = 200ms, after which it is fixed to 240a0. The
three-component BEC is initialized in an axisymmetric
trap with (ω, ωz) = 2π × (50, 2500)Hz with number of
atoms in each component, Nj = 60000 (j = 1, 2, 3).

the variation of intraspecies contact interaction energies
EI

jj (j = 1, 2, 3) with time as shown in Fig. 4. It depicts
the competition between the various contact interaction
energies for the peculiar case under consideration. These
contributions are overall constant for no perturbations
in the system during the time dynamics. This is in ac-
cordance with the stability of the phase-separated three
component BEC. However, since we disturb the system
by linearly decreasing a33, these energy contributions
evidently vary with time.

As discussed prior, for the present case it is the sec-
ond interface (between BEC−2 and BEC−3) that gets
affected the first. We mark this instant as τ ′ which rep-
resents the onset of deformations at the second interface
and it is only after this time instant, the density mod-
ulations are observed in the system. It is interesting to
note that the two contact interaction energies, i.e., EI

11

and EI
22 remain constant while the other EI

33 decreases
very slowly until this time instant τ ′. This is due to the
fact that the repulsive intraspecies characteristic inter-
action strength g33 is decreased albeit no modulations
at the interface. However, beyond τ ′, the criteria for
the instability at the second interface is achieved, i.e.,
a33 < a22(µ3 − V )/(µ2 − V ) (see Eq. 9), thereupon the
trends in the energies EI

22 and EI
33 as well as the density

profiles of the corresponding components are modified.
EI

22 starts to decrease while EI
33 increases owing to the

opposite sense of the mushroom tops in either component.
As we let the system to evolve further, BEC−3 tries to
move to the centre by gradually pushing BEC−2 to grow

FIG. 6: Variation of contact interaction energies
EI

11(green), EI
22(red), EI

33(blue) with the real time prop-
agation of phase separated three-component BEC for the
case of Rayleigh-Taylor instability seeded by the adiabatic
increase in s-wave intraspecies scattering length a11 of
the outermost component of the system as shown in Fig.
2.

outwards. Collaterally, we observe a gradual change in
the first interface between BEC−1 and BEC−2 at certain
instant of time τ beyond which EI

11 decreases consider-
ably (see Fig. 4). When we reach a condition such that
a33 < a11(µ3 − V )/(µ1 − V ) in accordance with Eq. (9),
we observe a 4-fold non-linear mushroom pattern in all
components of the system during the dynamical evolution.
Significantly, the interfaces are modulated after certain
time instants only as shown in the Fig. 4, from which we
infer that the contact interaction energies EI

jj vary with
time for such a perturbation as discussed in case-I.

As an alternate way to induce RTI in the system, we
suddenly quench a33 from 100.4a0 to 50a0 during the
evolution of the system. We observe similar results as
that for the linear quench case. The time dynamics of the
system under sudden quench is given in the supplementary
materials.

B. Case-II: Instability induced by increasing a11

In the second case, we increase the repulsive intraspecies
characteristic s-wave scattering length a11 from a11 =
92.4a0 to 240a0 between the time duration t = 0ms
to 200ms and then the system is allowed to dynami-
cally evolve further. The axisymmetry of the system
breaks when a11 is increased to 196.9a0 and at this in-
stant, t = 141.6ms, the first interface between BEC−1
and BEC−2 starts to get modulated due to the onset of
the RTI in the system. However, analogous to Case-I,
the second interface between BEC−2 and BEC−3 is yet
to note any modulations. And as we further increase
a11 to 205.7a0, the second interface between BEC−2
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FIG. 7: (a1-a4), (b1-b4) and (c1-c4) shows the density
profiles n1, n2 and n3 of components BEC−1, BEC−2 and
BEC−3 respectively, at different time instances shown
in columns: (1) t = τ ′ = 67.6ms, (2) t = 76.3ms, (3)
t = τ = 78.7ms, (4) t = 79.5ms. The scattering length a22
is linearly increased from 94.5a0 to 240a0 between t = 0
ms to t = 200ms, after which it is fixed to 240a0. The
three-component BEC is initialized in an axisymmetric
trap with (ω, ωz) = 2π × (50, 2500)Hz with number of
atoms in each component, Nj = 60000 (j = 1, 2, 3).

and BEC−3 gradually starts to get modulated at about
t = 153.5ms beyond which a 4-fold non-linear mushroom-
like pattern eventually appears in all the components of
the system. Figure 5 shows the density profiles of the
three-component BEC at different time instances showing
the dynamical evolution of the density profile of either
components. These 4-fold patterns denote the normal
modes at the interface owing to the second order cosine-
elliptical Mathieu function (see Appendix A). In this case
also, the mushroom tops move either towards the centre
or to the edge of the system so as to maintain the con-
straint of immiscibility throughout the time propagation
of the system under consideration. They are outwards for
BEC−1 and inwards for both BEC−2 and BEC−3. As
we can see from Fig. 5, the mushroom-like structures or
Rayleigh-Taylor fingers grows into definite shape as the
RTI sets in. Thence, we highlight that the condensate
BEC−1 eventually grows outwards and its position is
being filled by the condensate BEC−2 while the third
condensate BEC−3 is shelling the other two.

We show the variation of contact interaction energies
EI

11, EI
22 and EI

33 with time respectively for the present
case in Fig. 6. Here, we mark the onset of RTI videlicet
the density modulation at the first interface separating
the condensates BEC−1 and BEC−2 by τ and that at
the second interface separating BEC−2 and BEC−3 by τ ′
respectively. These instabilities in the system occur with
respect to Eq. (9) in correspondance with the modulations
across the two interfaces. From the figure, we state that
until time τ , i.e., before RTI is being induced in the

FIG. 8: Variation of contact interaction energies
EI

11(green), EI
22(red), EI

33(blue) with the real time prop-
agation of phase separated three-component BEC for the
case of Rayleigh-Taylor instability seeded by the adiabatic
increase in s-wave intraspecies scattering length a22 of
the outermost component of the system as shown in Fig.
[2].

system, the interaction energies EI
22 and EI

33 are almost
constant while EI

11 increases uniformly as we increase a11
linearly. After τ , when the density modulations begin,
EI

11 starts to decrease while EI
22 gradually increases. This

trend in the variation of contact interaction energies goes
hand in hand with the density modulations about the first
interface. Note that EI

33 only changes after the density
modulations occur about the second interface, i.e., only
after τ ′ following which EI

22 decreases while EI
33 increases

with time. This behaviour is justified as per the density
modulations into 4-fold RT fingers in the system. We
observe that the interaction energies saturates to a certain
value in the long run which represents a highly unstable
stage of the system with the Rayleigh-Taylor instability.

We also observe similar effects of RTI in the system
when a11 is suddenly quenched from 92.4a0 to 240a0. The
sudden quench dynamics are given in the supplementary
materials.

C. Case-III: Instability induced by increasing a22

In the third case, we linearly increase the intraspecies
s-wave scattering length a22 with time in order to induce
the Rayleigh-Taylor instability in the system. During the
dynamical evolution of the ground state as shown in Fig. 2,
we increase a22 from 94.5a0 to 240a0 corresponding to t =
0ms and t = 200ms respectively and the system is allowed
to dynamical evolve further. Similar to the previous cases,
we observe that the translational symmetry of the system
breaks at τ ′ = 67.6ms when a22 is increased to 143.7a0
and the second interface is affected first adhering to which
the densities of BEC−2 and BEC−3 are changed. We
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recall that the second interface gets dynamically unstable
according to the Eq. (9) as beyond this time instant
τ ′, a22 > a33(µ2 − V )/(µ3 − V ). As we further increase
a22 to 151.8a0, the first interface between BEC−1 and
BEC−2 starts to deform at time instant τ = 78.7ms.
However, as we have chosen the initial state to have a11 <
a22 < a33, it is trivial that the condition for instability
a22 < a11(µ2−V )/(µ1−V ) at the first interface between
BEC−1 and BEC−2 will not be achieved which is why
the density modulations at the first interface are merely
collateral impacts of the second interface modulations
due to the RTI. The 4-fold RT fingers begin to arise
at all the components of the system much later than
these critical time instances τ and τ ′. Figure 7 shows
the density profiles at various time instants during the
time dynamics of the system as suggested in the present
case. In correspondance with the figure, we comform the
formation of mushroom-like patterns in the system after it
has been triggered. Analogous to the other two cases, the
4-fold non-linear pattern denotes the normal modes for the
cosine-elliptic Mathieu functions for m = 2 as discussed in
Appendix A. Also, as we linearly increase a22, to sustain
the immiscibility criteria, the condensate densities move
in the following way. The component BEC−2 over time
comes towards the periphery of the system with BEC−3
filling up its void. However, BEC−1 remains shelled by
the other components throughout the dynamical evolution.
Thus, its density is not affected much relative to the
other two components. The 4-fold non-linear pattern
appears only when the density modulations of BEC−2
and BEC−3 have already happened. In the long run, the
system enters into breathing modes.

In Fig. 8, we interpret the time variation of the contact
interaction energies EI

jj , (j = 1, 2, 3) for the present case.
As we have already discussed, the RTI triggers into the
system only after the system is allowed to evolve for a
certain time. We associate these critical time instances,
beyond which the first and second interfaces begin to get
modulated, as τ and τ ′ respectively. Here, we analyse the
behaviour of energies EI

jj in three different time zones,
i.e.,

a. between t = 0 ms to t = τ ′ ms - for which EI
11

and EI
33 are constant while EI

22 increases linearly so as to
adjust the increasing repulsive intraspecies intraction g22
albeit the density modulation;

b. between t = τ ′ ms to t = τ ms - which marks the
induction of RTI in the system as density modulations
in BEC−2 and BEC−3 are observed owing to which we
notice that EI

22 decreases smoothly while EI
33 gradually

increases with a very inconsequential variation in EI
11 as

it is negligibly affected by the perturbation triggering RTI
in the system, and

c. beyond τ - after which the system gradually enters
into the breathing modes which is reflected by the satu-
ration of the contact interaction energies EI

jj after little
fluctuations over time.

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have thoroughly examined the various
possibilities for the onset of the Rayleigh-Taylor instabil-
ity in a phase-separated three-component BEC. We have
proposed a BEC mixture of 87Rb - 85Rb - 87Rb in a quasi-
2D axisymmetric trap as a case study and have suggestted
certain ways to initiate the RTI in the system. We numer-
ically solve the GP equations to generate the ground state
of the phase-separated three-component BEC. We have
discussed three different cases for initiating the RTI in the
system. During the dynamical evolution of the system,
we have tuned the intra-species s-wave scattering lengths
of either of the three components. As a result, the stable
configuration of the system changes when the intra-species
scattering length reaches to a critical value. Subsequently,
to restore the new stable configuration, the circular sym-
metry of the interface breaks. This leads to the growth
of mushroom-shaped structures that corresponds to the
cosine-elliptic angular Mathieu functions representing the
normal modes at the interface. A comparison between
all of the above mentioned cases has been presented by
drawing similarities in the density modulations. The time
variation of the interaction energies rightly compliments
the results obtained during the density modulations. The
results obtained in either cases are in excellent agree-
ment with one another. Our study provides insights into
the dynamics of three-component BECs that have poten-
tial implications for the experimental observation of the
Rayleigh-Taylor instability in multi-component BECs.

Our findings pave the way for several future research
avenues in multi-component BEC. In this work, we have
restricted our studies to a particular case where each
condensate has the same number of particles. However,
it would be intriguing to explore the effect of different
ratios of the number of particles on the interfacial dy-
namics. Furthermore, most studies on Rayleigh-Taylor
instability have been done in 2D. So there is a growing
interest in exploring the phenomenon in three dimensions.
This could provide a better understanding to the full
complexity of the instability and its behavior in different
geometries. Moreover, magnetic fields can be used to con-
trol the behavior of atomic BECs in different hyperfine
states [47]. Incorporating magnetic fields into the study
of Rayleigh-Taylor instability in multi-component BECs
could provide new avenues for controlling and manipulat-
ing the instability. Also, multi-component BEC qualify
themselves to be a favoured candidate to study various
interfacial and other non-linear phenomena in quantum
fluids, thereby renewing interests for researchers to look
into challenging problems mimicking other kinds of in-
stabilities such as Kelvin-Helmholtz instability [56–58],
Richtmyer-Meshkov instability [59, 60], Plateau-Rayleigh
instability in the future.
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Appendix A: Normal modes

The system considered here is a zero-temperature phase-
separated three-component BEC. The stationary state of
the system can be well described by the time-independent
GP equations,− ~2

2mj
∇2 + Vj +

3∑
j′=1

gjj′ |ψj′ |2
ψj = µjψj . (A1)

As we discussed in sec II of the main text, we consider a
quasi-two-dimensional harmonic potential of the form

Vj =
1

2
mjω

2(r2 + λ2z2), (A2)

where r2 = x2+y2 and the trap aspect ratio λ = ωz/ω >>
1. Since, the density of each species are relatively low at
the interface, we can neglect the intra and inter-species
interactions at the interface. Under such circumstances
and in the quasi-2D limit the Eq. A1 takes the form,(

−∇2
⊥ + Vj

)
ψj = µjψj

=⇒
(
∇2
⊥ +K2

j

)
ψj = 0. (A3)

where K2
j = µj − Vj .

The Eq. A3 is the 2D-Helmoltz equation. Now if
we do a co-ordinate transformation from 2D cartesian
coordinates (x, y) to elliptic coordinates (r, θ) defined by
the relations x = a cosh r cos θ, y = a sinh r sin θ where
r > 0 and θ ∈ (0, 2π), the Eq. A3 can be cast into the
following form;

1

a2(sinh2 r + sin2 θ)

(
∂2ψj

∂r2
+
∂2ψj

∂θ2

)
+ k2jψj = 0 (A4)

with the solution ψj given as ψj = R(r)Θ(θ). Now sub-
stituting ψj in Eq. A4 we get,(

1

R

∂2R

∂r2
+ k2ja

2 sinh2 r

)
+

(
1

Φ

∂2Φ

∂θ2
+ k2ja

2 sin2 θ

)
= 0

(A5)
Now by the method of separation of variables, Eq. A5
can be reduced to the radial and the angular Mathieu
equations [61, 62] viz.,

d2R

dr2
−

[(
A+

k2ja
2

2

)
−
k2ja

2

2
cosh 2r

]
R = 0, (A6)

d2Θ

dθ2
+

[(
A+

k2ja
2

2

)
−
k2ja

2

2
cos 2θ

]
Θ = 0 (A7)

where A is the separation constant. The interface of the
phase-separated three-component BEC has fixed radial
coordinate r. However, the angle θ varies from 0 to 2π.
Thus the solutions, Θ of the angular Mathieu equation
(Eq. A7) represent the normal modes. Now for a circular
symmetric trapping potential, the angular (Eq. A7) and
the radial Mathieu equations (Eq. A6) becomes the well
known harmonic and Bessel equation in the limit a→ 0,
respectively. In this limit Eq. A7 becomes

d2Θ

dθ2
+AΘ = 0, (A8)

and the solutions of Eq. A8 are the trigonometric function
cos(mθ) (even) and sin(mθ) (odd), where m is the order
of the angular Mathieu function.

As discussed in section III for case-I, case-II and case-
III in sections III A, III B and III C respectively, the 4-
fold symmetric mushroom-shaped pattern develops as the
Rayleigh-Taylor instability sets in. The corresponding
solution of Eq. A8 which satisfies this 4-fold symmetric
pattern is cos 2θ. We discuss in Appendix D a case of
instability corresponding to the cosine-elliptic Mathieu
function od order 1 for which a 2-fold mushroom-shaped
pattern is observed. These normal modes grow exponen-
tially with time according to the Eq. 9.

Appendix B: Details on numerical implementation

In section III of the main text, we mentioned about
numerically solving Eq. (1) to generate the ground state
and thereby examining the dynamical evolution of its so-
lution under certain perturbations so as to study the RTI
in the phase-separated three-component BEC. In our case
study, we consider the system to be confined in a quasi-2D
harmonic trapping potential. In the quasi-2D regime, the
motion of atoms in the z-direction are rendered insensi-
tive and the wave functions ψj (j = 1, 2, 3) are expressed

as φj(x, y)ζ(z) where ζ(z) = (λ/π)1/4exp(−λz2/2) is the
ground state solution along the z-direction and λ is the
trap aspect ratio. After integrating out the variable z, the
2D dimensionless time-dependent GP Eq. (1) governing
the dynamics of the BEC takes the form [63, 64];

i
∂φj
∂t

=

[
−1

2

m0

mj
∇2
⊥ +

1

2

mj

m0
(x2 + y2) +

3∑
j′=1

Gjj′Nj |φj′ |2
]
φj

(B1)

where m0 is the minimum of atomic masses mj and

Gjj′ =
√
λ/2π2πajj′m0/mjj′ is the effective 2D nonlinear
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FIG. 9: Variation of contact interaction energies EI
jj

(rows [1-3]) with the time propagation of phase separated
three-component BEC for all the cases (columns [1-3]) of
Rayleigh-Taylor instability discussed in the main text for
different number of particles Nj in the system.

interaction. We prepare the initial state by rescaling the
lengths in the unit of the characteristic length given as
aosc =

√
~/m0ω and ω is the radial trapping frequency.

To generate the ground state, we numerically solve the
Eq. (B1) using the split-step Crank-Nicholson method
by propagating the macroscopic wave functions ψj in
imaginary time [65–67]. Next, we use this imaginary
timme propagated ground state as our initial state and
solve the same Eq. (B1) allowing the system to evolve
in real time for a specific case of perturbation as dis-
cussed in the main text. All of our simultions runs from
a spatial extent of −20aosc to 20aosc in both x and y
(radial) directions with 2001 × 2001 grid points. The
employed spatial discretization (grid spacing) refers to
∆x = ∆y = 0.02 aosc, while the time step of the numerical
integration is δt = (2× 10−4)/ω.

Appendix C: Discussion on num-
ber of particles in each component

In the main text, we chose the number of par-
ticles in the ratio 1:1:1 in each component of the
three-component BEC to prepare the ground state.
In this section, we draw a comparison between the various
cases for triggering the RTI in the system, discussed
above for different number of particles in the same ratio.

x

y

a1n1

t=241.1ms

10µm

a2

t=256.2ms

a3

t=261ms

a4

t=264.1ms

b1n2 b2 b3 b4

c1n3 c2 c3 c4

0

175

0

175

0

175

n(µm−2)

FIG. 10: (a1-a4), (b1-b4) and (c1-c4) shows the density
profiles n1, n2 and n3 of components BEC−1, BEC−2 and
BEC−3 respectively, at different time instances shown
in columns: (1) t = τ = 241.1ms, (2) t = τ ′ = 256.2ms,
(3) t = 261ms, (4) t = 264.1ms. The scattering length
a22 is linearly decreased from 94.5a0 to 50a0 between
t = 0ms to t = 100ms, after which it is fixed to 50a0. The
three-component BEC is initialized in an axisymmetric
trap with (ω, ωz) = 2π × (50, 2500)Hz with number of
atoms in each component, Nj = 60000 (j = 1, 2, 3).

Much likely in the same way as discussed in the text,
we generate the initial ground state of the system with
different values of total number of particles per component,
viz., for Nj = (4, 6, 8, 10)×104, by numerically solving the
Eq. (1). We further study the time propagation of each
of these initial states for all the three cases mentioned for
inducing the RTI in the system.

We compare all of these cases in Fig. 9 in which we
show the variation of EI

jj with Nj for either case. From

the figure, we infer that each of EI
jj follows a similar trend

when varied with time under either case of perturbation
which strongly agrees with the choice of the number ratio.
In Fig. 9, each vertical column represents the three cases
of inducing the RTI in the system as discussed in the
main text and in each row, we compare the Ejj ’s for
different number of particles. Here, we observe that for
a particular case of perturbation, the time-variation of
the contact interaction energies is typical and the trend
is exactly same for different number of particles. In other
words, this choice of the initial state to work with for
triggering instability in the system is independent of the
number of particles Nj . Thence, we can comply that for
any system as shown in [Fig. 2], we can induce the RTI
by tuning the scattering lengths independently.
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Appendix D: Rayleigh-Taylor insta-
bility following a linear quench in a22

In the main text, we discussed the conventional meth-
ods for inducing the RTI in a phase-separated three-
component BEC. We studied the dynamical evolution of
the system under the three cases in great details. In this
section, we focus on a special case to trigger the instability
in the system. Here, we decrease the s-wave scattering
length a22 from 94.5 a0 to 50 a0 for a period of 100 ms
and then the system is allowed to propagate in time.

For such a perturbation, we observe the density modu-
lations appearing at the interfaces which grows exponen-
tially into complicated non-linear fingers much like the
previously discussed cases. The only contrast being the
much delayed episode of instability that too with the oc-
curance of a 2-fold mushroom instability at the interfaces
instead of a 4-fold pattern. We have shown the snapshots
of the density profiles of the three-component BEC in Fig.
10. From this figure, we infer that the onset of density
modulations first start at the interface shared between
BEC−1 and BEC−2 at around t = 241.1ms, and later at
around t = 256.2ms, the interface between BEC−2 and
BEC−3 starts to get deformed. These deformations grow
into non-linear fingers in the long run as shown in Fig.
10.

It is both interesting and important to appreciate the
subtle differences between this case and those discussed
in the main text, particularly the third case. In this case,
as we gradually decrease the s-wave scattering length a22
thereby decreasing the repulsive intraspecies interaction
g22, the condensate BEC−2 over time tries to come to the
centre of the system. However, since BEC−3 is shielding
the other two components, it is minimally affected due
to the RTI induced in this case for the same reasons due
to which the condensate BEC−1 remains relatively less
affected in Case-III C. Another noteworthy feature of this
case is the contact interaction energies EI

11 and EI
33 are

almost constant until the onset of the RTI in the system,
while EI

22 first decreases upto 100 ms (during which the
scattering length a22 is being decreased linearly), and after
that it is almost constant until the density modulations
begin. We have not shown the figure for contact energy
variations here.

Appendix E: Instability fol-
lowing a sudden quench of a22

For this case, we induce the instability in a phase-
separated system (Fig. 2) with Nj = 60000, chosen as

x

y

a1n1

t=118.5ms

10µm

a2

t=129.7ms

a3

t=137.6ms

a4

t=142.4ms

b1n2 b2 b3 b4

c1n3 c2 c3 c4

0

180

0

180

0

180

n(µm−2)

FIG. 11: (a1-a4), (b1-b4) and (c1-c4) shows the density
profiles n1, n2 and n3 of components BEC−1, BEC−2 and
BEC−3 respectively, at different time instances shown in
columns: (1) t = τ = 118.5ms, (2) t = τ ′ = 129.7ms, (3)
t = 137.6ms, (4) t = 142.4ms. The scattering length a22
is suddenly decreased from 92.4a0 to 50a0, after which it
is fixed to 50a0. The three-component BEC is initialized
in an axisymmetric trap with (ω, ωz) = 2π× (50, 2500)Hz
with number of atoms in each component, Nj = 60000
(j = 1, 2, 3).

the initial state. Here, we suddenly quench the s-wave
scattering length a22 from 94.5a0 to 50a0 during the time
propgation and let the system to dynamically evolve fur-
ther in a similar way as we discussed for the other cases
of perturbation in section III.

In this case, we observe certain non-linear density mod-
ulations at the two interfaces shared between the three
components of the system. The density profiles of the
three-components of the phase-separated BEC during its
time evolution has been presented in the Fig. 11. Anal-
ogous to the previous cases, the interfaces are affected
at different time instances. Owing to the trigger, the
condensate densities are modulated into exponentially
evolving complicated non-linear patterns as shown in Fig.
11.

Although the quench dynamics for varying parameters
can be focused in a separate study, this peculiar case of
sudden quench suggests a certain way to induce instabili-
ties in a multi-component system. Such studies can be
regarded highly merely for their versatility.
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