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We study the dynamics of solitons under the action of one-dimensional quasiperiodic lattice po-
tentials, fractional diffraction, and nonlinearity. The formation and stability of the solitons is inves-
tigated in the framework of the fractional nonlinear Schrödinger equation. By means of variational
and numerical methods, we identify conditions under which stable solitons emerge, stressing the
effect of the fractional diffraction on soliton properties. The reported findings contribute to the
understanding of the soliton behavior in complex media, with implications for topological photonics
and matter-wave dynamics in lattice potentials.

I. INTRODUCTION

This work aims to study the interplay between the
fractional diffraction, which affects the wave propagation
through its nonlocal nature, Anderson localization (AL),
which accounts for the effects of disorder and quasiperi-
odicity on the wave confinement, and local nonlinearity.
The results may help to expand the understanding of the
wave dynamics in complex media, offering insights into
new soliton states and stability criteria.

The fractional diffraction emerges, in the framework
of fractional quantum mechanics [1, 2], as the kinetic-
energy operator for the wave function of particles whose
stochastic motion is performed, at the classical level, by
Lévy flights (random leaps). This means that, in one
dimension (1D), the average distance L of the randomly
walking classical particle from its initial position grows
with time t as

L ∼ t1/α (1)

where α is the Lévy index (LI) [3]. In the case of α = 2,
Eq. (1) amounts to the usual random-walk law for a
Brownian particle. The Lévy-flight regime, correspond-
ing to α < 2, implies that the corresponding superdiffu-
sive walk is faster than Brownian. The quantization of
the Lévy-flight motion was performed by means of Feyn-
man’s path-integral formulation, in which the integration
is carried out over flight paths characterized by the re-
spective LI [1, 2]. The result is the derivation of the
fractional Schrödinger equation (FSE) for wave function
Ψ of the Lévy-flying particles. In the 1D case, the scaled
form of FSE is [1, 2, 4]

i
∂Ψ

∂t
=

1

2

(
− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

Ψ+ V (x)Ψ, (2)

where α is the same LI as in Eq. (1), and V (x)
is the external potential. The fractional-kinetic-energy

(fractional-diffraction) operator in Eq. (2) is defined as
the Riesz derivative, which is constructed as the juxta-
position of the direct and inverse Fourier transforms [5],(

− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

ψ =
1

2π

∫ +∞

−∞
dp|p|α

∫ +∞

−∞
dξeip(x−ξ)Ψ(ξ).

(3)
The well-known proposal to emulate FSE, which re-

mains far from experimental realization, by experimen-
tally accessible equation for paraxial diffraction of light
in an appropriately designed optical cavity [6], and the
experimentally realized fractional group-velocity disper-
sion in a fiber cavity [7], suggests a possibility to add the
cubic term, which represents the usual optical nonlinear-
ity, to the respective FSE, thus arriving at concept of
the fractional nonlinear Schrödinger equation (FNLSE).
Models based on diverse varieties of FNLSE were sub-
jects of many theoretical works that aimed to predict
fractional solitons, vortices, domain walls, and other non-
linear modes, see reviews [8, 9].
In the framework of the 2D FNLSE including self-

defocusing nonlinearity and a spatially periodic potential
(optical lattice (OL), in terms of Bose-Einstein conden-
sates (BECs)), fundamental (zero-vorticity) 2D gap soli-
tons and their stability were investigated in Refs. [10] and
[11]. In the latter work, the case of very deep lattices was
addressed, and vortex solitons were constructed too. In
the same model, but with the self-focusing nonlinearity,
vortex solitons of the rhombus and square types (alias
onsite- and offsite-centered ones) and their stability were
addressed in Ref. [12]. In the case of the usual (non-
fractional) diffraction (with LI α = 2) and self-focusing
sign of the nonlinearity, rhombus- and square-shaped vor-
tex solitons, stabilized by the OL potential, were first in-
troduced, respectively, in Refs. [13] and [14]. In the limit
case of the discrete system with the fractional diffraction,
vortex solitons were considered in Ref. [15].
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Gap solitons are nonlinear self-trapped modes sup-
ported by systems featuring a bandgap in the linear spec-
trum [16]. The bandgap is a frequency range in which
the linear wave propagation is suppressed by the periodic
structure of the medium. The interplay of effects of the
OL-induced bandgap and nonlinearity allow the forma-
tion of localized wave packets populating the bandgap in
the system’s spectrum [17, 18]. This is what makes gap
solitons special: they exist, and may be stable, in fre-
quency ranges where the propagation of the linear waves
is forbidden by the bandgap (actually, gap solitons can-
not represent the system’s ground state. i.e., they may be
metastable modes, at best). Thus, in contrast to the AL,
which is a linear effect, the existence of gap solitons re-
quires the presence of the nonlinearity. Remarkably, the
bandgap spectrum of a quasiperiodic potential is frac-
tal [21]. The stability and existence of gap solitons in
quasiperiodic lattices with adjustable parameters, such as
the sublattice depth and LI (in the case of the fractional
diffraction) have been investigated in Refs. [21, 28]. Re-
cently, localization-delocalizations transitions in a 1D lin-
ear discrete system combining fractional diffraction and
a quasiperiodic potential were demonstrated in Ref. [19].

Thus, localized states that are maintained by OLs be-
long to one of the two distinct types: (i) low-lying modes
of the linear system with a random or quasiperiodic po-
tential, intrinsically related to the AL; (ii) gap solitons
in nonlinear self-defocusing media, which populate the
bandgap of the linear spectrum of the corresponding
FSE. Gap solitons with a finite spatial extension are ex-
cited states of the nonlinear system which do not bifur-
cate from its linear counterpart, while AL, being basi-
cally a linear phenomenon, tends to get destroyed by the
repulsive nonlinearity [24, 25].

The paper is organized as follows. In section II we in-
troduce the model based on the FNLSE with a quasiperi-
odic potential. In Section III we present analytical and
numerical results for the stationary states (the analytical
results are obtained by means of the variational approx-
imation, VA). In Section IV we investigate the stability
of the stationary states for different regimes, including
repulsive and attractive nonlinear self-interaction. The
paper is concluded by Section V.

II. THE MODEL

We aim to generalize for the case of the fractional
diffraction the model introduced in Ref. [26] for BEC
in a quasiperiodic potential of the following form:

V (x) =

2∑
j=1

Aj sin
2

(
2π

λj
x

)
. (4)

Here Aj = 4π2sj/λ
2
j , sj are amplitudes of the sublattice

potentials, and λj the respective wavelengths, measured

in units of the oscillatory length a⊥ =
√
ℏ/mω of the

transverse confinement imposed by the tight harmonic-
oscillator potential with frequency ω.
A natural conjecture is that an ultracold gas of par-

ticles moving by Lévy flights may form BEC with wave
function Ψ (x, t), that, in the mean-field approximation,
obeys a Gross-Pitaevskii equation built as FSE (2) to
which the usual collision-induced cubic term is added.
However, it is relevant to mention that a consistent mi-
croscopic derivation of such a fractional Gross-Pitaevskii
equation has not yet been reported, therefore it may be
adopted as a phenomenological model [27].
In the framework of the above-mentioned conjecture,

in the effectively 1D setting the evolution of wave func-
tion Ψ(x, t) of BEC of Lévy-flying particles is governed
by the fractional Gross-Pitaevskii equation, alias FNLSE.
In the scaled form, it is written as

i
∂Ψ

∂t
=

1

2

(
− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

Ψ+ V (x)Ψ + g|Ψ|2Ψ, (5)

cf. Eq. (2). The wave function is normalized as follows:

+∞∫
−∞

|Ψ(x)|2dx = 1 (6)

We here fix the sublattice amplitudes as s1 = 2, s2 = 0.4
and wavelengths as

λ1 ≡ 2π

κ1
= 2, λ2 ≡ 2π

κ2
=

1

2
(
√
5 + 1) (7)

(i.e., λ2 is the commonly known golden ratio).

III. STATIONARY STATES

Wave functions of stationary state are looked for in the
usual form,

Ψ(x, t) = ψ(x)e−iµt, (8)

where µ is the chemical potential and the spatial wave
function ψ(x) satisfies equation

µψ =
1

2

(
− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

ψ + V (x)ψ + g|ψ|2ψ. (9)

We will investigate stationary states analytically, by
means of VA, and numerically.

A. The variational approach (VA)

We have developed VA for the stationary states using
a multi-peak trial function (ansatz, see Appendix A). In
this section, we present VA in detail for a three-peak
ansatz of the form:

ψ(x) = ψ0(x) + ψ−(x) + ψ+(x), (10)
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FIG. 1. Schematics of the quasi-periodic optical lattice poten-
tial V (x) (solid black line) and the triple variational ansatz
[Eq. (10)]: the central component ψ0(x) (dashed blue) and
satellite ones, ψ+(x) and ψ−(x) (dashed black and red lines,
respectively). In the general case, satellites exhibit different
peak amplitudes.

where

ψj(x) = hj exp

(
− (x− xj)

2

2w2
j

)
, (11)

with hj representing amplitudes associated with points
x0 and x±, that correspond to local minima of the OL
(as illustrated in Fig. 1). In ansatz (10) function ψ0(x)
represents the central wave packet, peaking at x = x0.
We assume that the effective widths of the satellite com-
ponents ψ−(x) and ψ+(x) are equal to that of the central
one, i.e., w+ = w− = w0 = w.

We apply VA only to the overlapping between adja-
cent peaks, thus focusing on products of the form ψ0ψj .
Terms involving ψ+ψ− are neglected as the integrals cor-
responding overlap integrals are negligibly small. There-
fore, the density distribution and interaction-energy den-
sity are approximated by

|ψ|2 ≈ ψ2
0 + ψ2

+ + ψ2
− + 2ψ0(ψ+ + ψ−), (12)

|ψ|4 ≈ ψ4
0 + ψ4

+ + ψ4
− + 6ψ2

0(ψ
2
+ + ψ2

−) (13)

+4ψ0[ψ
2
0(ψ+ + ψ−) + ψ3

+ + ψ3
−]. (14)

In the framework of VA, one obtains the norm (scaled
number of particles in the BEC) as

N =

+∞∫
−∞

|ψ|2dx =
√
πwh20fN (b+, b−, w), (15)

where

fN (b+, b−, w) = 1 + b2+ + b2− + 2[ε+(w)b+ + ε−(w)b−],
(16)

ε±(w) = exp

[
− (x0 − x±)

2

4w2

]
, (17)

b± = h±/h0 being ratios of the amplitude of the left and
right satellite peaks to the amplitude of the central one.
Utilizing Eq. (15), the amplitude in the central peak, h0,
can be expressed in terms of N . Consequently, for a fixed
N , we have three variational parameters: the common
width of the peaks, w, and two relative amplitudes of
the satellites, b±.
The energy functional for stationary FNLSE (9) is

E =
1

2

+∞∫
−∞

dxψ∗
(
− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

ψ

+
g

2

+∞∫
−∞

dx |ψ|4 +
+∞∫

−∞

dxV (x) |ψ|2 . (18)

Employing ansatz Eq. (10), we can analytically calcu-
late all integrals in Eq. (18). In particular,the contribu-
tion from the nonlinear self-interaction is linked to the
integral

+∞∫
−∞

|ψ|4dx =

√
π

2
wh40fg(b+, b−, w), (19)

where

fg(b+, b−, w) = 1 + b4+ + b4− + 6
(
ε2−(w)b

2
− + ε2+(w)b

2
+

)
+4
(
b−(1 + b2−)ε

3/2
− (w) + b+(1 + b2+)ε

3/2
+ (w)

)
. (20)

The OL contribution is expressed in terms of the follow-
ing integral:

+∞∫
−∞

sin2(κx)|ψ(x)|2dx =
1

2

√
πwh20fκ(b+, b−, w), (21)

where

fκ(b+, b−, w) = σκ(2κx0, w) + σκ(2κx+, w)b
2
+

+σκ(2κx−, w)b
2
− + 2ε+(w)σκ(κ[x0 + x+], w)b+

+2ε−(w)σκ(κ[x0 + x−], w)b− (22)

and

σκ(ξ, w) = 1− e−κ2w2

cos(ξ). (23)

The fractional-diffraction term is actually given by the
multiple integral,

+∞∫
−∞

dxψ∗
(
− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

ψ =

+∞∫
−∞

dk kα |F [ψ]|2

=

√
πh20
2w

fα(b+, b−, w), (24)
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where F is the symbol of the Fourier transform, cf. Eq.
(3),

fα(b+, b−, w) =
2√
π
w2−αΓ

(
1 + α

2

){
1 + b2+ + b2−

+2b+χ+ (α,w) + 2b−χ− (α,w)} (25)

and

χ±(α,w) =1 F1

(
1 + α

2
,
1

2
,− (x0 − x±)

2

4w2

)
, (26)

1F1(a, b, z) being the Kummer’s confluent hypergeomet-
ric function. For α = 2, function fα in Eq. (25)
can be expressed in terms of elementary functions, us-
ing a known property of the hypergeometric function:

1F1(3/2, 1/2, z) = ez(1 + 2z) and Γ(3/2) =
√
π/2.

Finally, we obtain the total VA energy functional:

E(b+, b−, w) =
N

4w2
Iα +

gN2

2w
√
2π
Ig

+
N

2

(
A1I

(1)
V +A2I

(2)
V

)
, (27)

where Iα, Ig, and I
(j)
V are functions of three variational

parameters, b+, b−, and w, defined as follows:

Iα = fα/fN , Ig = fg/f
2
N , I

(j)
V = fκj/fN . (28)

In the limit case of the non-fractional diffraction (α = 2)
and for single-peak ansatz, with b± = 0, energy func-
tional (18) carries over into the one obtained by means
of VA in Ref. [26].

Maintaining the normalization condition N = 1 for
fixed LI α, and fixed values of the normalized interac-
tion strength g and OL parameters, such as the positions
of potential-trap minima (x0, x±), amplitudes (A1, A2),
and κ1, κ2 (see Eq. (7)), we aim to find values of the
variational parameters b+, b−, w that minimize energy
E(b+, b−, w).

Further, the density profiles for fixed values of g =
1, g = −0.5 and different values of LI α are plotted in
Fig. 2. The peaks tend to narrow with the decrease of
α, which is explained by the fact that sharper profiles
are necessary to balance the nonlinearity in the case of
weaker diffraction. Note that, in the cases of α = 1 and
α < 1 (such as α = 0.8, shown in Fig. 2), combined with
the self-attraction (g < 0), soliton solutions produced by
the 1D FNLSE are unstable, severally, against the action
of the critical and supercritical collapse [8, 9].

Using the VA solutions, we derive the chemical poten-
tial µ as a function of the interaction strength g under
fixed normalization N = 1. Figure 3 illustrates the de-
pendence of the chemical potential and energy on g for
the fixed value of the LI, α = 1.5, comparing results from
the VA and numerical methods. Similarly, Fig. 4 com-
pares the form factor given by Eq.(29). The VA based on
the three-peak ansatz (10) yields highly accurate results,
while the single-peak ansatz performs significantly worse.

FIG. 2. The VA solutions for the three-peak ansatz, obtained
in the case of fixed g = 1 (a) and g = −0.5 (b) (the self-
repulsive and self-attractive nonlinearities, respectively) and
different values of LI (α).
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FIG. 3. Numerical results (circles and squares) and their VA-
produced counterparts, obtained by means of the ansatz ad-
mitting the single or three peaks (the dashed and solid lines,
respectively), for the dependence of energy E and chemical
potential µ on the coupling constant g, for LI α = 1.5.

To characterize the localization degree of the bound
states, we define the integral form-factor χ, fixing the
normalization condition (6):

χ =

+∞∫
−∞

|ψ|4dx. (29)

Larger values of the form-factor correspond to stronger
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FIG. 4. Numerical results and their VA-produced counter-
parts, obtained by means of the ansatz admitting the single
or three peaks, for the dependence of the form-factor (χ, see
Eq. (29)) on the coupling constant g, for different values of
LI: α = 2, α = 1.5 and α = 1.

localization. The results produced by VA for the form-
factor are summarized by the heatmap in the plane of
the nonlinearity strength (coupling constant, g) and LI
α in Fig. 5.

FIG. 5. VA results for three-peak states, which display the
dependence of the form-factor (χ, see Eq. (29)) on the cou-
pling constant g and LI α. VA produces no solutions in the
white area.

Next, we consider two-peak in-phase and out-of-phase
states (with the same or opposite signs of the peaks of the
wave function, respectively). The location of the ansatz’s
peaks is x0 ≈ 8 and x1 ≈ 9, where depths of the potential
wells take close values.

To identify local energy minima which can produce the
VA solutions, we plot the dependence of the energy on
the variational parameters w (width) and b = h1/h0 (rel-
ative amplitude, see Eq. (11)) in Fig. 6. It is seen that,
for large enough values of |g|, there are two local min-
ima, instead of one. There exist critical values g+ > 0
and g− < 0, which depend on the LI α, such that for
g > g+ we have out-of-phase solutions, with h1/h0 < 0
(in addition to regular ones with h1/h0 > 0), as seen
in panel (a) of Fig. 6. For g < g−, panel (b) also ex-
hibits two solutions, with broken symmetry between the
two potential wells (h1/h0 < 1 and h1/h0 > 1). Ac-

tually, spontaneous symmetry breaking is a well-known
property of NLSE solutions with two-well potentials and
self-attractive nonlinearity [31, 32].
It is worth noting that, unlike the case of the truly

symmetric double-well potential [37], states with broken
symmetry below the critical value g− do not emerge from
a single point at h1/h0 = 1, and the product of their rela-
tive amplitudes is less than 1. Additionally, the absolute
value of the relative amplitude |h1/h0| of solutions that
exist for g > g− (in particular, out-of-phase states, which
appear above g+) is less than 1, in contrast to the case
of the symmetric potential, where this value is exactly
1. More detailed results for states in the symmetric po-
tential are provided in the Supplemental Material of this
article.
Properties of the VA-predicted two-peak states are fur-

ther illustrated by Fig. 7, in which panel (a) shows the
relative height of the peaks of the wave function in the
bound states vs. g, and (b) shows the critical values g±
vs. LI α. It is seen that the critical values become closer
to zero with the decrease of α, which is explained by
the fact that weaker nonlinearity is required to initiate
the spontaneous symmetry breaking in the competition
with weaker diffraction (corresponding to smaller α). It
is worthy to note that values g+ and |g−| are quite close
for all values of LI α.

B. Numerical solutions

To find stationary solutions numerically, we used a
dissipative version of FNLSE (5), including an artificial
damping parameter 0 < γ ≪ 1:

(i− γ)
∂Ψ̃

∂t
=

1

2

(
− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

Ψ̃ + V (x)Ψ̃ + g̃|Ψ̃|2Ψ̃− µΨ̃.

(30)
We use the damped version of GPE to find stationary
states rather than to describe some physical dissipative
process [33]. Thus, simulating Eq. (30) with the VA-
predicted initial condition, it is possible to achieve a
numerically accurate stationary state corresponding to
chemical potential µ. Although the norm of the wave
function and energy are not conserved in the course of
the evolution governed by Eq. (30), the wave function
eventually converges to a stationary state corresponding
to chemical potential µ. The simulations pulled up when
the integral residual, defined as

δΨ =

+∞∫
−∞

∣∣∣∣∣
[(

− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

+ V + g|Ψ|2 − µ

]
Ψ

∣∣∣∣∣
2

dx, (31)

attained its minimum at some point in time, t = t0. Hav-
ing obtained the stationary state, we renormalized the
wave function and the coupling constant as follows:

ψ = Ψ̃(x, t0)/
√
Ñ , g = g̃Ñ , (32)
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FIG. 6. Variational results illustrating the wave function profiles (left) and color-coded energy E (right), given by Eq. (27), as
functions of the variational parameters w and b = h1/h0, for α = 2. Panels (a) and (b) correspond to self-repulsive (g = 1.5)
and attractive (g = −1) nonlinearities, respectively. Local energy minima are indicated by black dots. The red solid line
represents in-phase solutions with 0 < h1/h0 < 1, the blue dashed line denotes spatially antisymmetric (out-of-phase) solutions
with h1/h0 < 0, and the green dash-dotted line indicates a second solution with broken symmetry (h1/h0 > 1).
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FIG. 7. (a) The variational parameter, the peak-amplitude ratio b = h1/h0, as the function of the coupling constant, g, in
the case of the non-fractional diffraction (α = 2) and normalization N = 1. (b) The dependence of the critical values of the
coupling constant, g+ and g− on LI α. The second (spatially antisymmetric, out-of-phase) solution, with h1/h0 < 0 (blue
dashed lines in both panels), appears at g > g+, and the second solution with broken symmetry (h1/h0 > 1, green dash-dotted
lines in both panels) appears at g < g−. The red solid line indicates the in-phase solutions with 0 < h1/h0 < 1.

where Ñ is the norm of the wave function at t = t0, to
restore the adopted normalization, N = 1.

We have compared numerical results generated by
means of Eq. (30) and with the help of the above-
mentioned ITP method. The latter method produces
the same solutions for small g, but when g > 0 increases,

the ITP iterative process converges poorly, as the wave
function spreads over a large spatial domain. Therefore,
we mainly followed the approach based on Eq. (30), as
it provides reliable convergence.
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IV. DYNAMICS OF SOLITONS

The robustness of the bound states was examined by
simulations of their evolution. First, Fig. 8 shows the
obvious difference in the evolution of the numerical solu-
tions in the linear model (g = 0 in Eq. (5)) with the pe-
riodic and quasiperiodic OL potentials, in the case of the
non-fractional diffraction α = 2. In accordance with the
commonly known principles, the wave function spreads
out in the former case, and remains confined, due to the
AL effect, in the latter situation.

FIG. 8. The evolution of three-peak numerical solutions in
the linear model with the non-fractional diffraction normal
diffraction (g = 0, α = 2), under the action of the periodic (a)
and quasiperiodic (b) OL potentials.

On the other hand, it is shown in Fig. 9 that, under the
action of the repulsive self-interaction and non-fractional
diffraction (α = 2), not only the quasiperiodic potential
but also the periodic one make it possible to create stable
localized states – actually, as gap solitons.

In the case of the fractional diffraction (α < 2), with
the same strength of the self-repulsion (coupling con-
stant), g = 1, the bound states demonstrate similar ro-
bustness. Next, we address FNLSE with stronger repul-
sive interaction (g = 5), as in this case Fig. 10 exhibits a
difference in the stability between different values of LI
α. Furthermore, we here produce the results for five-peak
bound states, in order to explore the robustness of more
complex bound states. It is seen that the bound states
are notably more stable for the fractional diffraction,
with α < 2.

While the results displayed in Figs. 9, 10, and 10 were
obtained in the fully numerical form, it is also relevant
to check the evolution of the VA-predicted three-peak
modes. It is seen in Fig. 11 that, under the action of

FIG. 9. The evolution of the three-peak numerical solutions
in the case of the self-repulsion and normal (non-fractional)
diffraction (g = 1, α = 2), with norm N = 1, under the action
of the periodic (a) and quasiperiodic (b) OL potentials.

the fractional diffraction, with α = 1.5 and, especially,
α = 1, the ensuing dynamics is essentially more steady
than in the case of the non-fractional diffraction, α = 2,
i.e., the VA accuracy improves with the decrease of α.

V. CONCLUSION

We have investigated the interplay between the frac-
tional diffraction and 1D quasiperiodic potentials in
shaping the gap-soliton dynamics. Using the VA (varia-
tional approximation) and numerical methods, we have
produced self-trapped states and identified their stabil-
ity, varying the LI (Lévy index) which determines the
fractional diffraction. These findings not only advance
the understanding of the nonlinear wave propagation in
fractional and disordered media but also expand poten-
tial applications of solitons in optical data-processing
schemes, by revealing conditions for improving the sta-
bility of the solitons.

It is relevant to extend the analysis for the compound
states including two or several localized modes consid-
ered above. Promising possibilities are to consider the
interplay of the fractional diffraction with other forms of
nonlinearity (in particular, nonpolynomial terms [34, 35],
which are produced by strong confinement applied to
BEC in the transverse directions) and, eventually, higher-
dimensional settings. In particular, it may be interesting
to construct two- and three-dimensional localized modes
with embedded vorticity.
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FIG. 10. The evolution of the five-peak numerical solutions
in the case of the strong self-repulsion (g = 5) and different
values of LI α, with norm N = 1. (a) α = 2, (b) α = 1.5, (c)
α = 1.
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Appendix A: Generalized variational analysis

Here we present calculations of the integrals with the
multi-peak ansatz:

ψ =
∑
j

hj exp

(
− (x− xj)

2

2w2

)
. (A1)

FIG. 11. The evolution of the three-peak VA-predicted so-
lutions under the action of strong self-repulsion (g = 5) and
different values of LI α, with norm N = 1. (a) α = 2, (b)
α = 1.5, (c) α = 1.

The corresponding energy functional is:

E =

+∞∫
−∞

dx

[
ψ∗ 1

2

(
− ∂2

∂x2

)α/2

ψ + V (x)|ψ|2 + g

2
|ψ|4

]

=
1

2π

+∞∫
0

pα|Fψ|2dp+
2∑

i=1

Ai

+∞∫
−∞

sin2 (κix) |ψ|2dx

+
g

2

+∞∫
−∞

|ψ|4dx, (A2)

where F is the symbol of the Fourier transform. We
consider only the overlapping between neighboring peaks,
denoting bj = hj/h0, where h0 is the amplitude of one
of the peaks (for instance, the central one). We have
variational parameters w and {bj ̸=0}, whose total number
is equal to the number of peaks. For the norm of the
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ansatz we obtain

N =

+∞∫
−∞

|ψ|2dx

=
∑
j,k

hjhk

+∞∫
−∞

exp

(
− (x− xj)

2 + (x− xk)
2

2w2

)
dx

=
∑
j,k

{
hjhk exp

(
− (xj − xk)

2

4w2

)

×
+∞∫

−∞

exp

[
− 1

w2

(
x− xj + xk

2

)2
]
dx


=

√
πw
∑
j,k

hjhkεjk(w) =
√
πwh20fN , (A3)

where

fN = 1 +
∑
j ̸=0

b2j + 2
∑
⟨j,k⟩

bjbkεjk(w), (A4)

εjk(w) = exp

(
− (xj − xk)

2

4w2

)
(A5)

and
∑
⟨j,k⟩

denotes the sum over the neighboring indices.

By fixing norm N , we can eliminate h0:

h20 =
N√
πwfN

. (A6)

The corresponding kinetic-energy term is

1

2π

+∞∫
0

pα|Fψ|2dp

=
1

2π

+∞∫
0

pα

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
j

hj

+∞∫
−∞

exp

(
− (x− xj)

2

2w2

)
e−ipxdx

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

dp

=
1

2π

+∞∫
0

pα

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
j

hje
−ipxj

√
2πwe−p2w2/2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

dp

= w2
∑
j,k

hjhk

+∞∫
0

pαe−p2w2

cos
(
p(xj − xk)

)
dp

=
Γ
(
α+1
2

)
2wα−1

∑
j,k

hjhkχ
(α)
jk (w) =

Γ
(
α+1
2

)
N

2
√
πwα

fK
fN

, (A7)

where

fK = 1 +
∑
j ̸=0

b2j + 2
∑
⟨j,k⟩

bjbkχ
(α)
jk (w), (A8)

χ
(α)
jk (w) = 1F1

(
α+ 1

2
,
1

2
,− (xj − xk)

2

4w2

)
. (A9)

The potential-energy term:

2∑
i=1

Ai

+∞∫
−∞

sin2 (κix) |ψ|2dx

=

2∑
i=1

Ai

∑
j,k

hjhkεjk(w)
+∞∫

−∞

sin2(κix)

× exp

[
− 1

w2

(
x− xj + xk

2

)2
]
dx

}

=

√
πw

2

2∑
i=1

Ai

∑
j,k

hjhkεjk(w)σ
(i)
jk (w)

=
N

2fN

2∑
i=1

Aif
(i)
P , (A10)

where

f
(i)
P = σ

(i)
00 (w) +

∑
j ̸=0

b2jσ
(i)
jj (w)

+2
∑
⟨j,k⟩

bjbkεjk(w)σ
(i)
jk (w), (A11)

σ
(i)
jk (w) = 1− e−κ2

iw
2

cos
(
κi(xj + xk)

)
. (A12)

The interaction-energy term:

g

2

+∞∫
−∞

|ψ|4dx =
g

2

∑
j1,j2,j3,j4

{(
4∏

k=1

hjk

)

×
+∞∫

−∞

exp

(
− 1

2w2

4∑
k=1

(x− xjk)
2

)
dx


=

√
πgw

2
√
2

∑
j1,j2,j3,j4

{(
4∏

k=1

hjk

)

× exp

− 1

2w2

 4∑
k=1

x2jk − 1

4

(
4∑

k=1

xjk

)2


gN2

2
√
2πw

fI
f2N

, (A13)

where

fI = 1 +
∑
j ̸=0

b4j + 4
∑
⟨j,k⟩

bjbk
(
b2j + b2k

)
ε
3/2
jk (w)

+6
∑
⟨j,k⟩

b2jb
2
kε

2
jk(w). (A14)
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We thus obtain the expression for the total energy ac-
counting on the interaction between neighboring sites:

E =
Γ
(
α+1
2

)
N

2
√
πwα

fK
fN

+
N

2fN

2∑
i=1

Aif
(i)
P +

gN2

2
√
2πw

fI
f2N

=
N

2fN

[
Γ
(
α+1
2

)
√
πwα

fK +

2∑
i=1

Aif
(i)
P

+
gN√
2πw

fI
fN

]
. (A15)
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FIG. 12. The VA results for the dependence of energy E (see
Eq. (A15)) on the coupling constant g > 0 (self-repulsion)
for ansatz with different numbers of peaks (see Eq. (A1))
under normalization N = 1, in the case of normal diffraction
(α = 2).

In Fig. 12 we see that ansatz with a greater number
of peaks produce lower energy for a fixed value of the
coupling constant g. This property reflects the fact that
every additional peak increases the number of degrees of
freedom of the trial function and thus gives an option to
reduce the predicted value of the energy functional.

Figure 13 shows that, as coupling constant g > 0 in-
creases (in the case of the self-repulsion), the form-factor
χ decreases for each fixed number of peaks of the ansatz,
signifying the growth of the satellite peaks.

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

A. Two-hump states in periodic potential

Here we present the results of the variational analysis
(VA) with two-peak ansatz for the specific case of pe-
riodic potential with A2 = 0 in Eq. (4). As expected,
the results for the periodic potential are very similar to
the properties of the in-phase, out-of-phase symmetric
and asymetric solutions previously investigated in Refs.
[36, 37] for the symmetric double-well potential.

As shown in Fig. 14, the symmetric in-phase state (red
curve) with h1/h0 = 1 bifurcates into two asymmetric in-
phase states (green and red curves) for g < g−. Notably,
the product of the ratios (h1/h0) for these two branches

0 1 2 3 4 5

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

FIG. 13. The VA results for ansatz with different numbers
of peaks, which produce the dependence of the form-factor χ,
see Eq. (29), on the coupling constant g > 0 in the case of
normal diffraction α = 2 and normalization N = 1.
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0
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FIG. 14. The VA-predicted dependence of the peak-
amplitude ratio (b = h1/h0) on coupling constant g in the
case of the non-fractional diffraction (α = 2) and normaliza-
tion N = 1 in the periodic potential. The second (spatially
antisymmetric) solution, with h1/h0 < 0 (blue dashed line),
appears at g > g+, and the second solution with broken sym-
metry (h1/h0 > 1, green dash-dotted line) appears at g < g−.

equals unity, consistent with the preservation of mirror
symmetry in the two-hump states of the potential.

The energy landscapes in the plane of the two varia-
tional parameters are depicted for different values of non-
linearity strength g, near the bifurcation points g− and
g+, in Fig. 15 and Fig. 16, respectively.

Notably, the energy minima that correspond to the
out-of-phase solutions are significantly less deep than the
ones for the in-phase solutions, both in cases of periodic
and quasiperiodic potentials (Fig. 15). Thus, from this
energetic analysis follows that the out-of-phase solitons
should be less robust than the in-phase states. These pre-
dictions are supported by our numerical simulation of the
soliton dynamics. Also, the second solution with broken
symmetry (with h1/h0 > 1) has greater energy than the
first one (with h1/h0 < 1) in the case of the quasiperi-
odic lattice, in contrast to the periodic one, where respec-
tive energies are the same (see Supplemental Materials),
which reflects the fact that the second potential minimum
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has lower depth than the first one.

B. Additional variational results

We now discuss the application of the variational
method developed in this work to the well-studied case
of a quasiperiodic lattice with non-fractional diffraction,
α = 2. The density profiles of the so-obtained VA so-
lutions (bound states) are plotted, for different values of
coupling constant (nonlinearity coefficient) g, in Fig. 17.
As expected, the height of the side peaks increases with
the increase of g when repulsive interaction essentially
modifies the soliton shape. In the limit of the strong
repulsion (large g), the bound states are well approxi-
mated by the Thomas-Fermi approximation, which ne-
glects the diffraction term and, therefore, is not affected
by the value of the α (this limit case is a well-known one,
therefore it is not presented here in detail).

Figure 18 shows the comparison of the single- and
three-peak VA solutions to the numerical one, obtained
by means of the imaginary-time propagation method
(ITP) [29, 30], for the non-interacting condensate (g =
0). Good agreement is observed between the three-peak
VA solution and the numerical one.

The consistency between numerical and three-peak
variational solutions is further illustrated in Fig. 19 using
such integral characteristics as energy (E) and chemical
potential (µ). It is evident that for lower values of the
Lévi index α, the single-peak ansatz yields sufficient accu-
racy over a broad range of coupling constant values. This
reflects the tendency of the wave function to localize on
a single lattice site as the diffraction term is suppressed
with decreasing α.
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FIG. 15. The VA results illustrating the appearance of the second local minimum of energy E (see Eq. (??)) in the case of the
non-fractional diffraction (α = 2) for the self-repulsive nonlinearity near the critical value g+. Local energy minima are marked
by black dots. (a), (b) periodic potential; (c), (d) quasiperiodic potential.

FIG. 16. The VA results illustrating the appearance of the second local minimum of energy E (see Eq. (??)) in the case of
the non-fractional diffraction (α = 2) for the self-attractive nonlinearity near the critical value g−. Local energy minima are
marked by black dots. (a), (b) periodic potential; (c), (d) quasiperiodic potential.
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FIG. 17. Density profiles for the VA solutions for the three-
peak ansatz for different values of the normalized coupling
constant (g), in the case of the normal (non-fractional) diffrac-
tion, α = 2.
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FIG. 18. VA solutions for single- and three-peak ansätze,
compared to the numerical solution, for the non-interacting
condensate with normal diffraction (g = 0, α = 2).
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FIG. 19. Numerical results (circles and squares) and their
VA-produced counterparts, obtained by means of the ansatz
admitting the single or three peaks (the dashed and solid lines,
respectively), for the dependence of energy E and chemical
potential µ on the coupling constant g, for different values of
LI: (a) α = 2 and (b) α = 1.
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