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Abstract: The stability properties and splitting dynamics of multiply quantized vor-

tices are the subject of interest in both theoretical and experimental investigations. Going

beyond the regime of validity of Gross-Pitaevskii equation (GPE), we study the compos-

ite vortices in miscible strongly interacting binary superfluids by employing a holographic

model that naturally incorporate finite temperature and dissipation. The composite vor-

tices is classified in terms of an integer pair (S1, S2) of phase winding numbers and can

share the same vortex core, while either co-rotating or counter-rotating, leading to very

diverse vortex structures. We uncover different dynamical behaviors compared to results

from GPE that is valid in weak coupling limit and zero temperature. In particular, we show

that the occurrence of dynamic instabilities and the instability strength are sensitive to the

temperature. We identify several temperature dependent dynamical transitions in (1, 1),

(2,±1) and (2, 2) vortices. The splitting behaviors associated with different multipolarities

are demonstrated by solving the full-time evolution for slightly perturbed composite vor-

tices. We find that the final states of all composite vortices are generally singly quantized

vortices, and no additional long living vortex is formed due to strong dissipation. Our

results highlight the important role of temperature and the distinction between dynamics

of composite vortices in weakly interacting superfluids without dissipation and strongly

interacting case with dissipation, shedding a new light on the understanding of quantum

vortex and dynamical instabilities in multicomponent superfluids.
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1 Introduction

As a macroscopic quantum phenomenon, superfluidity is characterized by the flow of mat-

ter without resistance and has been observed in various systems. Except at absolute zero

temperature, a superfluid consists of two inseparable fluids-normal fluid and superfluid

component. The latter has no friction, dissipation, or viscosity. A major part of un-

derstanding the behavior of quantum fluids is understanding the interaction between the

superfluid component and the normal component, such as effects of dissipation and defects.

The quantum nature of superfluidity leads to quantum vortices that are topological defects

and manifest as quantized whirlpools of circulation. Each vortex is characterized by a

singular core where the phase of the superfluid order parameter winds by 2πS, with the

winding number S an integer. The topological nature of these vortices significantly affects

the possible flow patterns of quantum fluids. Theoretical descriptions of vortex dynamics in

superfluid systems have progressed significantly through a blend of analytical insights and

numerical simulations. The mean-field Gross-Pitaevskii equation (GPE) provides a theo-

retic framework for describing the dynamics of vortices in the weakly coupled case in the

absence of any normal fluid component. Meanwhile, recent advances in holographic super-

fluids offer a powerful way to explore the strong coupling regime, incorporating naturally

finite temperature and dissipation effects [1, 2].

A quantum vortex is a localized excitation that retains its shape over time. Neverthe-

less, if the vortex is not stable under small perturbations, then in any real-life situation,

the vortex will not retain its configuration. Multiply quantized vortices with the wind-

ing number |S| > 1 generally present splitting instability, both in single-component and

binary superfluids. Dynamical splitting instability of vortices in single component case
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has been widely studied, both in weakly coupled Bose-Einstein condensates (BECs) [3–6]

and strongly coupled holographic superfluids [7–12]. The exploration of vortices in two-

component superfluids has been growing, as it offers a rich opportunity to discover new

physical phenomena and understand the interaction between different quantum phases [13–

24]. In particular, exotic vortex configurations in binary BECs are within reach of state-

of-the-art experiments.

The addition of a second superfluid component complexes the splitting instability of

multiply quantized vortices. The dynamical instabilities and splitting of quantized com-

posite vortices in two-component BECs have been studied by GPE [16, 24], which applies

to weakly coupling regime and takes no account of normal fluid component. In this limit,

composite vortices were found to present additional unstable modes. Nevertheless, it is

important to consider the more realistic situation that incorporates finite temperature and

dissipation. The holographic duality provides a useful framework by mapping the sys-

tem into gravitational dynamics in AdS spacetime with one higher dimension, where finite

temperature, finite density states are modeled by a black hole in the bulk. In our recent

work [25], we have studied vortex-birght soliton structure in strongly coupling immisci-

ble binary superfluids, where the second component can exist in the core of the vortex

in the first component and could act as a stabilizer. Such stabilization mechanism opens

the possibility for vortices with smaller winding number to merge into vortices with larger

winding number, which was confirmed for the first time in our simulation. In the present

work, we shall consider the composite vortices in miscible strongly interacting binary su-

perfluids, going beyond the regime of validity of GPEs by employing a holographic binary

superfluid model. In this case, quantum vortices in two components can share the same

vortex core while having different winding numbers. We will show numerically the dy-

namical instabilities and splitting of singly and doubly quantized composite vortices at

finite temperature and dissipation. Some novel features will be uncovered compared with

the zero-temperature GPEs. In particular, our results demonstrate that the temperature

effect as well as dissipation plays an important role in the the stability properties and

splitting dynamics of multicomponent superfluids, which should therefore be amenable to

experimental verification.

This paper is organized as follows. We describe our holographic model and setup in

Section 2. In Section 3, we construct the stationary configurations of composite vortices

in miscible binary superfluids and describe some properties. In Section 4, we analyze

the dynamical instabilities of composite vortices at different temperatures and coupling

strengths using linear response theory. Then we explore the nonlinear regime of their

dynamical instabilities and spitting patterns by full nonlinear time evolution. We conclude

in Section 5 with some discussions.

2 Holographic model and setup

We start by establishing the gravitational description of a two-component superfluid in two

spatial dimensions. We work in the probe limit by neglecting the back-reaction of matter
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content to the geometry. The action for matter content reads

Sm =

∫
dx4

√
−g[−(DµΨ1)

∗DµΨ1 −m2
1|Ψ1|2 − (DµΨ2)

∗DµΨ2 −m2
2|Ψ2|2

− ν

2
|Ψ1|2|Ψ2|2 −

1

4
FµνFµν ] ,

(2.1)

where DµΨi = (∇µ − ieiAµ)Ψi, Aµ is the U(1) gauge field with Fµν its strength. The two

bulk scalars Ψ1 and Ψ2 are charged under the same U(1) gauge field and represent the

two superfluid components of the dual system. Early studies on holographic binary orders

can be found e.g. in [26–29]. The intercomponent coupling strength ν characterizes the

interaction between the two superfluid components and determines their miscibility. For

ν > 0 this model describes immiscible binary superfluids, where the interface forms between

the two components. Interface dynamics [30, 31] and vortex-soliton structure [25] have

been studied recently, for which some novel features were identified. In this work, we focus

on ν < 0, i.e. miscible binary superfluids. In [32] we have explored hydrodynamics and

dynamical instability in homogeneous miscible binary superfluids. We showed that both the

counterflow and coflow instabilities in binary superfluids are all essentially thermodynamic.

Here we will study the dynamics of composite vortices in miscible binary superfluids.

In the probe limit, the fluctuations of the temperature and the normal fluid velocity

are frozen, and meanwhile, the dynamics of momentum and energy are decoupled from the

charge sector. The background metric is given by the Schwarzschild AdS black brane:

ds2 =
L2

z2
(−f(z)dt2 − 2dtdz + dr2 + r2dθ2), f(z) = 1− z3

z3h
, (2.2)

where z = 0 denotes the AdS boundary and z = zh is the location of the event horizon.

It corresponds to a thermal bath at temperature T = 3/(4πzh) on the boundary. Note

that we have used polar coordinates (r, θ) in spatial directions since we consider quantum

vortices. For simplicity, we set L = zh = 1 and adopt the radial gauge Az = 0. We consider

two identical components, specified by m2
1 = m2

2 = −2, e1 = e2 = 1, corresponding to dual

scalar operators with the scaling dimension ∆ = 2.

Upon solving the equations of motion (EoMs) in the bulk, all relevant observables can

be identified using the standard holographic dictionary, see [30, 31]. Particularly near the

AdS boundary z = 0, their asymptotic expansions can be expressed as

Aµ = aµ + bµz +O(z2), Ψi = Ψ
(v)
i z2 +O(z3), i = 1, 2 . (2.3)

To break the U(1) symmetry spontaneously, we have already turned off the leading source

term of each scalar field. The sun-leading term Ψ
(v)
i corresponds to the superfluid conden-

sate Oi. Moreover, at = µ is the chemical potential and −bt = ρ is the charge density.

And a = (ar, aθ) are related to the superfluid velocity vs
i = ∇θi − a with θi the phase of

the superfluid condensation Oi. For simplicity, we denote vectors in the boundary spatial

directions using bold-face letters. We set a = 0, such that the superfluid velocity is given

by vi = ∇θi.
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Due to the scaling symmetry 1

(t, x, y, z) → λ(t, x, y, z), (T, µ,vs
i ) →

1

λ
(T, µ,vs

i ), (ρ,Oi) →
1

λ2
(ρ,Oi) , (2.4)

with λ a constant, T and µ are not independent quantities. Since we have fixed zh = 1 (i.e.

T = 3/4π), we choose µ to be a free parameter. There is a second-order phase transition

occurring when µ ≥ µc ≃ 4.064, assuming zh = 1. This condition also determines the

ratio T/Tc = µc/µ where Tc is the critical temperature below which the superfluid phase

develops spontaneously.

3 Stationary composite vortex solutions

We focus on the instabilities and splitting of axisymmetric vortex states. To this end, we

seek stationary solutions with the following ansatz in the bulk:

Ψi = zψi(z, r)e
iSiθ+iΘ(z,r), At = At(z, r), Aθ = Aθ(z, r), (3.1)

where Si is the winding number of quantized vortex in the i-th component. In this work, we

consider S1 = 1, 2 and −S1 ≤ S2 ≤ S1, to compare with weakly coupling results [24] based

on the zero-temperature GPE. The phase θi in component i is obtained from (Siθ+Θ)|z=0.

For later convenience, we use (S1, S2) vortex to refer the composite vortex with winding

number S1 in the first component and S2 in the second component. Following [24], we

define a “S-quantum composite vortex” as a (S1, S2) vortex for which maxi |Si| = S.

A “coreless vortex” in turn means either a (S1, 0) or (0, S2) vortex for which the total

condensation |O1|+ |O2| does not vanish at the phase singularity. In contrast, a vortex for

which O1 = O2 = 0 at the singularity is classified as “cored.”

The resulted EoMs are given as

∂z(f∂zψi) + ∂2rψ +
1

r
∂rψ + (

A2
t

f
− (Aθ − Si)

2

r2
− z − ν

2
ψ2
j )ψi = 0,

(i, j = 1, 2, i ̸= j) ,

(3.2)

f∂2zAt + ∂2rAt +
1

r
∂rAt − 2At

∑
i

ψ2
i = 0 , (3.3)

∂z(f∂zAθ) + ∂rAθ −
1

r
∂rAθ − 2

∑
i

(Aθ − Si)ψ
2
i = 0 . (3.4)

Note that the EoMs for Θ and Ar have be eliminated by setting ∂zΘ = −At/f and

Ar = ∂rΘ. The above coupled nonlinear ordinary differential equations are solved with the

following boundary conditions. At the AdS boundary z = 0, one has

ψi|z=0 = 0, At|z=0 = µ, Aθ|z=0 = 0. (3.5)

1Here (x, y) are Cartesian coordinates with x = r cos(θ) and y = r sin(θ).
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We consider the regular boundary conditions at the event horizon, in particularAt|z=zh =

0. In the r direction, the system is cut off at a sufficient large radius R0, where the Neumann

boundary conditions are imposed as 2

∂rψi|r=R0 = 0, ∂rAt|r=R0 = 0, ∂rAθ|r=R0 = 0. (3.6)

At the vortex center r = 0, we impose the boundary conditions

ψ1|r=0 = 0, ∂rAt|r=0 = 0, ∂rAθ|r=0 = 0 , (3.7)

together with
∂rψ2|r=0 = 0, if S2 = 0 ,

ψ2|r=0 = 0, if S2 ̸= 0 .
(3.8)

where the former case corresponds to the coreless vortex and the latter one is for the cored

vortex.

Figure 1: Profile of superfluid condensates of various composite vortices at T/Tc = 0.677
and ν = −0.1. The first superfluid component is denoted by the blue dashed curves and the
second one by the solid red curves. All the condensates are normalized by the condensate
value of the first component far from the vortex core |O0|.

Then we use the Newton-Raphson method to solve the EoMs and obtain stationary

composite vortex configurations for various Si. An representative example of vortex con-

figurations is presented in Figure 1. The profile of a composite vortex depends on the

given winding-number pair (S1, S2). Some general features can be found. Firstly, the size

of vortex for |S1| ̸= |S2| is much larger than that for |S1| = |S2|. As we will see later,

|S1| = |S2| vortices can be dynamical unstable. This implies that the vortex size would

2In practice, the value of R0 is sufficiently large compared to the vortex size such that the intrinsic
dynamics of composite vortices is not affected.
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grow drastically when they split into the fundamental (1, 0) or (0, 1) vortex 3. Secondly, a

bump of the second component would generally grow in the core of composite vortex in

the first component when |S2| < |S1|, see Figures 1(a), 1(d), 1(e) and 1(f). This feature

could be attributed to the order competing between the two components. At the vortex

core of the first component, the second order prevails, while far from the vortex core, two

orders compete and suppress each other. Another feature is that, for fixed |S1| and |S2|,
the co-rotating vortex with S1S2 > 0 is generally smaller than the counter-rotating vortex

with S1S2 < 0.

Figure 2: Vortex radius R versus temperature for ν = −0.1. Radius increases as temper-
ature increases for all winding numbers.

Further insight into the composite vortex can be obtained by considering the vortex

radius with respect to the temperature T and the coupling strength ν. In practice, the

vortex radius is defined as the size R where |O1(R)|/|O0| = 0.95. The temperature de-

pendence of R for various composite vortices is shown in Figure 2. It is similar to that

of single-component superfluid vortex and vortex-soliton structure in immiscible binary

superfluids. As the temperature increases, the vortex radius increases and diverges at the

critical temperature Tc. The relation between the vortex radius and ν is a little more

complicated, see Figure 3. For |S1| ̸= |S2|, the vortex radius decreases as ν increases, and

diverges as ν → 0. This is in accordance with the fact that the healing length diverges at

the critical point, for which we have shown the divergence of healing length at ν = 0 from

the interface width of the immiscible binary superfluids [30]. However, for |S1| = |S2|, the
vortex radius increases as |ν| increases, and the change rate is much smaller than other

cases. Moreover, it does not diverge at ν = 0. This is due to the fact that there are addi-

tional symmetries in (3.2)-(3.4) between the two superfluid components when |S1| = |S2|.
For S1 = S2, the EoMs of the two components are identical. For S1 = −S2, assuming

3The (0, 1) vortex can be obtained by choosing ∂rψ1|r=0 = 0 and ψ2|r=0 = 0.
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ψ1 = ψ2 would lead to Aθ = 0. Again, the EoMs for the two components become identical.

For both cases, the full stationary EoMs are equivalent or close to those describing a single

component superfluids with a self interaction proportional to ν. Therefore, the vortex size

does not diverge even when ν = 0, and does not vary much along with ν.

Figure 3: Vortex radius R versus coupling strength ν at T/Tc = 0.677. As ν increases,
radius decreases for |S1| ≠ |S2|, while slightly increases for |S1| = |S2|.

4 Dynamical instability of composite vortices

A vortex with winding number |S| > 1 typically has higher energy than a cluster of single-

quantum vortices with the same total circulation. Consequently, such multiply quantized

vortices will split into single-quantum vortices. For binary superfluids, the additional

component makes the situation more complex. In this section, we explore the dynamical

instabilities of composite vortices in miscible binary superfluids.

To study the stability properties of a given stationary (S1, S2) vortex, we begin with

the linear response theory. More precisely, we turn on some perturbations on the stationary

background:

Φi = Φ0i + δΦi, At = At0 + δAt, Ar = Ar0 + δAr, Aθ = Aθ0 + δAθ , (4.1)

where Φ0i = ψi0e
iΘ+iSiθ, At0, Ar0 and Aθ0 are the stationary solutions we get in Sec-

tion 3. Thanks to the time translation symmetry and rotation symmetry of the stationary

configuration, we can express the perturbations as

δΦi = ui(z, r)e
−i(ωt−pθ)eiSiθ, δΦ∗

i = vi(z, r)e
−i(ωt−pθ)e−iSiθ,

δAt = at(z, r)e
−i(ωt−pθ), δAr = ar(z, r)e

−i(ωt−pθ), δAθ = aθ(z, r)e
−i(ωt−pθ) ,

(4.2)

where the integer p specifies the angular momentum of the excitation with respect to the

condensate and ω is the frequency of the excitation.
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Plugging (4.1) into the EoMs and expanding them to the first order of perturbations,

we can obtain the linearized equations for perturbations of (4.2). The explicit form of

linearized EoMs is the same as that used to study the vortex-bright soliton structure in

immiscible binary superfluids [25]. This results in schematically a generalized eigenvalue

problem:

Mpup = iωpBup, up = {u1, v1, u2, v2, at, ar, aθ}Tp . (4.3)

where Mp and B are 7× 7 matrices that are determined by the background configuration

of a stationary vortex for given p. After imposing the in-going boundary condition at

the event horizon and the source-free condition at the AdS boundary, we can obtain the

spectrum ω by solving the system numerically.

Due to the dissipation of the system, the frequency ω typically takes a complex value,

known as quasinormal modes (QNMs) in black hole physics. From the QNMs of the dual

black hole, one can obtain both the hydrodynamic modes and non-hydrodynamic of the

boundary systems. Since ∂tδΦi = −iωδΦi, the stationary configuration would become dy-

namical unstable whenever Im(ω) > 0, and Im(ω) can characterize the instability strength.

As found in [25], the complex conjugates of (4.3) can be obtained by

p→ −p, ω → −ω∗, ui ↔ v∗i , aµ → a∗µ . (4.4)

It follows that whenever ω is an QNM for given p, −ω∗ is an QNM for −p. Therefore,

without loss of generality, we only need to consider the spectrum with positive p.

We now present the QNMs spectrum of singly and doubly quantized composite vortices.

More precisely, we show how the instability strength Im(ω) varies with the temperature

in Figure 4 and the coupling strength ν in Figure 5. In principle we should consider all

integer values of p, numerical evidence indicates that only p = 1, 2, 3 modes are sufficient

since other modes are all stable. One can see that instability strength changes much more

drastically with temperature than the case by changing the coupling strength. Depending

on the angular-momentum quantum number p and the combination of winding numbers

(S1, S2), rich dynamical transitions exist. It suggests the instability against splitting of the

multiply quantized vortex into singly quantized ones. For dynamically unstable multiquan-

tum vortices with Im(ω) > 0, the exponentially growing modes rapidly drive the system

away from the linear regime.

To understand the nonlinear regime of these dynamical instabilities, one has to simu-

late the full dynamics of the unstable composite vortices by directly integrating the time-

dependent bulk EoMs by using full nonlinear time evolution. The EoMs and time evolution

schemes are the same as those used in [25] for immiscible binary superfluids. We present

the stability patterns of singly and doubly quantized composite vortices. The correspond-

ing dynamics with representative examples from the full time-evolution simulations are

presented in Figure 6-11, which reveals intricate long-time decay behaviors not captured

by the linearized approach. Below we scrutinize the dynamical instability of each kind of

composite vortex, case by case.
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Figure 4: Imaginary part of the excitation frequencies of various composite vortices as a
function of temperature for ν = −0.1. The black, red and blue curves correspond to the
excitation channels with p = 1, p = 2 and p = 3, respectively.
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Figure 5: Imaginary part of the excitation frequencies of various composite vortices versus
the coupling strength ν at T/Tc = 0.677. The curves with different colors correspond to
different excitation channels.

4.1 (1, 0)&(2, 0) vortices

Firstly, let’s consider the case with S2 = 0, i.e. there is no vortex in the second component.

Splitting properties of such vortices are similar to those of vortices in single component

superfluids.

From the spectrum in Figure 4 and Figure 5, one can see that all modes of (1, 0) vortex

are stable, regardless of the temperatures and coupling strength. This is natural since such

object is the most elementary constituent of vortices in miscible binary superfluids. There

is no channel for such simple object to further split into. On the other hand, winding

number is topologically protected, so singly quantized vortex can not disappear unless it

is annihilated by another vortex with the opposite winding number (−1, 0). The above

argument applies to (0,±1) vortices. Therefore, a singly quantized fundamental vortex is

stable.

For the doubly quantized coreless (2, 0) vortex, only the |p| = 2 mode can be unstable,

just as the S = 2 vortex in single component superfluids [9]. The instability strength of this

mode decreases as the temperature increases, tends to zero as the temperature approaches

the critical temperature, and slowly increases as the coupling strength |ν| increases. See

Figure 4(d). The nonlinear time evolution of this dynamical instability is presented in

Figure 6. This is also similar to the single component case. This twofold-symmetric, linear-

chain splitting instability results in the splitting into two (1, 0) vortices. More precisely,

the two-quantum vortex in component 1 splits into two separated single-quantum vortices.

The two (1, 0) vortices continue to orbit with each other counter-clockwisely.
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Figure 6: Splitting dynamics for a slightly perturbed (2, 0) vortex at T/Tc = 0.677 with
the inter-component coupling ν = −0.2, for the which dynamical instability only comes
from excitations with |p| = 2. From top to bottom, plotted quantities are |O1|/|O0|, θ1,
|O2|/|O0| and θ2, where O0 is the value of condensate far from all vortices. The size of the
plotted region is 25× 25. We have fixed zh = 1.

4.2 (1,±1) vortices

Next, we consider the singly quantized composite vortices with S1 = |S2| = 1. We put

them together because they share some similarities. In both cases, only the p = 1 mode can

be unstable. This unstable mode comes from interaction between the two components in

binary superfluids and is absent in the axisymmetric solitary vortex with winding number

S = 1 of the single component superfluids. And in both cases, instability strength barely

changes as ν changes. See Figure 4(b)&(c) and Figure 4. These instabilities describe the

splitting of the (1,±1) composite vortex into a (1, 0) and a (0,±1) vortex.

In Figure 7, we show the nonlinear evolution of a slightly perturbed (1,−1) vortex. We

see when p = 1 mode dominates the instability, nonlinear stage of dynamical instability
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is the decay of the vortiex in to a (1, 0) and a (0,−1) vortex. The resulting (1, 0) and

(0,−1) vortices do not orbit each other since there is only one vortex in each component.

And therefore they do not experience from other vortex the Magnus force that gives them

tangential velocity. Instead, the two vertices drift away from the original center. This is the

typical nonlinear stage of p = 1 instability 4. The decay of the (1, 1) vortex is similar, but

the evolution is much slower since the instability strength is much smaller (see Figure 4(c)).

Figure 7: Splitting dynamics for a slightly perturbed (1,−1) vortex at T/Tc = 0.677 and
ν = −0.2, for which the dynamical instability only comes from excitations with |p| = 1.
Splitting dynamics for (1, 1) vortex is similar to this, but evolves much slower. The size of
the plotted region is 30× 30 with zh = 1.

Nevertheless, it’s worth noting that there is a dynamical transition for (1, 1) vortex

by changing the temperature. One can see from Figure 4(c) that, as the temperature

decreases, the instability strength of the (1, 1) vortex first increases and then decreases,

4In general, modes with p > 1 have Zp symmetry around the center (r = 0). This feature does not exist
for the p = 1 mode.
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and below a critical temperature the (1, 1) vortex becomes stable. Suppose we generate a

pair of a (1, 0) and a (0, 1) vortex and cool down the temperature. One anticipates that the

two vortices would merge into a single (1, 1) vortex if they get close enough. In contrast,

the (1,−1) vortex is unstable at all temperatures and thus one can not see a stable (1,−1)

vortex from merging of a (1, 0) and a (0,−1) vortex. In this sense, the effective short range

interaction between a (1, 0) vortex and a (0, 1) vortex can be considered as repulsion at

high temperatures and attraction at low temperatures, while it’s always repulsion between

a (1, 0) vortex and a (0,−1) vortex. In fact, we have also verified by numerics that when a

(1, 0) vortex and a (0, 1) vortex come very close at a low temperature, they can merge and

form a single (1, 1) vortex, just like an inverse process of Figure 7.

4.3 (2,±1) vortices

Now we turn to composite vortices with S1 = 2 and |S2| = 1. Although the absolute values

of winding numbers are the same for both cases, their dynamical instability behaviors are

quite different.

For the (2, 1) vortex, the unstable modes come from the p = 1, 2 excitations, see Fig-

ure 4(f). The instability strength of both modes first increases and then decreases as the

temperature increases. For sufficiently low temperatures, the dynamical instability disap-

pears. There exist two dynamical transitions for the (2, 1) vortex. At high temperatures,

the leading unstable mode is the p = 2 excitation (red curve of Figure 4(f)). As the tem-

perature decreases, the dominant unstable mode switches to p = 1 channel (black curve

of Figure 4(f)), which is the first transition. And as the temperature goes lower, the sec-

ond transition happens, for which both modes become stable below a critical temperature.

Since (2, 0) and (2,−1) vortices are always unstable, this means (0, 1) vortex might be

acting as a stablizer in the vortex core of (2, 0) vortex at low temperature, similar to the

vortex-bright soliton structure in immiscible binary superfluids [25].

In Figure 8, we show the nonlinear evolution of the (2, 1) vortex at a temperature

where the p = 2 channel dominates. At the nonlinear stage of the instability, the doubly

charged vortex in component 1 splits into two singly charged (1, 0) vortices, which orbit a

singly charged vortex in component 2. Therefore, the (2, 1) vortex splits directly into two

(1, 0) vortices and one (0, 1) vortex without intermediate stage.

For the (2,−1) vortex, as shown in Figure 4(e), all p = 1, 2, 3 channels are unstable.

However, the instability strength of the p = 1 channel is much smaller compared with

other two cases, and thus it never dominates. The instability from the p = 3 channel

might be a consequence of the strongly interacting nature of the system, since the weakly

interacting GPE predicts this channel to be stable for (2,−1) vortex [24] (but p = 3 mode

can be unstable for the (2,−2) vortex in GPE). The instability strength of both p = 2 and

p = 3 excitations decreases as the temperature increases. However, at low temperatures,

the p = 3 channel (red curve) dominates, while at high temperatures, the fastest growing

excitation comes from the p = 2 channel (black curve). When the p = 2 channel dominates,

the nonlinear evolution of (2,−1) vortex is similar to that of the (2, 1) vortex in Figure 8.

The process is expressed as the splitting of the (2,−1) vortex into two (1, 0) vortices and

one (0,−1) vortex.
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Figure 8: Splitting dynamics for a slightly perturbed (2, 1) vortex at T/Tc = 0.677 and
ν = −0.2, for which the dominant contribution to the dynamical instability comes from
excitations with |p| = 2. From top to bottom, plotted values are |O1|/|O0|, θ1, |O2|/|O0|
and θ2, where |O0| is the value of order parameters far from the vortex core. The size of
the plotted region is 20× 20 with zh = 1.

In Figure 9, we show a representative example of the nonlinear evolution dominated

by the p = 3 channel. In this case, the excitation with the largest imaginary part is

obtained for |p| = 3. Consequently, one finds an intermediate stage for which the patten

has approximately a three-fold symmetry, but no additional vortex is formed. At later

times, the doubly charged vortex in component 1 splits into two singly charged coreless

vortices, together with the singly charged antivortex in component 2.

4.4 (2,±2) vortices

Lastly, we consider S1 = |S2| = 2. For both cases, p = 1, 2, 3 modes can all be unstable.

The temperature dependence of instability strength of these cases are similar to those of

|S2| = 1. For the (2,−2) vortex, the instability strength decreases monotonically as the
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Figure 9: Splitting dynamics for a slightly perturbed (2,−1) vortex at T/Tc = 0.339 and
ν = −0.1, for which the dominant contribution to the dynamical instability comes from
excitations with |p| = 3. From top to bottom, plotted values are |O1|/|O0|, θ1, |O2|/|O0|
and θ2, where |O0| is the value of condensate far from the vortex core. The size of the
plotted region is 15× 15 with zh = 1.

temperature increases, while for the (2, 2) vortex, the relation is non-monotonic. Let’s

discuss the unstable modes for each case in more detail.

For the (2, 2) vortex, in most parameter space, especially at low temperatures, only

p = 1, 2 modes are unstable, see Figure 4(h). This is in consistence with zero-temperature

weakly interacting results [24]. However, near the critical temperature Tc, there is a narrow

window of dynamical stability for the p = 3 channel. Nevertheless, this excitation does not

dominate the system, unless the initial conditions are finely tuned. At high temperatures,

the dominant contribution to the dynamical instability comes from excitations with |p| = 2.

In Figure 10, we show a typical example of the dynamical evolution in this parameter

region. The splitting process contains two stages. Firstly, the (2, 2) vortex splits into two

(1, 1) vortices, and they orbit each other counter-clockwisely for a while. Then each (1, 1)
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Figure 10: Splitting dynamics for a slightly perturbed (2, 2) with T/Tc = 0.677 and
ν = −0.2. The fastest growing mode in the present case is from the channel with |p| = 2.
From top to bottom, plotted values are |O1|/|O0|, θ1, |O2|/|O0| and θ2, where |O0| is the
value of order parameters far from the vortex core. The size of the plotted region is 25×25
with zh = 1.

vortex splits further into two singly quantized vortices. At low temperatures, a dynamical

transition occurs and the p = 1 mode comes to dominate. In this case, the (2, 2) vortex

would split into a (2, 0) vortex and a (0, 2) vortex first and then they split into singly

quantized vortices separately.

For the (2,−2) vortex, as shown in Figure 4(g), the excitation with |p| = 1 dominates

the instability for all parameters, although the excitation frequencies for other channels

also take positive imaginary parts. This result contrasts with GPE results [16, 24], where

the p = 2, 3 channel can also dominate, and especially additional vortices are produced

when the p = 3 channel dominates. Figure 11 depicts the decay of the (2,−2) vortex.

The splitting pattern is less regular than other cases since all three unstable modes grow

together. We do not see clear intermediate stage during this process. The (2,−2) vortex
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Figure 11: Splitting dynamics for a slightly perturbed (2,−2) vortex at T/Tc = 0.677
and ν = −0.2. The leading unstable mode is from the channel with |p| = 1. From top
to bottom, plotted values are |O1|/|O0|, θ1, |O2|/|O0| and θ2, where |O0| is the value of
condensate far from the vortex core. The size of the plotted region is 30× 30 with zh = 1.

seems to directly split into two (1, 0) and two (0,−1) vortices.

Note that results from GPE show additional vortex formation during the time evo-

lution [16, 20, 24], for example in the (2,−2) vortex subjected to the exotic instability

mode p = 3. This distinction might be due to the strong dissipation effect in holographic

superfluids, forcing vortex and anti-vortex to annihilate quickly. In Figure 12 we manually

enhance the p = 3 perturbation. At intermediate stage, additional vortices forms, but they

annihilate shortly. And again, only two (1, 0) and two (0,−1) vortices are left in the end.

In all cases we have studied, we don’t see the formation of additional long living vortex

during the time evolution of a slightly perturbed composite vortex, which could be due

to strong dissipation. This result highlights the difference between the vortex dynamics

of weakly interacting binary superfluid without dissipation and the strongly interacting

case with strong dissipation. Moreover, except for the fundamental (±1, 0) and (0,±1)
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vortices, other composite vortices are dynamical unstable. For a wide range of intercom-

ponent coupling strengths, each splitting processe is the dominant decay mechanism of the

respective stationary composite vortex. As a consequence, the final states are generally

singly quantized fundamental vortices.

Figure 12: Time evolution of a slightly perturbed (2,−2) vortex with p = 3 mode manually
enhanced at T/Tc = 0.677 and ν = −0.2. The perturbation added to the background
only contains the excitation with p = 3. There are additional vortices developing at the
intermediate stage. From top to bottom, plotted values are |O1|/|O0|, θ1, |O2|/|O0| and
θ2, where |O0| is the value of order parameters far from the vortex core. The size of the
plotted region is 35× 35 with zh = 1.

5 Conclusion and discussion

In this work, we have studied the splitting of singly and doubly quantized composite vortices

in miscible strongly interacting binary superfluids. To incorporate the temperature and

dissipation effects, we take advantage of the holographic duality by mapping the system
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into gravitational dynamics in AdS spacetime with one higher dimension. Properties of

stationary configurations of composite vortices were analyzed, and dynamical instabilities

of composite vortices were studied by both linear response theory and nonlinear time

evolution. In particular, the splitting behaviors associated with different multipolarities p

were then demonstrated by solving the full-time evolution for slightly perturbed composite

vortices.

Several decay modes stemming from the multicomponent nature together with finite

temperature and dissipation effects were discovered. Turning on one more superfluid com-

ponent makes the phenomenon much richer than that of the single component superfluids.

Vortices in two-component superfluids can share the same vortex core, while being either

co-rotating or counter-rotating. Addtional unstable modes appear and rich dynamical be-

haviors are observed. In our model, finite temperature and dissipation effects are naturally

incorporated, making differences to dynamics of the composite vortices compared to the

weakly interacting GPE results at zero temperature and dissipation. Several temperature

dependent dynamical transitions were identified for various composite vortex configura-

tions, including (1, 1), (2,±1) and (2, 2) vortices. Except for the fundamental vortices,

other composite vortices are dynamical unstable.

We found the final states of all composite vortices are generally singly quantized vor-

tices under generic perturbations, and no additional long living vortex is formed due to

strong dissipation in holographic superfluids. To be explicit, the final state of (S1, S2)

vortex is S1 (1, 0) vortices and |S2| (0,±1) vortices, where the sign depends on the sign of

S2. For example, regardless the initial perturbations, the (2,−2) vortex is observed to split

into two (1, 0) vortices and two (0,−1) vortices, see Figures 11 and 12. This result is in

contrast with the GPE results, where additionally formed vortices tend to live much longer

due to zero dissipation, and at the late time of evolution the number of vortices could be

larger than |S1| or |S2| [16, 20, 24]. 5 Besides, we also found the leading unstable mode

can be in disagreement with GPE results, highlighting the difference between the dynam-

ics of composite vortices in strong-interacting and weak-interacting binary superfluids. In

particular, the leading unstable modes as well as the strength of dynamical instabilities

were found to be sensitive to the temperature, as shown in Figure 4. Those behaviors

hold for a wide range of intercomponent interaction strengths and should be amenable to

experimental detection.

It’s worth noting that the (1, 1) vortex is stable at low temperatures, while the (1,−1)

vortex is always unstable. This can be interpreted as that the effective short range interac-

tion can be attractive between a (1, 0) vortex and a (0, 1) vortex at low temperatures, but

always repulsive between a (1, 0) vortex and a (0,−1) vortex. This leaves open the pos-

sibility of the formation of large scale structures like vortex clusters due to the attraction

between co-rotating vortices and the repulsion between counter-rotating vortices in the

presence of two superfluid components. While we have limited ourselves to the splitting

dynamics and underlying dynamical instabilities of axisymmetric singly and doubly quan-

5For example, the dynamical instability from GPE shows that the (2,−2) vortex is unstable against
splitting into a (−1, 1) vortex, three (1, 0) vortices and three (0,−1) vortices [24].
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tized composite vortices, it would be interesting to consider quantum vortices with higher

winding numbers for which one expects more interesting phenomena about the splitting

patterns. Besides, there are many more exotic vortex configurations in binary superfluids,

such as square vortex lattices [33–35] and vortex sheets [36]. It would also be interesting

to investigate these structures within holographic binary superfluids incorporating finite

temperature and dissipation effects. It is straightforward to generalize the present study to

the case with one higher dimension, for which the splitting-induced intertwining of vortices

and other dynamics of composite defects can develop.
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