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We consider a macroscopic quantum system subjected to an asymmetric double-well potential in
a harmonic environment. By using a time-dependent approach, we calculate tunneling probabilities
for the system which contain oscillation effects. To show how one can decide between quantum me-
chanics and the implications of macrorealism assumptions, a given form of Leggett-Garg inequality
is considered. The violation of this inequality occurs for a broader range of the system-environment
interactions, compared to previous results obtained for two-level systems. Assuming that the cou-
pling strength between the system and the environment can be controlled with time, one can see the
violation even for strong decoherence effects. We also investigate the variation of the tilt/tunneling
parameters on the violation of Leggett-Garg inequality.
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INTRODUCTION

Extrapolating the laws of quantum mechanics (QM), up to the scale of everyday objects, means that objects
composed of many atoms exist in quantum superpositions of macroscopically distinct states. In 1935, Schrodinger
attempted to demonstrate the counter-intuitive implications of QM using a thought experiment in which a cat is put in
a quantum superposition of alive and dead states [I]. The idea remained theoretical until 1980s, when much progress
has been made in demonstrating the macroscopic quantum behavior of various systems such as superconductors [2H3],
nanoscale magnets [0} [7], laser-cooled trapped ions [§], photons in a microwave cavity [9] and macromolecules [I0].

A typical double-well potential system provides a unique opportunity to study the fundamental behavior of a
macroscopic quantum system (MQS), specially macroscopic quantum tunneling. In the context of a double-well
potential, Schrodinger’s cat describes a state in which macroscopic system (macrosystem) simultaneously occupies
both wells. There are also studies focused on decoherence effects in double-well potentials. Huang et al. showed that
decoherence due to the interactions of atoms with the electromagnetic vacuum can cause the defeating of Schrodinger
cat-like states [IT]. Thermal effects [I2] and dissipation [I3] constitute some sources of decoherence and can suppress
tunneling between wells [I4] [I5]. In addition, double-well potentials have been extensively applied in many branches
of physics. For example, it appears in the dynamics of Bose-Einstein condensates, the recent developments of ion trap
technology, the ultracold trapped atoms theory and its applications [16H20].

Such a situation brings in mind the question of how the everyday macroscopic world works. The Leggett-Garg
inequality (LGI) provides a criterion to investigate the existence of macroscopic coherence and thereby test the
applicability of QM as we scale from the micro- to the macro-world [21], 22]. LGIs are based on two assumptions,
macroscopic definiteness and noninvasive measurability. Violation of LGI implies either the absence of a realistic
description of the system or the impossibility of measuring the system without disturbing it. QM violates different
forms of LGIs. A number of experimental tests and violations of these inequalities have been demonstrated in recent
years [23, 24]. Leggett and Garg initially proposed an rf-SQUID flux qubit as a promising system to test their
inequalities [22], which was later improved by Tesche [25]. The first measured violation of a type of LGI was
reported by Palacious-Laloy et al. [26]. Palacios-Laloy et al. found that LGI is violated by their qubit with the
conclusion that their system could not admit a realistic, non-invasively-measurable description. Recently, several
experimental tests of LGIs were implemented, all of which confirm the predicted violations in accordance with the
fundamental laws of QM [26H33]. Most of these experiments were weak measurements, where the effects of the
measured back-action in a sequential set up are minimized [34].

In this article we examine LGI regarding an asymmetric double-well potential in a harmonic environment. To do
this, we consider the effect of the environment as a perturbation on the system. For symmetric double-well potentials
considered as a two-level quantum system, it has been shown that QM violates different forms of LGI [35]. Moreover,
no violation occurs, when strong decoherence is at work. According to our calculations for an asymmetric double-well
potential, it is possible to see the violation, even for significant effects of the decoherence. This can be achieved by
controlling the strength of interaction between the system and it’s environment in different time domains. We also
study the effects of the tilt/tunneling parameters on the violation of LGI.

The structure of our paper is as follows. In section 2, we focus on an asymmetric double-well model. We introduce



its Hamiltonian and consider the effects of the environment on it. Then, we calculate the tunneling probabilities to
obtain time correlations. In section 3, the violation of a given LGI under decoherence is assessed. In section 4, we
expound the violation range depending on different factors. Finally, in section 5, we conclude our results.

ASYMMETRIC DOUBLE-WELL POTENTIAL

We consider a typical asymmetric double-well potential (FIG.1), where its asymmetric form is characterized by the
parameter §. Here |L) (|R)) denotes the state in which the macrosystem is localized in the left (right) well. We can
control the macroscopic feature of the system by using dimensionless equations. A particle of mass M passes through
a potential which has the characteristic length Ry and the characteristic energy Uy, defined as the units of the length
and the energy, respectively. The corresponding characteristic time can be defined as Ty = Ro/(Uy/M)*/? which we
consider as the time needed for a particle of mass M to pass the distance Ry with kinetic energy of the order of Uy.
Likewise, the unit of the momentum is taken as Py = (M Uo)l/ 2. We then define the dynamical variables, ¢, p and t,
as R/Roy, P/Py and T/T, respectively. Instead of the plank’s constant, a new dimensionless parameter h, is defined
based on the commutation relation of p and ¢ in units of action Uy7y:

h
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The value of the new parameter h quantitatively characterizes the macroscopicity of the system. So that, for small
values of i, the dynamic is more quasi-classical. Yet, to detect the quantum tunneling effect, i should not be too
small. Considering an asymmetric double-well potential, we assume that the value of & is about 0.1 to support the
macroscopic quantum trait of the system, in a quasi-classical situation. Here, we are only interested in the macroscopic
quantum regime, where the system not only exhibits quantum oscillations (as for quantum and thus hi£ij is not too
small), but also involves a large number of dynamical degrees of freedom (as for macroscopic systems and thus fL'l'élij
is not too close to 1). The typical range of 1£ij for a macroscopic quantum system is 0.01 — 0.1. For most discussed
macroscopic systems, i.e. SQUIDs and liquid He, the value of & is estimated as 0.1 and 0.15, respectively. We chose
the typical value of i£ij A = 0.1, so our approach does correspond to the macroscopic regime [35].
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FIG. 1: Asymmetric double well potential

At enough low temperatures, energy states are confined in two-dimensional Hilbert space. When the macrosystem
is isolated from its environment, it can be described effectively by the following Hamiltonian:

= g (g —Aa) @

where 6 = (Er, — Eg)/h is a measure of the tilt, and A is a measure of the strength of the tunneling between the two



wells. The eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian (2) are Q,,,, = j:%(éz + A2z and the eigenstates of this Hamiltonian are:

|0) = —cos 6| R) + sin L) (3a)
|1) = sin0|R) + cos 0|L), (3b)

where 6§ = Arctan(\/((62 + A2)3 + §)/2(62 4+ A?)z). Consequently, we have

|R) = al0) + b[1) (4a)
|L) = a’[0) + V'[1), (4b)
where a’ = b =sinf and i/ = —a = cosf. One can easily show that the probability of the tunneling from the left to
the right well is
A? cara2  s2y1t
PR:msln [(A +5)2§], (5)

which is independent of h and contains oscillation effects. Nevertheless, to deal with real systems, the inevitable
effects of the environment should be considered. So, in order to retain oscillation effects and therefore the macroscopic
quantum coherence, we consider the effects of the environment as a kind of perturbation on the system. We define
|a) and e, as the energy eigenstates and the energy eigenvalues of the environment, respectively. Apparently, the
environment is assumed to be a bosonic field. The ground state of H., environment Hamiltonian is |vac) and
la) = bl |vac) is the state with a single boson a. The state |n,vac)) is an eigenstate of Hy = H, + H. with energy
E,. We define the interaction Hamiltonian, H se, as a perturbation on the system due to the environment

ﬁsa = Z(w fa(q )xa—i— f (2)), (6)

where f,(§) is an arbitrary function of ¢, depending on how the macrosystem exerts force on the environmental
oscillators. We assume that the interaction model is bilinear i.e., f,(q¢) = 7aq, where 7, is the coupling strength.
Here, w, is the frequency of the particle « in the environment. The time evolution of the entire system is studied by

the perturbation theory. To do so, we are going to calculate the probability of finding the macrosystem in each well.
This could be defined as

Pr = [(R]® ()], (7)

where |U(t))), is the quantum state of the entire system at time ¢:

=D li)(ile /1011w (0). ®)

Here, U1 is the time-evolution operator in the interaction picture, given by U;(t) = exp(—iHot/h)exp(—iHt/h) where
H = Hy + H,.. The relation (8) could be written in the following form:

)= e B (), (9)

where ¢ = R, L and |x;(t)) = <i|6*iH5t/f‘UI|\IJ(O)>. Hence, we have

Pr = (xr(t)|xr(t))- (10)

The time evolution operator U; could be expanded up to the second order with respect to the interaction Hamiltonian

H,. as:
/dtl se(t1) /dtz/ dty Hye (t2) He (1), (11)



where H,.(t) = eiHot/h T _e—iHot/h Ty (11), U;(t) contains the following terms:
Oae(t) = —f/tlzwgﬁ(tl)dtl—{Z/tdtQ /t2 dtr fu(ts)e— i =t0%a £ (41 (12)
vac 3 o 2 ala o ) ) «a a y
« (6%
. ¢
7 . N
Uy(t) = —= | dtie™ ™t f,(t1), 13
0 = <5 | ane ) (13)
1 t2 R , ) N
Uaﬂ(t) = _ﬁ/ dtQ/ dt1f@(t2)€_lw5t2+zw°‘tlfa(tl). (14)
0 0

The time-operator, fu(t) is defined in the interaction picture for f,(g). Using the relations (12)-(14) one can show
that:

IXr()) = (Rle™ /M0 (1)W(0)))
= \Uac) <R|ﬁva0|w5(0)> + Ze_iw"t|a><R|Ua|wS(O)>

3 et 0B R[ T (1)1, (0)): 1
af

If ¢5(0) = |L), one gets;

Pr = (xrlxr) = a6 (0]Usac|0)]* + @b | (1[Tyue|1) 2
+2aa’ b6 R(0|Uyae|0)* (1|Tpae|1) + a/*b2[(1|U4|0)]2, (16)

where R denotes the real part. We have also used the relations (7a) and (7b) for the states |L) and |R).

In the tilted double-well potential calculations show that the elements (0|Uyqc|1), (0]U4]0) and (1|U4|1) should be
zero. The detailed results are given in appendix A.

Here, we used the following assumptions, appropriate in our case:
A1l. The higher orders of f2 can be neglected, so Uag =0.
A2. The frequency distribution J(w) = 7/23., w3726(w — w,) of the environment is ohmic. This means that
J(Qnn) = Ny where 7 is a measure of the strength of the interaction between the macrosystem and the environment.
We assume that 7 is a small constant (1 < h).
A3. The distribution J(Q,,,) is always positive. Thus J(0) = 0 and J(—Qmnn) = 0 where Qi = — Q.-
With all these assumptions in mind, if we suppose that the macrosystem is initially in the state |L, vac)), the tunneling
probability can be obtained as (see appendix B):

Pz =sin? 0 + (sin? 0 cos 20)e """ — 2sin? 0 cos? 0 cos(Qugt)e 112, (17)

where Q19 = (6E; — 6E0)/B and I'; is obtained according to fermi’s golden rule.
2
Lo = = 3 |fonal*T(Q0m)0(Sam) (18)

Here, ' ! is the life time of the shifted energy E; +6E;. We also define f,,,, = (m|f(§)|n). This tunneling result shows
that there is a decay factor e T1*/2 that reduces the strength of the oscillation due to the decoherence (dephasing)
effects. In order to diminish the effect of e T1%/2, we consider the principal time domain, which requires that I'1t < 1.
This assumption helps to conserve oscillation between the wells.

In the same way, one can calculate other probabilities. For example, when the macrosystem is in the state |R) initially,
the probability that it could be found in the state |L) at time ¢ is denoted by Pgr_,;,. Taking into account the other
probabilities Pr_,r and Pr,_, 1, one can show that:

Pr_,1 = cos?6 — cos® 0 cos 20e "1t — 25in? 0 cos? 0 cos(Qot)e 12, (19)

Prp = cos®0 — sin® 6 cos 20e Tt 4 2sin? 0 cos? 0 cos(th)e_Flt/2 (20)
Pr_.; = sin®f + (cos? 0 cos20)e "1t + 25in? § cos? O cos(Qot)e 12, (21)



VIOLATION OF LEGGETT-GARG INEQUALITY UNDER DECOHERENCE

There are two main assumptions underlying any LG-type inequality, known collectively as macrorealism (M R)
criteria. The assumption of M R demands that, first, one can assign definite states to a macrosystem, so that it could
be actually in one of these states independent of any observation. Second, it requires the non-invasive measurability
of such macrostates which should not be affected, when they are measured. LGI serves to examine quantitatively
whether the theories satisfying M R are compatible with QM or not. For this, we use the following LGI:

K1 =|Cs0 — Cs1| +Co1 <1, (22)

where the time-correlation function for the two-value variables r and ¢ (r, ¢ = 1) at three moments of time t3 > to > t;
is defined as the following for the time sequences (i,7) = (3,2), (3,1),(2,1):

Oij = Z qurti,qtj- (23)

r,g==+1

For the symmetric double well potential and any other two-level system studied, these calculations show a maximum
violation of K = 3/2, when the effect of decoherence is negligible [22]. Now, let us assume that:

T Fl _
t3—t2=t2—t1:77, = =7, Z=€’YT. (24)
Q1o Q1o
Then, the estimation of a maximum value of v that violates LGI gives v = 0.31 [35]. We also choose T = g, so that

cos Qlo(tg —t1) = % Then, we have:

K1 = |Pris|rty PRty + Pris|nt, Pri, — Pris|nt, Pri,
—Priy|rts PRty — (Preg|Rty PRty + Prigne, Prt,
—Priy\nt, Prt, — Pris|rey Prey)| + Prey|rey PRy
+PrLty Lty Pty — Prey e, Prty — PrLiy|rty PRty (25)

where, e.g., Priy|rt, = Prt,—Re, is the conditional probability that when the macrosystem is in the state |R) at to,
it can be found in the same state |R) at t3. Generally, we have Pyt; qt; = Pgt;|rt, Prt; due to Bayesian rule where P,
is the single variable probability for the system being in the state |r) at ¢;(¢ = 1,2,3). Conditional probabilities are
given in relations (19) to (21), albeit without time labeling. Let us suppose that the macrosystem is initially in the
state |L), so that Pgry, = 0. Accordingly, Pg;, is obtained from the following relation:

Prt, = Ppi, gt Prty + PRto|Lt: PrLty = PRig|Lt: - (26)

Having into account the above considerations and using the relations (19) to (21), one can find that:

K1 = |(sin? @ — cos? § + 2 cos? § cos 20z, + 2 sin? § cos? Gza%)
(sin? @ + cos? 6 cos 20z, + sin® 6 cos? 92,1%)
+(cos? @ — sin? @ — 2sin? 0 cos 20z, + 2sin? 6 cos® Hzé)
(cos? @ — cos? 0 cos 20z, — sin? 6 cos? 92(%)
—(sin? @ — cos? 0 + 2 cos? 0 cos 2027 — 2sin? 0 cos® Oz)|

.2, 2 2 .2 24,3
+sin® 0 — cos® 0 + 2 cos® 0 cos 20z, + 2sin” 0 cos” 022 . (27)

The time interaction factors z,, 2 and z. could be supposed to be equal or different, depending on the strength of the
system-environment interaction in different time domains. Here, we first assume that they are all equal to each other,
so that z, = 2, = 2. = 2. If we consider sin?# = 0.2 and cos?# = 0.8, at z = 1 the inequality is violated, maximally.
This situation is analogous to negligible decoherence. Yet, the important result is that for 0.5 < z < 1, the inequality
is violated too. This yields 0 < v < 0.66 which shows a broader range of violation compared to v = 0.31 for the
symmetric double well potential and/or other proposed two-level systems [35H37]. In FIG.2. K; in (27) is plotted
against z for 8 = 26.6°. It is obvious that K; increases as z increases from 0 to 1. In FIG.3 K; is plotted against
sin? @ for z = 0.6 (upper curve), z = 0.5 (middle curve) and z = 0.4 (lower curve).



Of course, there are two other LGIs that our calculations show that they are not violated under the conditions
considered above.

’Cg = —(CBQ + 021 + Cgl) § 1 (28)

1
-1<K3 5(043 +Cs2+ Co — Cyp) <1, (29)

where C;s are defined according to relation (23). With the same way of calculating /Cq, we can calculate Ky and Cs.
The amounts of Ky and K3 versus z are sketched in FIG. 4, for sin? 0 = 0.2.
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FIG. 2: The amount of IC; vs. z for sin?# = 0.2. By increasing z, K; will increase for a constant amount of §. For
all the z upper than 0.5 the inequality is violated.
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FIG. 3: The amount of K; vs. sin® @ for three different values of z = 0.6 (upper curve), z = 0.5 (middle curve) and
z = 0.4 (lower curve).
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FIG. 4: The amounts of Ky and K5 vs. z for sin? 6 = 0.2.

VIOLATION PROBE WITH VARYING PARAMETERS

We first examine the tilt/tunneling effect on the extent of violation. We define d = /A where §(A) is the tilt
(tunneling) parameter. The effect of d, depends on the strength of the interaction between the system and the
environment. The strength can be controlled by the so-called parameter 7. As is obvious in FIG. 5, when the strength
of the interaction between the system and the environment is week (large values of z), the violation decreases by
increasing /A ratio, while the strong interaction between the system and the environment leads to an increase in
violation. This is a guide line for experimental tests of LGI. Whether strong interactions prohibit LGI violation which
can be interpreted as the compatibility of M R and QM.

The tilt/tunneling effect on violation can be also assessed, using the functions siné and cosf in (3a) and (3b).
This can be seen in FIG. 6. Again, it is obvious that more violation are observed for large values of z with weak
interactions.

As mentioned in the previous section h is a parameter that controls macroscopicity in our calculations. here in
FIG. 7 it is obvious that as the & increases, the system is more quantum mechaniccal, the violation increases. This
is in accordance with difficult observation of LGI violation for macroscopic systems. Whether for smaller values of h,
more classical systems, the violation is also obseved.

Now, we consider that the interaction strength could be controlled in different time domains of experiment. For
example we assume that the system is isolated at the time domain to — t; (i.e., 2z = z. = 1 in (27)) and then it is
allowed to interact with the environment. Then for all other times and for any other amounts of z, (defined for the
time domain t3 — t3) and 2, (for 3 — ¢1), the LGI is violated. This means that isolating the macrosystem in a given
time domain causes the violation of LGI, even though the macrosystem is left open at all other times (see FIG. 4).
This shows that the decoherence effect by itself has no role in diminishing the range of LGI violation. Yet, this is the
time sequences of such effects which have the control role.

CONCLUSION

Considering a macrosystem prepared in a quasi-classical situation described by a tilted double-well potential, we
studied the effect of the environment as a perturbation source. In this regime, the decoherence (dephasing) effects are
reduced according to the so-called principal time domain in which ¢t < Fl_l. Calculations of the tunneling probabilities
show that the coherency could be present, in spite of the interaction with the environment. To decide between the
predictions of QM and the requirements of M R, a type of LGI ({1 < 1) is considered in (22), when decoherence action
is assumed to be present, but not so dominant. The violation of this inequality shows that the quantum behavior of
a macrosystem could be present in more realistic situations. Even a small tilt in the double well potential can effect
on the LGI violation. So, the key parameter v (characterizing the effect of dephasing) is improved from v = 0.31 in
the previous works to v = 0.66.



Another important achievement is that by isolating the macrosystem at the time domain ¢; — to the LGI is violated
even under strong decoherence effects at the other times. It should be mentioned that the time domain, t; — o, can
be considered as a very short time.These improvements are crucial for showing the violation of LGIs in the future
proposed experiments. While the time domain t; — t3 can be very short.

Also it is important to notice that, when the classical trait of the system is increased, which is illustrated by the
larger values of v, the assumption of non-invasive measurement is more possible to be violated. This means that
time-correlations could be assumed to be achieved by higher time-ordered probabilities at the macro-level [35]. Due
to the quantum calculations, this should be denied, since no three-variable joint probability could be defined for our
model in quantum formalism from which one can obtain two-variable time-correlations. So, for broader ranges of
violation due to large values of 4 (y ~ I'; ~ (k)~!) which shows the more classicality of the system, the violation
of LGI features the violation of non-invasive measurability of the system in a more concrete way. It is legitimate to
assume that physical properties of a macroscopic quantum system are definite and real. Yet, the violation of a typical
LG inequality shows that any measurement on such a system should be invasive. Otherwise, the quantumness of the
system could not be observed in such experiments [3§].
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FIG. 5: The amount of Ky vs. d = §/A for z = 0.8, upper curve, z = 0.55, middle curve and z = 0.5 lower curve
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FIG. 6: The amount of IC; vs. 6
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FIG. 7: The amount of K; vs. h. By increasing h, K; increases.
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FIG. 8: The amount of K vs. z, and z,. By considering z. = 1, the inequality will be violated for all other amounts
of z, and z.
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Appendix A

We calculate (0|Uyqc| 1) and (0| U,|0) here to show that they are approximately zero, even for asymmetric double-well
potentials. First, for (|Uyac|1), we have:

(010uacl1) = == (0[8V (1)) (Olgl1), (A-1)

K 1
h 2h

where g is defined as:
1 t to R ) .
8="05 Z/O dt /0 dty fo(ta)e™ 21 f (1) (A-2)

For the first term, one can show that it is equal to:



D walOlfalm)(m|falt)

a,m=0,1

N |

L@l =

= 35 i O‘fa|0 O|fa|1> <O|fa‘1><1|fa|1>)

| —

- —Z’Va wi (foo-for + for-fi1) = (foo.f01+f01,f11)/ dﬂj( )

0

10

(A-3)

which is negligible, because I'1t/Q19 < 1. The second term is also zero, because the following integrals have meaningful
values, only when the terms in denominator are equal to zero (i.e., Q19 + w, = 0), which is impossible since w, > 0

and Q19 > 0, so the entire term vanishes. To show this, we have

t to
0 = g 2o e [ Ol e )

1 t 12 ) )
= g 2 [t [ anem e ol o) 0] e
s 0111 1) e

1 i 1 , ,
- dt —i(Qw—wa)t2 _ 1)/ L103(0] £ 1 —iwato
im;é i o) )(01£a[0)(01fal1)e

1 2 .
+ﬁ(ewat2 — 1){0] | L)(1| fu| 1)e i (@0 w0tz

[e3

_ 1 1 1 —iQiot _ 1 —iwat _
= g OO O (™ 1) e )
1 1 —iQuot 1 —i(Quodwa)t N
Ol ) 1Salt) T gy = 1)+ e D} 0.

For (0]U,|0), one can show that

J ; 2 )
(0|U4|0) = (O] fa(t)|0)e™ 1 = i"2_5, Frun D1 (wa)e™=t/2,
V2h
where
Dy (w;t) = 1 sin(wt/2)
2 w/2
Then
2t o0
10U 0)* = = oo i dwJ (w)Da(w),
where

1  sin(wt/2)

Dafwit) = ot w/2

}2

(A-4)

(A-T)

(A-8)

We work in the principal time domain for which Da(w,t) ~ J(w). So the relation (A-7) is equal to zero, since J(0) = 0.
So, the term (0|U,|0) could be neglected. The same situation holds for the element (1|U,|1) with relations similar to

(0]U40).
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Appendix B

Here, we calculate the term Pp|r as an instance. Other probabilities can be obtained in the same way. We need to
calculate some terms at first and then put them in the main formula. To show this, we have:

Prr = a®b?(0[Upqac|0)|? + a?b2|(1|Upge|1)?
+2aa’ b6 R(0|Uyae|0)* (1| Upae|1) + a/*b?|(1|U4|0)|2, (B-1)

The terms (0]Uyac]0), (1|Tpac|1), (1]U4]0) and (0|U4|1) are calculated in [35]. So, we have

|<O|Uva0|0>|2 =1, |<1|ﬁva0|1>|2 =e (B-2)
27

m U n) = i—="Ya frnD1(Wa + Qmn;t)e (Q"L"era)t/za (B-3)

(m|Ua|n) = Jon 1

where D; (w;t) = 218111(072/2) For |(1|U4|0)[?, we have:
T w
W0 = T [ dar()Palio - )

= ZflOJ(S-hO) = Flt ~1-— €_F1t, (B—4)

where Dg(w — QlO) ~ 5(w — QlO)-
N r
All the terms that produced by multiplying the terms containing U, are zero because there is —L ratio in all of

10
them.
There is also one non-zero multiplying term as the following:

§R<O|Uvac|0)*<1|ﬁvac|1> = e T2 cos(Qyot). (B-5)
Finally, we obtain:
Pr_1 = cos?® 0 — cos? 0 cos 20e Tt — 25in? 0 cos? 0 cos(Qlot)e_Flt/Q. (B-6)
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