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M ila and Poilblanc reply: Themain point of C larke
and Strong’s com m ent ﬂl]j, nam ely that our resuls con—
ceming the e ect of ntegrability on the hopping ofelec—
trons between chains E] are probably not related to the
notion of coherence proposed in Ref. E], is In portant
and well taken. In fact, we have already stressed in our
work E] that integrability a ects the interm ediate{tim e
behaviour but not the short{tin e one, while in Ref. E]
the authors m ake predictions about the long-tin e dy-—
nam ics on the basis of a calculation at short times. The
logicaloconclision isthen that thesetwo e ectsare in fact
di erent phenom ena. In m ore recent papers w e have nu—
m erically investigated other physical quantities (spectral
function HE], transverse conductivity E]) in relation to
the notion of coherence developped In Ref. E].

T he proposal ﬂ] that the e ect seen In Ref. E] is re—
lated to ergodicity is also very plausible. This has also
been suggested as a possble explanation of the e ect of
Integrability on the conductivity of1D system s E]. How—
ever, as far as we know, this rem ains a congcture not
fully established on m grounds.

Now, conceming the details of the discussion of Ref.
ﬂ], wethink it is in portant tom ake further clari cations.
C larke and Strong suggest that P ( ), the probability of

nding the system in itsinitialstateattine aftertum-
Ingon thehopping t; , isan appropriate test ofthe notion
of coherence of R ef. E] only for su ciently short times,
the long{tin e behaviour ofthis function being related to
ergodic properties of the system . O ur point of view is
slightly di erent. The notion of coherence discussed In
Ref. E] is related to the splitting of the m ain peaks in
the bonding k., = 0) and antbonding (k, = ) spectral
functions, lnooherence m eaning that the splitting disap—
pears in the them odynam ic lim it ﬂ]. In fact, the sam e
behaviour can also be inferred from a study ofP ( ) pro-—
vided that: 1) The di erence at = 0 between particle
numbers on the two chains N isequalto 1; i) A non{
symm etrized initial wavefinction is used. This clain is
supported by Fig. 1, n which we have compared P ( )
calculated in thisway w ith the results deduced from the
spectral fiinctions @]: T he fundam ental frequency of the
oscillations is the sam e, and it is equal to the splitting
between the bonding and the antbonding bands. The
rapid oscillations that appear n P ( ) deduced from the
spectral finctions are 1D  features that are not related to
the problem of coherence between chains.

W e think that these resuls help clarify the di erence
between the notions of coherence discussed In Ref. [3]
and Ref. E] respectively. Let us rstde ne P () wih

N = 1 and ktus increase the Interactions. A reduction
of coherence according to Ref. E]wﬂlshow upihP ()as
a shift ofthe oscillations tow ard Jarger tin es, ncoherence
being achieved when the period becom es In nite. This
is consistent w ith a decrease of the curvature ofP ( ) at
an all tin es when ooherence disappears. A fematively,
one can choose a m acroscopic value of N . W hen the
Interactions are sw iched on, the intensity of the oscik-
lations w ill decrease dram atically unless the underlying

m odel is Integrable, In agreem ent w ith the notion of co—
herence discussed in Ref. E].
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FIG.1l. Retum probability calculated on a 2 12 system
at 1/3{ lling asde ned in Ref. [ﬂ]butbr N = 1 (solid line)
com pared to the results of Ref. E] obtained from the single
particle transverse G reen fiinction (dashed line): (a) H ubbard
modelwih U=t= 8 and t; =t = 0:; () Extended Hubbard
modelwih U=t= 6,Vi=t= 3,V,=t= 2and t, =t= 0:1.

In conclusion, we agree that the e ect we discussed
in Ref. f] ®r N > 1) is probably not related to the
notion of coherence introduced in Ref. E]. From a nu—
m erical point of view, this latter e ect is best studied
by looking at physically m easurable quantities, lke the
spectral fiinction or the transverse optical conductivity.
W e nevertheless think that the function P ( ) lntroduced
in Ref. f}] and used by us in Ref. [] is very usefl, at
Jeast pedagogically, in clarifying the di erence between
the e ects discussed in these papers.
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[71 The scaling toward the them odynam ic lin it is a subtle
issue. T he interested reader is urged not to stop at Ref.
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M1, but to read Ref. f1aswell



