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A bstract

W einvestigatenum ericallythequantum collision between astableHelium nanodrop

and an in�nitely hard wallin one dim ension. The scattering outcom e iscom pared to

thesam eeventom itting thequantum pressure.O nly thequantum processre
ectsthe

e�ectofdi�raction ofwave packetsin space and tim e.
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1 Introduction

In recent years we have described the e�ect nam ed: Di�raction ofwave packets in space

and tim e.Thee�ectconsistsin a m ultiplepeak wavetrain thatisgenerated in a scattering

event,by the interference between theincom ing and thescattered packets.The wave train

laststo in�nitetim e,dueto thespreading oftheincom ing packet,thatcatchesup with the

scattered packet.[1]-[6]

The e�ectoccursin m atterwave scattering. Itpersistsonly fornarrow enough packets

com pared to thescattererextent.Thee�ectwasdem onstrated num erically and analytically

in varioussettings. Asa possible laboratory experim entto verify the e�ectexperim entally

we suggested a collision between a Helium drop and a re
ecting wall.[3]In ref.([3]) we

om itted com pletely theself-interaction ofthedrop.The im pinging packetthatrepresented

statistically the behaviorofthe drop was taken asa Gaussian packet,forwhich we could

provide exact analyticalexpressions. However, the self-interaction provides the binding

energy ofthedrop and hindersspreading,thatiscrucialfortheappearanceofthedi�raction

pattern.A m orerealisticcalculation wasneeded.

Helium isrelatively a weakly bound liquid,even close to zero degrees Kelvin. W eaker

than liquid waterorotherliquidsatam bienttem perature.Thebinding energy perHelium 4

atom in thesuper
uid phaseisaround E b = �7:5
0
K [19]whereasforliquid wateritisaround

�5500
0
K ,depending on tem peratureand pressure.

The Helium atom sare neutraland do notbene�tfrom strong Hydrogen-like bondsfor

their binding. The apparent weakness ofthe interactions is nevertheless m isleading. A

Helium drop interactswith itselfin am uch strongerm annerthan aBose-Einstein condensate

(BEC)[7], and even there the nonlinear e�ects ofthe self-interaction are im portant. In

particulartheinteratom icforcesdom inateoverthesocalled ’quantum pressure’orquantum

potentialin thebulk ofthe drop.Inside thedrop the density isconstantand the quantum

pressure vanishes. Near the edge ofa drop,curvature e�ects take over and the quantum

pressurebecom esrelevant.

Inthepresentworkweinvestigatenum ericallythequantum scatteringofaHelium droplet

bouncing o� an in�nitely hard wall. The aim is twofold: Firstly an investigation like the

presenthasneverbeen carried outbeforeand itisinteresting in itsown m eritand,secondly

we would like to have a m ore realistic treatm entofthe di�raction ofwave packetse�ectin

thecontextofliquid Helium .

In ordertosim plify thetreatm entasm uch aspossibleweresorttothedensity functional

approach.

The density functionalphenom enologicalm ethod for interacting quantum system s,is

based upon thesolution oftheone-body Schr�odingerequation carrying self-interaction non-

linearterm sthatdepend on thedensity only.M any topicsare treated nowadaysby m eans

ofthe density function theory. To nam e a few;electron transport in solids[8],electronic

excitations[9],soft condensed m atter[10]phase transitions in liquid crystals[11],phonons

in solids [12,13],colloids[14],liquids and nuclei[15],atom s and m olecules [16],quantum

dots[17],etc.Asa num erically viable phenom enologicaltheory,iseven becom ing the dom -
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inantm ethod fortreating m any body quantum system s. Thisisevidenced by the num ber

ofpaperson thetopicthat,by thelate1990’s,surpassed theworksusing theHartree-Fock

m ethod.[18]

Density functionaltheories resort to the solution ofa one-body nonlinear Schr�odinger

equation fora particleofm assm

i
@ 

@t
= �

1

2 m
~
r

2

 + [O (j j
2
)+ U(~r)] (1)

whereO (j j
2
)isanonlinearandsom etim esnonlocal[19]functionalofthedensity� = j j

2
,

and U(~r)an externalpotential. The com m only used m ean �eld equation forBEC system s

belongs to this class ofequations.[7]In this case it is referred to as the Gross-Pitaevskii

equation.

Density functionaltheory has been extrem ely successfulin reproducing the properties

ofHelium nanodroplets.[19]Besidesthe m ean binding energy perparticle,average density,

incom pressibility and surface tension at zero tem perature both for Helium 4 and Helium 3,

in a stationary state[20], it accounts for capillary e�ects at low tem peratures [21], the

phase diagram ofliquid-vaporcoexistence[22],aswellasthe excitation spectrum (phonon-

m axon-roton)ofliquid Helium [19].Them odelhasbeen veri�ed experim entally in scattering

reactions[23].Itiscurrently beingapplied tootherareasofsuper
uid dynam icssuch aselec-

tron bubbles,[24]adsorption on platesofAlkalim etals[25],vortex linepinning[26],etc.

The density functionaltheory is therefore a respectable m ethod for the treatm ent of

Helium nanodropletsscattering.In thenextsection wepresentresultsforthescattering of

Helium nanodropletsin one dim ension with and withoutthe quantum potential. The last

section providessom ecom m entsem erging from theobservation ofthenum ericaldata.
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2 A helium drop colliding w ith a w all

A nonlinear, local, self-interaction of the Helium drop was proposed som e tim e ago by

Stringariand Treiner[20].Theparam etersofthedensity functionalwere�tted totheknown

valuesofthe binding energy peratom in the bulk,the incom pressibility,the in�nite atom

m atter density and the surface tension. Im provem ents to this functionalseem to require

nonlocalterm s[7].Such term sareengineered to reproducetheexcitation spectrum ofliquid

Helium below the � transition point in a m ore accurate m anner. In the present work we

optforthelocalversion thatism orem anageablecom putationally and stillquitesuccessful

phenom enologically.

TheoperatorO (�)ofeq.(1)isgiven by

O (�)= b� +
c

4
(4+ 2
)�

1+ 

� 2 d ~

r

2

� (2)

W ith b= �888:81
0
K �A;c= 1:04554 10

7 0
K �A

3+ 3

;
 = 2:8;d = 2383

0
K �A

5
.

Fortheone-dim ensionalcasetreated presently weusethesam eparam eterset,assum ing

independence from they,zdirections,i.e.an in�niteplanarslab.

Thestationary solutionsofeq.(1)with theself-interaction ofeq.(2),in onespatialdim en-

sionsareobtained from thesubstitution 	(x;t)= e
i� t

�(x),with �,thechem icalpotential.

For�nite size drops,� isa param eter,whose value determ inesthe num berofparticlesin

thedrop and tendstothebulk bindingenergy when thenum berofparticlestendstoin�nity.

ForHelium 4,itis�1 = �7:150K .1

Stationary solutionsarefound by integration oftheequation[20]

� = b� +
2+ 


2
c�

1+ 

� (2 d+

1

4 m �
)
d2�

dx2
+

�

d�

dx

�2

8 m �2
(3)

orequivalently

�
d�

dx

�2

=
8 m �

8 m � d+ 1

�

� � � +
b�2

2
+
c�2+ 


2

�

(4)

Theintegration ofeq.(4),proceedsbyachoiceof�(x = 0)< �(x = 0)1 = 0:021836�A
�3
,

the bulk helium liquid density for atom ic m atter. Eq.(4),with
d�

dx
jx= 0 = 0,�xes the

value ofthe chem icalpotential� > �1 . Num ericalroundo� error lim its the possibilities

ofapproaching �(x = 0)1 closerthan 10
�7

and stillobtain a pro�le density thatdecaysat

in�nitedistances.W ethereforechosetheclosestvaluewecould and used thispro�ledensity

1 The transform ation to standard energy unitsproceedsby m ultiplication with Boltzm ann’sconstantk

4



-50 -30 -10 10 30 50

x
0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

0.025

ρ

Initial profile for ρ (x=0) = 0.02183599 A
-3

Figure 1:Density pro� le ofa Helium drop in�A �3 offor�(x = 0) = 0:02183599�A �3 asa

function ofdistancein �A

in allthescattering eventsto bepresented below.Theparam eterforthisdensity pro�leare

�(x = 0) = 0:02183599,thatyields� = � 6:710K .Thenum berofparticlesperunitarea

N =

Z
1

�1

dx �(x) (5)

forthiscaseisN = 1:288 �A �2 ,oran e�ective length X eff =
N

�(x = 0)
= 59 �A.The

drop then extendssom e59�A alongthexaxisand isin�nitealongthey,zplane.Thesolution

in the three dim ensionalcase isnotm uch di�erent,in thiscase,the drop containsaround

4500 atom s.Figure1 showsthisinitialdensity pro�le.

The details ofthe scattering are notvery sensitive to the num ber ofparticles and the

extension ofthedrop.Them ajority oftheparticlesreside within thebulk.Thedi�raction

e�ectsdepend on thesidewingsofthedistribution in �gure1 and arethereforealm ostthe

sam e for any num ber ofparticles,because the width ofthese wings is determ ined by the

param etersofthenonlinearpotentialonly.

In the nextsection we willshow resultsforsm allersize dropswhose pro�le resem blesa

Gaussian.Forsuch dropstheinterference e�ectiscleaner,butnotqualitatively di�erent.

The scattering starts with a drop im pinging from the left onto an in�nitely hard wall

located to thefarright.W etook a drop centered atx0 = 110 �A with velocity v,de�ned by

 (x;t= 0) = e
i m v (x�x 0)

q

�(x) (6)
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Thewallislocated atx = 150�A.W eusea�vestep predictorcorrectorm ethod[24]forthe

num ericalintegration.W edem and an accuracy ofm orethan 0:1% in both theconservation

ofnorm alization ofthe wave and the energy. Thisstrictdem and requiresa tiny tim e step

ofaround 10
�17

sec,and consequently lengthy runsofaround 10
7
iterations.A largertim e

step causesrapid deterioration ofthe accuracy and runaway behavior. A tiny tim e step is

needed,dueto thelargevaluesoftheconstantsentering theself-interaction.

Itwasfound thatforpacketvelocitiesbelow around v = 50
m

sec
the drop collideswith

the wallelastically with a barely noticeable distortion. Such a threshold correspondsto a

m om entum transferperparticle atthe wallofthe orderof�p = 2 m v � 0:62 �A
�1
. This

isa typicalvaluefortheexcitation ofripplons,atthesurfaceofa drop.[27]

The drop istravelling withoutstrictures,hence there isno super
uid lim iting velocity,

itcan rem ain super
uid up to any velocity,in practice the drop 
ows over a surface that

lim itsthem axim um frictionlessspeed.Theexperim entm ay also beviewed asonein which

thewallism oved crashing into thestationary drop.W ehaveperform ed such calculationsin

orderto check ournum ericalschem es,and found them to agreewith theresultsofa m oving

packetand a �xed wallasexpected.

Figure 2 exem pli�es the result ofthe scattering for various velocities and tim es,such

that�x = v t,forallofthem isthe sam e in the free case. Above the threshold velocity

thereappearsa m ultiplepeak structurethatrecedsfasterthan thepacket.Itresem blesthe

di�raction in space and tim e structuresseen in refs.[1]-[6].Forhigh enough velocities,the

collision isinelastic. The energy istransferred into wavesthatrecede fasterthan the bulk

ofthe drop. The drop is alm ost stalled at the wall. In the bottom graph of�gure 2 the

collision processisstillunderway and them ultiplepeak structuresarestillbeing generated.

There is a background hum p under the peaks in the m iddle graph. This elevation is an

incoherent background,sim ilar to the one occurring in the di�raction in space and tim e

phenom enon[1]-[6]forwide packets.In thenextsection we willshow picturesfora thinner

drop,forwhich thebackground isalm ostabsent.

Figure3 showstheevolution ofthescattering processfora velocity ofv = 65:78
m

sec
.2

Thedensity 
uctuationsinsidethepacketdueto thecollision,areprogressively expelled

outofthe drop. Thism ultiple peak tailwave,isa productofboth the incom ing and the

re
ected wavesinterfering with each other.

In order to con�rm the hypothesis that the interference e�ects are responsible for the

m ultiplepeak structures,weperform ed parallelcalculationsfortheanalogclassicaldrop,by

subtracting the quantum potentialin the Schr�odingerequation. In eq.(1)O (�)isreplaced

by O (�) � Uquantum ,with Uquantum = �
1

2 m
p
�

d2
p
�

dx2
.Fortheclassicalscattering case,

weusethesam einitialpro�leastheonedepicted in �gure1,although itisnota stationary

solution with thequantum potentialsubtracted.Asa m atteroffactthereareno stationary

solutionswithoutthequantum potential.Thism ay beeasily seen by expanding around the

2 The awkward value ofthe velocity originatesfrom a convenientchoiceoftim e units
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v = 65.78 m/sec  t = 16 psec v = 65.78 m/sec, t= 26 psec

v = 65.78 m/sec, t= 43 psec v = 65.78 m/sec , t= 60.8 psec
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t = 38  psec v = 105.26 m/sec

t = 60.8 psec v = 65.78 m/sec
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Figure4:j	jasafunction ofdistancein unitsof �A forvariousvelocitiesand tim es,classical

case

vacuum .

Such an expansion producestheequation

d2�

dx2
=

b

2 d
� (7)

whosesolutionsareoscillatory,with thedensity becom ing eventually negative.

Figure4 depictstheclassicalscattering picturescorresponding to thequantum eventsof

�gure 2. As is evident from the �gure,the classicalcollision does notproduce a m ultiple

peaktail.Thecollision resultsin largedensity 
uctuationsin thebulk and noisy 
uctuations

attheedges.

Thecorresponding classicalpacketevolution forv = 65:78
m

sec
appearsin �gure5.

Figure 6 showsclassicaland quantum scattering outcom estogetheratt = 60:8 psec.

Clearly,thequantum scattering resistsdistortionsin thebulk and getsrid oftheenergy in

9



v = 65.78 m/sec , t= 60.8 psecv = 65.78 m/sec, t= 43 psec

v = 65.78 m/sec, t= 26 psecv = 65.78 m/sec, t= 16 psec
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the form ofcoherent wave trains,whereas the classicalscattering thatlacks the quantum

potentialcurvature-like term ,rendersthe packetsofterto deform ations. The detailofthe

backwardsregion can beseen in �gure7.

The coherence ofthe tailregion isvisualized in �gure 8. In thispicture we display the

phaseofthewavefunction forthescatteringcaseof�gure6.Theclassicalscatteringphaseat

thebottom iscoherentinsidethedrop corresponding to a travelling packetof�xed velocity,

and incoherentoreven random atthe surface. The quantum phase iscoherentboth inside

and outside (only partofthe outside region isshown).The wavelength outside thebulk of

thedrop in theuppergraph ,forx < 70 �A issm allerthan thewavelength in thebulk.The

m ultiplepeak tailrecedesfasterthan thedrop.
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Initial profile for ρ (x=0) = 0.02 A
-3
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Figure9:Density pro� leofa Helium drop in�A �3 offor�(x = 0) = 0:02�A �3 asa function

ofdistancein �A

3 Conclusions

W ehavecon�rm ed num ericallythatthee�ectofdi�raction ofwavepacketsin spaceandtim e

doesexpressitselfin Helium 4 nanodrop scattering. The resultsfora thick drop presented

in the last section are not that clean as those ofref.[3]. A thick drop has a sizeable self-

interaction and tends to conserve its shape in the collision. To enhance the e�ect, we

considered also sm aller size drops as the one depicted in �gure 9. Here we used �(x =

0) = 0:02 �A �3 The num ber ofparticles per unit area is now N = 0:26 �A �2 ,and the

e�ective extentis X eff = 12:5 �A.A threedim ensionaldrop ofthistype containsaround

40 atom s.

Figures10 and 11 depictthe classicaland quantum scattering resultsforthe pro�le of

�gure9 and a velocity ofv = 65:78
m

sec
att = 60:8 psec.Theasym ptoticbehaviorofthe

quantum eventism uch cleanerthan thatofthethickerdrop depicted in theprevioussection.

In sum m ary,it appears that it could be possible to observe the di�raction phenom enon

described in [1]-[6]with Helium 4 nanodropsby colliding them with a hard surface athigh

enough speed.
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