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U sually, decoherence is generated from the coupling with an outer environm ent. However, a
m acroscopic ob fct generically possesses its own environm ent in itself, nam ely the com plicated
dynam icsof intemaldegrees of freedom . W e addressa question: when and how the intemaldynam ics
decohere interference of the center of m assm otion of a m acroscopic ob ct. W e w ill show that weak
Jocalization of a m acroscopic ob ct in disordered potentials can be destroyed by such decoherence.

PACS numbers: 03.75.D, 03.65Y z,4225Dd

I. NTRODUCTION

Superposition of states lies at the heart of quantum
m echanics and gives rise to m any of is paradoxes. Not
only can a particle go through tw o paths sin ultaneously,
but the wavefunction of a pair of particles ying apart
from each other is also entangled into a non-separable
superposition of states. H owever, such strange phenom —
ena have never been observed in our m acroscopic world.
Tt hasbeen an in portant question w hy and how quantum
w eirdness disappears in large system s EL]

E nvironm ent, usually described by a huge num ber of
variables, can destroy coherence am ong the states of a
quantum system . T his is decoherence. T he environm ent
is watching the path Pllowed by the system , and thus
suppressing interference e ects and quantum weirdness.
In m acroscopic systam s, such process is so e cient that
we see only s nal result: the classical world around
us E, :;’:]. For truly m acroscopic superpositions, deco—
herence occurs on a very short tin escale that it is al-
m ost In possible to cbserve quantum ooherences. How —
ever, m esoscopic system s present the possbility of in-—
vestigating the process of decoherence and the transition
from quantum to classicalbehavior §]. So farm any ex—
perin ents have been realized to generate m esoscopic su—
perposﬂ:ons [5 6] and to decohere them in a controlled
way d] R ecently considerably largem olecules have been
used to Investigate the decoherence, the transition from
quantum to classical. For exam pl, the researchers in
W ien have observed Interference of de B roglie waves of
fullerenes (C¢p or C79 molecules) and even bigger ones
g, :9, :_[(_]', ::I-]_:, ::I-Zj, ::I-é] In this experin ent the fiillerenes
are quie hot as well as big, which m eans they contain
com plicated dynam ics of their intemal degrees of free—
dom . The Intemal them al energy is aln ost one order
ofm agnitude larger than the kinetic energy of its center
ofmass CM ) motion. A question naturally arises: is
the com plex dynam ics of the intemal degrees of freedom
ham ful for the interference ofthe CM m otion?

U sually, decoherence hasbeen generated from the cou—
pling wih an outer environm ent such as other particles
or uctuating electrom agnetic elds. However, a m acro—
scopic ob Ect generically possesses is own environm ent

in iself, namely the intemal dynam ics (D) [14] when
only an allpart ofthe totalsystem , eg. tsCM , isunder
consideration. In this paper, we would like to address a
question: when and how the ID decoheres interference
ofa m acroscopic ob Ect. W e also show nontrivial expec—
tation that the weak localization of lJarge m olecules in a
disordered potential can be destroyed by the decoherence
generated from the ID w ithout any extemalperturbation
breaking the tin e reversal sym m etry.
Let us consider a m acroscopic ob fct consisting of N

particles exposed to the extemalpotentialVe, . T he total
Ham iltonian can be w ritten as

bl 0> ®
H = =+ Vi (Exi9) + Vex (X31)
g Ay i
p2 N1 2
= E*‘kx(x + Vi € 9+ &K;f Qg)
Hew +Hin + 1)

where Vi, is an intemal (or con nem ent) potential. P
and X are a m om enpfum and a coordinate of the CM
wih a mass M & m ;) respectively, whilke and

the sam e quantities of the intemal degrees of free—
dom wih the reduced m assm represents the cou—
pling between the CM and the ID . Since one nds Vi,
is determ ined only from the relative coordinates , ie.
Vin (Exi9) = Vi, € g),thecouplingtemm  dependsonly
on the extemalpotential Vo, . Tt is easy to show that if
Vex does not correspond to a sinpl form such as con-—
stant, linear, and ham onic, the non-zero coupling al-
ways exists [pr] The CM motion can ke entangkd with
its ID when the anhamm onic externalpotential is applied.
W e call such a non-trivial extermalpotential \nonlinear"
since the corresponding force is nonlinear. It is noted
that existence ofthe extemalpotentialhas nothing to do
w ith generation of the decoherence.

In a usual two slit experin ent, a m acroscopic ob fct
freely des to a screen. T herefore, no entanglem ent be-
tween CM and ID arises, neither does the decoherence
from ID . However, one can ask what happens if the re—
pulsive potential produced by the slits is considered. For
exam ple, the van der W aals interaction between the C 79
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FIG. 1: Various setups of two-slit interferom etry (a) w ith
the path 2 containing a usual extemal bath denoted by the
grey circular region, (o) w ith no bath but delay, (c) with two
paths containing the sam e nonlinear regions denoted by the
grey boxes. (d) The sam e as (c) w ith delay in one ofthe paths
after @) and before B) the interaction w ithin the nonlinear
region.

and the grating was assum ed to correctly explain exper—
in ental results LI@] Since C¢ molecule is too am all to

see the anhamm onic shape of the extemal potential the

coupling between the CM and the ID ishardly expected.

O ne can still insist, how ever, that not only ifthe slit wall
containsm ore rapidly varying repulsive potentialbut also

if the size of the ob fct becom es larger, for exam ple by

using an insulin, then the coupling term m ight m anifest

itself. In this paper we consider such situation that the

coupling between CM and ID is non-negligble. Tt must

be m entioned that we ignore all the other sources of de—
coherences exoept those originating from the ID for our

discussion, butwillbrie y comm ent it. W e also note that
neither we derive any new form ula nor estin ate any val-

ues of thise ect. W e would lke to show basic physical
m echanign and possbility of the phenom ena.

II. REVIEW OF DECOHERENCE

First, we brie y review the decoherence from an ex—
temal environm ent. Figure 1(a) show s usual two path
Interferom etry, where one of the paths interacts with a
\bath" of particks, ie. an environm ent. O ne can w rite
an initial totalwavefinction in the follow ing way

1
0= p—z [10;X)+ 20;X)] ©; ) @

where ;) and denote a wavefunction of a system
m oving along the path 1 (2) and that of a bath described

by variables , respectively. Under the dynam ics, which
includes Interaction w ith the bath only along the path 2,
the w avefiinction becom es
1
(t)=P—§[1(t;X) 1@ )+

2 GX) 2 & )1;

(3)
where ;) isa state of the bath with the system going
around the path 1@2). Here, we assum e the coupling
w ith the bath is sm all enough to have no in uence on
the system , but changes only a state of the bath {17, '18].

From the reduced density m atrix the interference term
is given as
Z

Re ;X) 6X) d & )26 ) @)

The physical m eaning of Eq. @) is cbvious. The rst
term contains usual inform ation of the Interference pat—
tem ofthe system going through the two paths. T he sec—
ond tem correspondsto the visbility w hich m easuresthe
decoherence. Eq. (:ff) allow sone to Interpret the reduction
ofthe Interference in term s of a reduction in the overlap

ofthe 1_3ath states for the two paths. Stem, A harony and
Im ry [_lj] argue that one can m ake the identi cation

D E Z
e = d G )6 )i )
D .AE R .
w}%{ere et d (©; )¢ ' (©0; ), and () =
dtvr (X o ©); ). Here Vi denotes the interac—

tion potential between the system and the envi-
ronment in the interaction picture, ie. Vi

exp (iH envb)V K 2; )exp( iHenyt) n which Hepy and V

represent the H am iltonian ofthe environm ent and its in—
teraction w ih the systam , respectively. Eq. (id) In plies
that the reduction ofthe Interference can also be ascribed
to the accum ulating phase uncertainty of the system on
the Interacting path being sub fct to an uncertain po—
tential. Tn this sense decoherence is often referred to as
\dephasing” .

III. DECOHERENCE FROM INTERNAL
DYNAM ICS

A . Two slit interferom etry

Now lt us consider two path interferom etry of a
m acroscopic ob et w ith iscom plicated ID . TheCM and
the ID now play rolesofa system and an environm ent, re—
spectively. W e take Into account the case that the ob fct
ism oving freely as shown in Fig.1 (b), so that there isno
entanglem ent between the CM and the ID . The m otion
ofthe CM iseasily described by a plane wave, o (X ).
TheCM ofthe ob fct then show s perfect coherence since
the CM dynam ics is com pletely isolated. W hen one in-
creases the path length ofone ofthe two pathsby am ount
of 1, clear Interference pattem is expected from the tem



L BX) 26X )= &+ TX) o@E&X) between two
CM states,where t= =v (v isthevelocity oftheCM ).
The nalwavefunction is given as
LX)+

1
© = P—E [oft+ o X )] G ) (©)

The tine delay t is only applicable to the CM since
the D independently evolves n time. The overbp of
the D always yi¥lds that of the sam e states, ie. com —
plete coherence. W ithout entanglem ent w ith the ID the
deocoherence of the CM cannot be generated.

Let us consider now the case an ob gct goes though
nonlinear extemal potentials along the paths as shown
In Fig.1(c). W e assum e these nonlinear potentials are
equivalent for the two paths. In a tw o slit Interferom etry,
In general, the two slits arem ade to have the sam e geom —
etry. Even though the CM m otion is entangled w ith the
D during the passage through such nonlinear region, this
does not generate any decoherence. The reason is that
the evolution ofthe D is alwaysgqual or the two paths,
sothat (& )= & ),ie. d @& )& )= 1.
T he entanglem ent w ith intemal environm ent m akes the
phases of each of the partialwaves of the CM uncertain
n viewpoint of Eq. 615), but does not alter the relative
phase. In Fig. 1(d), we Introduce addiional delay for
one of the paths. W hen the delay is given after the pas—
sage through the nonlinear region, the situation exactly
corresponds to the case descrbed in Fig.1 (). The only
di erence is that one starts not with an initial ID state

10; )E 20; )lbutwih ;({&; ) E 2 )l where
ty is the tin e when the ob fct departures from the non—
linear region. W hen the delay is given before, one can see
that the situation is also the sam e as the case shown in
Fig.1 (b) by considering the argum ent related to Eq. (r_é) .

Tt should be noted that In usualdecoherence generated
from an outer environm ent it isnot easy to nd the case
that the two paths have the sam e environm ent. If the
decoherence occursm ainly by interacting w ith other par-
ticles, the system going through two paths accum ulates
di erent random phases from scattering wih di erent
particles of di erent states. The system going through
the two paths thus see di erent environm ents. This is
the reason why the decoherence from an outer environ—
m ent has been deal with the setup shown In Fig.1@).
O ne exam ple that the sam e environm ent is applied to the
two Interfering waves is the Interaction of an interfering
electron w ith zero-point (or vacuum ) uctuatjon, where

the electron does not decohere f_lS_i 2- 2

B . Quanti cation of decoherence from internal
dynam ics

In the above discussion it hasbeen shown that it isnot
easy to see the decoherence generating from the ID w ith
usual sin ple geom etry of interferom etry. The only way
to observe the decoherence from the coupling wih ID is
that the ID ’s should see di erent nonlinear Interactions

for each path. W ihout loss of generality this situation
can be represented asthe case that only one path contains
the nonlinear region. T he overlap of the ID can then be
w ritten as

" Z . #

h 0; )3 "Tep i dt®Ewm+ ) 3 0 )i;

(7)
where tand T denote the interaction tin e w ithin the
nonlinear potential and the tin e ordering operator, re—
spectively. A symm etric geom etry of interferom etry is
som etin es usefil], or exam ple, m easurem ent of phase of
the tranam ission coe cient through a quantum dot {22],
where a quantum dot is pligged into one of the am s
of an Aharonov-Bohm ring. From the Aharonov-Bohm
oscillation one can determ ine the phase shift of electron
passing through the quantum dot.

The quantjty given In Eq. (.7') isknown as so called -
delity f23] T he decay of such a quantity determ ines the
decoherence rate. O ne In portant rem ark is that even for
the D wih a few degrees of freedom the delity decays
exponentially if its dynam ics is chaotic l_Z-Z_i, :_2-§] Tt opens
possbility that the decoherence can occur in m olecules
OOI'lSJStJl’lg ofeven severalatom s fnom entang]em ent w ith
its D [15] (See also R6, 21, 28,129, 30, 131] for decoher—
ence generated from chaos) In a certain specialcondition.
W hen a single coherent state, a m inin al wavepacket, is
chosen as an initial state of ID, one can expect golden
rule or Lyapunov decay depending on the strength ofthe
coupling BZ], In which the delity decay does not m uch
depend on the Initial condition for a given energy as far
as the com pletely chaotic dynam ics is concemed for the
D . This situation corresponds to the ID govemed by
rather an all num ber of degrees of freedom at low tem -
perature. As we mentioned in the beginning, however,
for an allm olecules it is hard to expect the coupling be—
tween the CM and the ID . To see thise ect in the sys—
tem s w ith sm all degrees of freedom we need som ething
di erent from usualm olecules.

For rather bigger system s, which we are Interested in,
it is not easy to directly calculate how much the inter—
action between the CM and the ID make an in uence
on the state of the ID because the intemal degrees of
freedom oonsist of m any particles. First let us consider
the zero tem perature case. If the interaction is strong
enough to generate any kind of elem entary excitations
such asphonons, charge density waves, m agnons form ag—
netic system s, and so on, then the CM w ill lose his coher-
ence com plktely. Nothing happens for the system going
through the path 1 in FJg -i, while the state of the ID
through the path 2 n Fig. -L is changed from the ground
state to the excited state of the elem entary excitation.
By checking the state of the ID one can see which path
the system go through. It is nothing but a com plete de—
coherence. In this case it is crucialto know whether the
excitation is gapless or not. At nite tem perature the
situation ism uch m ore com plicated. In the begihningwe
assum ed that there is no other sources of decoherences
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FIG.2: (@) Two tine reversal paths, 1 and ,, muliply

re ecting from random scatterers in a disordered system . ()
Sin ple exam ple w ith three scatterers labeled by 0, 1, and 2.
U, denotes an unitary operator freely propagating between
tw o scatterers.

exoept those orighhating from the ID . Unfortunately this

isno Iongertrue sincean ob ctw ith  nite tem perature is
alw ays coupled w ith outer environm ent by em itting black

body radiation or possbly other radiation from them al
vbration. It is another issue how much this e ect de—
grades the coherence of the m otion ofthe CM .Now one

needs to com pare the decoherence from the coupling w ith

the outer environm ent and that w ith the ID . If the radi
ation is not so ham ful for the coherence, eg. the case

that the wavelength ofthe radiation ismuch larger than

the di erence of two paths, it is m eanigfiil to calculate
Eq. (). This caltulation can be done by using the eld
theoretical technigue once the tim e dependent interac—
tion  isknown. Surely it is still hard task. W e do not
want to calculate it in this paper, but only point out the

possible existence of the decoherence generating from the

coupling w ith the ID .

Another ram ark on Eqg. (-'2:) is its physical interpreta—
tion in tem s of quantum m easurem ent. Here, the total
system includingCM and ID is isolated from the extemal
world. The decoherence is generated from entanglem ent
only wihin a m acroscopic ob fct itself. In this sense no
external observer exists. No inform ation is transferred
from the obfct to outside. Since a system (the CM)
does not know the di erence between an intemaland an
outer environm ent, the ID plays a role of an observer.
Inform ation thus owsfrom theCM to the ID .Follow ing
Zurek’s argum ent E], one can say the ID is watching the
CM .

C . W eak localization in disordered system s

Finally, ket us consider one interesting exam ple, weak
bcalization in disordered system s 83]. Two tin e rever-
salpathsmultiply re ecting from the random scatterers
Jeads to the Iocalization of a wavefunction due to their
constructive Interference as shown in Fig. 2 @). Such lo-
calization is fragilke forboth the decoherence and the per-
turbation breaking tin e reversal symm etry. A random
potential generates com plicated and chaotic dynam ics,
which can give rise to the entanglem ent between CM and
ID .At rstglance the decoherence from the ID is hardly
expected to arise since the total system has tim e reversal
symm etry. O ne m ight think that the state ofthe D of
the CM rotating clockw ise m ust be the sam e as that of
ocounterclockw ise. It can be shown, however, that the
coupling to the ID can destroy the weak localization by
generating the decoherence from the ID .

T o prove the appearance of the decoherence et us con—
sider the overlap between two ID, namely i and o,
of the tin e reversal paths of CM after a round trip
along a closed loop. Since we are interested only in
the D, the In uence from is coupling to the CM can
be regarded as a tim e dependent external perturoation,

ie. Ky ®©;: ) 12y & ). Note 1)+ ;)=
1) & ), where denotes the duration tim e taken for
a round trip around the closed loop. The nal state
1¢@) () isthen given as
Z
10 (5 ) =T exp i dtHup()+ K ©; )
0
8)
Even though X1 () = X, ( t) hods, ie. 1( ) =
2 ( t; ),one ndsi( )% ,( ) due to existence of

the tim e ordering opeJ:atorTA . Tom ake t m ore clear, ket
us consider a sin ple exam ple: three scattererswell local-
ized In space as shown In Fig. 2 (o). D uring free propa—
gation between two scatterers the CM is decoupled from

the ID .W e assum e the process of collision w ith the scat—
terers is short enough to be described by delta-finction
In tin e. The interaction term  ; for the clockw ise prop—
agation can then be given as

& )=50) € )+ H0) €& 2); 9)

where ; and ; arethe collision tin esupon the rstand
the second scatterer, respectively, and 0 < 1 < , <

A fter one round trip, the states of the ID for the clock—
w ise and the counterclockw ise ; and ; are respectively
given as

1( )= U3K,U,K1U; ¢

2( )= UK UK U3 o; 10)

where by using the eigenstates of Hy #H( jii = E; jii)
one cbtains U,;;; = expl iE; t]1iy, and Kpy =
hljexp[ an( )]:Ul- HeJ:e, fi = 1r t2 = 2 1r
and 1t = 2. It is obvious that In general
U3K UK 10, € UK UK U3 s:inoeKl andK2 are not



diagonal. Consequently one can nd that in general
hi1()j2()i< 1. The weak bcalization of the CM of
a m acroscopic obfct in disordered potentials can be de—
stroyed due to the coupling to the ID .

IVv. SUMMARY

In sum m ary, we have Investigated the decoherence gen—
erated from the Intemal dynam ics of a m acroscopic ob—
Bct. In a usual sstup of two slit Interferom etry, it is
hard to expect the appearance of such decoherence. O nly
asymm etric geom etry of the interfering paths contain—
Ing anham onic extermal potential allow s one to observe
the decoherence from the intemal dynam ics. Such de—
coherence can then be m easured by the delity given in

Eqg. (-'_7.) . In this case, the iIntemaldegrees of freedom ofa
m acroscopic ob fct are watching its center of m ass m o—
tion. T he weak localization ofthe center ofm assm otion
ofa m acroscopic ob fct in disordered potentials can also
be destroyed by such decoherence w ithout any extemal
perturbation breaking tin e reversal sym m etry.
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