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Abstract. Decoherence is the most widely accepted mechanism to explain the loss of coherence in quantum
systems. Here we show how simple (quantum) trajectory–based models can help to understand the physics
behind decoherence processes. In particular, we will analyze with these models the relationship between
decoherence and quantum contextuality in the double–slit experiment, where two (quantum) contexts can
be clearly distinguished: (i) two slits open simultaneously, or (ii) only one slit open at a time.
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1 Introduction

Decoherence is the most widespread mechanism [1,2,3,4]
to explain the classical–like behavior displayed by quan-
tum systems under certain conditions [5]. According to
it, this behavior results from the dynamical interaction
between the system of interest and a surrounding envi-
ronment [6]. If system plus environment are initially de-
scribed by a separable total wave function, their coupling
will make this wave function to describe an entangled state
after some time. This leads to dramatic consequences for
the system, which is no longer describable in terms of
its own wave function, but a density matrix. Thus, if we
start it within a pure state, after averaging over the envi-
ronment degrees of freedom at any subsequent time, one
gets a mixed state. The entanglement with an environment
provokes the loss of coherence in the system —coherence
which is necessary to keep the system in a pure state and
display typical quantum effects, such as diffraction–like
structures, for instance. This irreversible process is an
important issue, not only for practical purposes, for in-
stance, in modern quantum information theory or quan-
tum computation [7], but also in more fundamental as-
pects of quantum mechanics, as will be discussed below.

Quantum mechanics is characterized by different strik-
ing features or properties which puzzle and challenge our
understanding, contextuality being one of the most re-
markable and fundamental ones. Quantum contextuality
implies that the physics associated with a certain system
unavoidably depends on the quantum state chosen to de-

scribe it. In other words, unlike classical systems for which
only external forces determine their dynamics, the behav-
ior of quantum–mechanical systems is also governed by
the contextual framework chosen to carry out their de-
scription. The information about this contextual frame-
work is coded within the wave function, which accounts for
the system quantum state (and its subsequent evolution).
This aspect of quantum mechanics, which has no classical
analog, nicely manifests in and explains the paradigmatic
double–slit experiment [8].

Far from being a conceptual idealization, diffraction
by slits is a realizable experiment, which has been done
with a variety of projectiles ranging from tinny electrons
[9] to large, complex fullerenes [10]. These experiments are
generally carried out by sending a particle beam towards
the slits (i.e., many particles at a time targeted towards
the slit assembly). However, they can also be performed
launching the projectiles one by one (i.e., one at a time).
Let us consider the case where the target is just a double–
slit. As is well–known, provided no “which-way” informa-
tion is demanded, the diffracted projectiles distribute ac-
cording to a typical diffraction pattern, which is described
by the probability density

ρ(r, t) = |ψ1(r, t) + ψ2(r, t)|
2

= ρ1(r, t) + ρ2(r, t) + ρint(r, t). (1)

Here ψi(r, t) (i = 1, 2) is the (time–dependent) wave func-
tion describing the particle after passing through slit i and
ρi(r, t) = |ψi(r, t)|

2 is the probability that such a particle
is detected at the position r at a time t after passing only
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through this slit. Regardless of the nature of the particle
source [11,12], particles are assumed as independent after
they abandon it, this being the meaning of “one by one”
above. Equation (1) thus describes a single–particle exper-
iment rather than a many–body situation. This is a key
point: the “standard” explanation of this experiment [8]
states that the interference–like features [accounted for by
ρint in equation (1)] are due to the interference of the par-
ticle with itself (self–interference). That is, when reaching
the two slits, the particle passes through both at the same
time, and then “recombines” again behind, thus giving
rise to the well–known quantum interference pattern. On
the contrary, if a detector aimed to determine the path
followed by the particle is allocated in one of the slits, a
classical like probability distribution is obtained,

ρ(r, t) = |ψ1(r, t)|
2 + |ψ2(r, t)|

2

= ρ1(r, t) + ρ2(r, t). (2)

Obviously, since there is only one possible path, self–interference
disappears and no interference pattern is observed.

The two outcomes mentioned above are commonly re-
lated in standard quantum mechanics textbooks [13] to
the well–known wave–corpuscle duality. If quantum par-
ticles behave like waves (and therefore undergo self–inter-
ference), interference patterns are observed; if they behave
as corpuscles, their distribution follows a classical–like ad-
dition rule for probabilities [as expressed in equation (2)].
On the other hand, this behavior can also be related to
the measurement problem [14]: since two canonically con-
jugate variables in quantum mechanics cannot be simulta-
neously determined, measuring one of them with infinite
precision will avoid doing the same with the other one [13].
In a double–slit experiment, if we want to know which slit
is traversed by the particle, the interference pattern will
not be observed because self–interference information is
“destroyed”. Conversely, the particle momentum can be
measured by letting the particle reaching the detector,
which also yields the formation of the interference pat-
tern. However, no clue on the way followed by the particle
(“which-way” information) is then obtained.

The two outcomes in a two–slit experiment can also be
understood in the light of a third alternative viewpoint:
quantum contextuality. Accordingly, these outcomes are
regarded as two totally different experimental contexts.
One of them, say experiment A, is arranged in such a way
that both slits are considered open at the same time. In
the other one, B, only one slit is open. Thus, within this
framework (and putting aside any external action), par-
ticle dynamics is ruled by the information of how many
slits are open. Note that the previous viewpoints (dual-
ity and position–momentum measurements) are in accor-
dance with considering that either we have one experiment
or the other. More importantly, this viewpoint is objective:
it is the experiment itself, not an external observer, what
determines the final outcome observed. In other words,
once the “rules of the game” are established, namely, the
initial state of the system, Ψ0, and the external potential,
V (r), describing the initial context and the subsequent

evolution of the system, there are no paradoxes (subjec-
tivity).

After the context is defined, any eventual action of
an external observer should be considered as a change of
such a context and therefore the initial description will no
longer be valid. One can find situations where a partial
suppression of the interference is observed in the intensity
pattern measured [15,16]. Assuming that this suppression
is gradual, this effect can be thought as a smooth tran-
sition from the context defined by experiment A to the
other one, defined by experiment B. For this process to
happen, one has then to invoke decoherence as the mech-
anism leading to such a transition process. Let us assume,
for instance, that the environment consists of many ran-
domly distributed particles interacting with the system by
means of scattering processes. When these events occur in
a large number, the off–diagonal elements of the system
reduced density matrix undergo an exponential damping
[17] (within a Markovian regime), and the system loses
quickly its coherence.

In this paper we illustrate the problem of quantum
contextuality and decoherence within a simple quantum–
trajectory scenario [18,19,20]. The reason to use such an
approach (instead of wave functions or density matrices) is
because trajectories allow us to follow the system dynam-
ics and to understand the underlying physics at the same
level that classical trajectories help to understand the clas-
sical world. In this sense, quantum trajectories have clear
interpretational and pedagogical advantages. To make the
paper self–contained, we will first briefly review in Sec-
tion 2 decoherence in two–slit interference problems from
the standard quantum mechanical point of view. In Sec-
tion 3 we introduce the trajectory formulation of quantum
mechanics, also known as Bohmian mechanics, as well as
the problems involved when dealing with many degrees of
freedom and how they can be “skipped” by the use of the
so–called reduced trajectories [21]. In Section 4 we illus-
trate the ideas described in the previous sections by us-
ing the experimental data of the two–slit experiment with
cold neutrons carried out by Zeilinger et al. [22]. Finally,
in Section 5 we summarize the main conclusions derived
from this work.

2 Decoherence in the double-slit experiment

Rigorous studies on quantum decoherence are usually car-
ried out by means of relatively complicated theoretical
formalisms. When the environment dynamics is irrelevant
and the model can be considered as Markovian, differ-
ent approaches based on solving either master equations
for the reduced density matrix [23,24] or stochastic wave
equations [25] can be used. Otherwise, more complicated
trajectory based techniques [24,26] (e.g., semiclassical ini-
tial value representation [27]) are usually considered in
order to account for the environment dynamics and its ef-
fects on the system of interest. Nevertheless, sometimes it
is possible to devise simple models which allow us to un-
derstand how the coherence damping takes place, in par-
ticular, in double–slit experiments [28,29,30], which we
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are interesting in here. For instance, provided dephasing
effects (energy relaxation) are negligible during the system
time-evolution, the double–slit experiment with decoher-
ence can be described by means of simple phenomenologi-
cal models, as done in reference [31]. Next, we will describe
the main features of this model; a more thorough discus-
sion of it can be found in reference [31].

Consider a particle after passing through a double–slit
assembly. In the absence of interactions with an environ-
ment, the time–evolution [32] for this particle is described
by the wave function

|Ψ (0)〉t = c1|ψ1〉t + c2|ψ2〉t, (3)

where |ψj〉t is the partial wave emerging from the slit j
(with j = 1, 2) and |c1|

2 + |c2|
2 = 1 at any time. In the

coordinate representation, the associate density matrix,

ρ̂
(0)
t ≡ |Ψ (0)〉t t〈Ψ

(0)|, reads as

ρ
(0)
t (r, r′) = Ψ

(0)
t (r)

[

Ψ
(0)
t (r′)

]

∗

, (4)

with Ψ
(0)
t (r) = 〈r|Ψ (0)〉t. The diagonal of equation (4)

gives the probability density (measured intensity),

ρ
(0)
t (r) = |c1|

2|ψ1|
2
t + |c2|

2|ψ2|
2
t

+2|c1||c2||ψ1|t|ψ2|t cos δt, (5)

with δt being a space and time dependent phase–shift be-
tween the two partial waves.

Under the presence of an environment, (3) is no longer
valid to describe the (reduced) system dynamics. In this
case, first the total system (i.e., system of interest plus
environment) is initially represented as

|Ψ〉 = |Ψ (0)〉 ⊗ |E0〉 (6)

at t = 0, with |Ψ (0)〉 as in equation (3). Then, assuming
that the environment acts differently on each diffracted
beam [28,31], at time t we will have

|Ψ〉t = c1|ψ1〉t ⊗ |E1〉t + c2|ψ2〉t ⊗ |E2〉t. (7)

That is, the coupling between the environment and the
system makes the environment states (which start from
|E1〉 = |E2〉 = |E0〉 at t = 0) evolving to |E1〉t 6= |E2〉t at a
time t. The total wave function thus becomes an entangled
state. The reduced probability density associated with the
system of interest is now obtained from (7) by tracing the
full density matrix, ρ̂t ≡ |Ψ〉t t〈Ψ |, over the environment
states. This leads to

ˆ̃ρt =

2
∑

j=1

t〈Ej |ρ̂t|Ej〉t. (8)

Note that, in the coordinate representation and for an en-
vironment constituted by N particles, equation (8) should
be obtained after integrating ρ̃t(r, r

′) over the 3N environ-
ment degrees of freedom, i.e.,

ρ̃t(r, r
′) =

∫

〈r, r1, r2, . . . rN |Ψ〉t

× t〈Ψ |r
′, r1, r2, . . . rN 〉dr1dr2 · · ·drN . (9)

with {ri}
N
i=1, ri being a 3–dimensional vector. Substitut-

ing (7) into equation (8), rearranging terms and expressing
the final result in the reduced coordinate representation,
one reaches

ρ̃t(r, r
′) = (1 + |αt|

2)
2

∑

j=1

|cj |
2ψj,t(r)ψ

∗

j,t(r
′)

+2αtc1c
∗

2ψ1t(r)ψ
∗

2t(r
′) + c.c., (10)

where αt ≡ t〈E2|E1〉t and c.c. means the conjugate com-
plex. From equation (10) the measured intensity results

ρ̃t = (1 + |αt|
2)
[

|c1|
2|ψ1|

2
t + |c2|

2|ψ2|
2
t

+2Λt|c1||c2||ψ1|t|ψ2|t cos δ
′

t] , (11)

with

Λt ≡
2|αt|

(1 + |αt|2)
(12)

being the coherence degree [31], which gives an idea of the
fringe visibility. In the particular where |αt| = e−t/τc , τc
being the coherence time, one obtains

Λt = sech(t/τc), (13)

which establishes a simple relationship between the degree
of coherence and the coherence time. Although τc can be
determined by means of detailed theoretical models [29,
30], where τc is a function of different physical parameters
(e.g., the system mass or the temperature), the model here
described allows us to have an estimate of its value from
the experiment.

As can be clearly seen, asymptotically equation (11)
approaches

ρ̃t = |c1|
2|ψ1|

2
t + |c2|

2|ψ2|
2
t , (14)

which follows the classical addition rule for probabilities
when there are two possible outcomes. Moreover, also note
that although it has been applied to the double–slit, this
model is suitable for the study any interference process
affected by decoherence, since equation (14) is valid in
general.

After equation (14), a doubt now arises: Is this a classi-
cal–like result, or is there still some quantumness within
it? In next Section we provide a suitable model to answer
this question.

3 Quantum trajectory models for

decoherence

3.1 Bohmian trajectories

The above described double–slit experiment with decoher-
ent can be understood in terms of the so–called reduced
quantum trajectories, proposed in reference [21]. These
trajectories satisfy equations of motion similar to those
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arising in Bohmian mechanics [18,19,20], but with an im-
portant difference: the environment dynamics is not ex-
plicitly considered, but only its effects on the system re-
duced density matrix.

Given a general probability density ρt(r), its time–
evolution is determined by the equation of motion

∂ρt(r)

∂t
= −∇ · Jt(r), (15)

which is can be understood as the continuity equation of a
quantum flow, where Jt is the so–called probability current
density,

Jt ≡
~

2im
[Ψ∗

t ∇Ψt − (∇Ψ∗

t )Ψt] . (16)

The quantum fluid dynamics described by ρt and Jt can
also be derived from the wave function as follows. We first
rewrite it in polar form

Ψt(r) = ρ
1/2
t (r)eiSt(rt)/~, (17)

where Jt ≡ ρt∇St/m, with

St ≡
~

2i
ln

(

Ψt

Ψ∗

t

)

. (18)

Introducing equation (16) into the time–dependent Schrö-
dinger equation and then separating the real and imagi-
nary parts of the resulting expression, one obtains

∂St

∂t
= −

(∇St)
2

2m
− V eff

t , (19)

where

V eff
t ≡ V +Qt = V −

~
2

2m

∇2ρ
1/2
t

ρ
1/2
t

, (20)

and the continuity equation given by equation (15), re-
spectively. Equation (19) is the quantum Hamilton–Jacobi
equation, from which the equations of motion for the quan-
tum particles are assumed to be

ṙt ≡
Jt

ρt
=

~

2imρt
[Ψ∗

t ∇Ψt − (∇Ψ∗

t )Ψt] . (21)

This trajectory–based reformulation of standard quantum
mechanics is the so–called Bohmian mechanics. It is based
on the calculation of quantum flows or trajectories (parti-
cles are always regarded as particles affected by a physical
wave field) and is totally equivalent to standard quantum
mechanics. In particular, it has been widely used to de-
scribe quantum interference and diffraction [34,35,36,37].

3.2 Reduced quantum trajectories

As it also happens for the standard version of quantum
mechanics, a direct application of Bohmian mechanics to
decoherence problems is numerically prohibitive due to
the large number of degrees of freedom involved. How-
ever, and similarly to standard quantum Markovian mod-
els, the difficulties coming from the many–body problem

involved can be avoided by “averaging” the action of the
environment degrees of freedom in the Bohmian motion.
This is the philosophy of the reduced quantum trajectory
formalism proposed in reference [21]. Although these tra-
jectories are still affected by the environment, it is not nec-
essary to consider its dynamics (i.e., to compute the exact
multi–dimensional Bohmian trajectories which describe
the system–plus–environment dynamics in a “wholistic”
way), since the expression of the (system) particle veloc-
ity does not depend explicitly on the environment degrees
of freedom within this formulation. This is a great advan-
tage: the reduced quantum trajectories provide an impor-
tant insight into the system dynamics, keeping simulta-
neously the same features existing in standard Bohmian
mechanics (e.g., the momentum single–valuation) at a low
computational cost.

In order to account for the action of the environment
on the system, it is more appropriate to express Jt in
terms of the density matrix, i.e.,

Jt ≡
~

m
Im[∇rρ

(0)
t (r, r′)]







r′=r

, (22)

rather than using equation (9). Under the presence of the
environment, equation (22) becomes

J̃t ≡
~

m
Im[∇rρ̃t(r, r

′)]






r′=r

, (23)

which satisfies the continuity equation

∂ρ̃t
∂t

= −∇J̃t. (24)

From equations (23) and (24), the velocity field, ˙̃rt, asso-
ciated with the reduced system dynamics can be defined
according to the relation

J̃t = ρ̃t ˙̃rt. (25)

This field is the reduced analog of the Bohmian velocity
field given by equation (21). The reduced quantum trajec-
tories are now obtained integrating the equation of motion

ṙt ≡
~

m

Im[∇rρ̃t(r, r
′)]

Re[ρ̃t(r, r′)]











r′=r

(26)

(for simplicity, from now on we are not going to use the
‘tilde’ when referring to the reduced trajectory r̃t). The
dynamics described by this equation leads to the correct
intensity pattern when the statistics of a large particle en-
semble is considered [21] (see below in Section 4). More-
over, it can be easily shown [21] that equation (26) reduces
to the well–known expression for the Bohmian velocity
field when there is no interaction with the environment.

3.3 Screened trajectories

A priori one would expect the quenching produced by the
environment [see equations (11) and (12)] in the interfer-
ence pattern to be equivalent to a gradual loss of informa-
tion about the slit that the particle does not traverse (for
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simplicity, from now on we will denote such a slit as the
“empty” slit). That is, the influence of the corresponding
“empty” wave on the particle motion should also decrease.
However, as infers from equation (14), the quantum mo-
tion will keep information about the initial context (both
slits open) even in conditions with total suppression of in-
terference. Note that in the limit of full quenching (t ≫ τc,
αt → 0), equation (26) becomes

ṙt =
|c1|

2ρ
(1)
t ṙ1 + |c2|

2ρ
(2)
t ṙ2

ρclt
, (27)

where ṙj and ρ
(j)
t are, respectively, the velocity field and

the probability density associated with the partial wave
|ψj〉t, and

ρclt ≡ |c1|
2ρ

(1)
t + |c2|

2ρ
(2)
t . (28)

In this limit, both ρclt and the current density,

J
cl
t ≡ ρclt ṙt = |c1|

2ρ
(1)
t ṙ1 + |c2|

2ρ
(2)
t ṙ2, (29)

are, therefore, properly defined. The former is a sum of
partial probability densities and the later a sum of the
current densities corresponding to each slit independently
considered. Moreover, in both cases probabilities and cur-
rent densities are properly weighted through the normaliz-
ing prefactors |c1|

2 and |c2|
2. Thus, although the particle

statistics reproduces the classical–like results, the quan-
tum motion is determined by both slits: although the
preferential directions along diffraction channels gradually
disappear, trajectories cannot cross the symmetry axis be-
tween the slits [36], this being a signature of the empty–slit
information. In order to observe a full transition towards
a classical–like regime within the theoretical framework
here described, an erasure of the empty–slit information
is necessary. Any mechanism producing this effect should
be similar to consider a gradual screening or dissipation
of the empty-slit information.

As seen in Section 2, from a standard quantum me-
chanical viewpoint, a two-slit experiment with full de-
coherence is equivalent to another one performed with
each slit independently open. However, when this situa-
tion is studied in terms of reduced quantum trajectories
something different happens, as seen above. Although the
diffraction–like pattern is destroyed, particles still move
under the guidance of both partial waves, since decoher-
ence does not account for the erasure of the information
about the initial presence of two slits. In order to include
this erasing process, it is important to note the following.
Within an exact Bohmian framework, the limit discussed
above should be such that the corresponding quantum tra-
jectories would behave as if they were not aware of the ex-
istence of a double–slit. That is, particles started with ini-
tial conditions chosen on one of the two slits should evolve
loosing gradually the information regarding the other slit.
Bohmian trajectories cannot pass through the same point
in configuration space at the same time. Thus, the cross-
ings that one would observe in the reduced system space
due to the loss of empty–slit information have to be un-
derstood as projections of 3(N+1)–dimensional trajecto-
ries on this space. Somehow, this situation resembles what

happens in classical mechanics, where trajectories can pass
through the same point of the coordinate space at the
same time, but not in phase space. The reduced quan-
tum trajectories defined by equation (26) also preserve the
single–valuedness property, although it directly emerges
in the system subspace since the environment dynamics is
not considered explicitly.

Now, in order to reproduce the behavior of the pro-
jections of the exact Bohmian trajectories in the system
subspace, we can consider the following simple trajectory
model, which gathers both decoherence and loss of empty–
slit information. In analogy to αt, we can also assume that
the influence of the empty slit on the particle motion de-
creases exponentially, due to an increasing entanglement
with the environment. At the same time, the loss of in-
formation about the empty slits is balanced by a gain of
information about the traversed one. Thus, if the particle
passes through one of the slits, say 1, the coefficient as-
sociated with |ψ2〉t is expressed as c′2 = c2 e

−t/τs , where
τs is the screening time, i.e., a time scale that measures
the loss of empty-slit information. This characteristic time
is a measure of how fast the information provided by the
empty wave is decoupled from the particle motion. On the
other hand, the coefficient for |ψ1〉t will be

c′1 = c1

√

(1− |c2|2e−2t/τs)/|c1|2, (30)

indicating the increasing role of the traversed slit. Taking
this into account, the evolution of the system can be de-
scribed by equation (26), but replacing the coefficients ci
by their respective time-dependent counterparts, c′i.

Since there are two characteristic times, τs and τc, a
ratio η ≡ τs/τc can be defined from which two different
dynamical regimes emerge. If η ≪ 1, the particle loses the
information about the empty slit (say 2) relatively fast,
and equation (26) would then reduce to

ṙt = ṙ1, (31)

i.e., the motion of the particle is asymptotically only af-
fected by the traversed slit before decoherence takes place.
Notice that, statistically, this situation leads to the same
kind of pattern obtained directly from by equation (27).
However, the particle dynamics is totally different: parti-
cles are allowed to cross the symmetry axis of the exper-
iment because, at a given time, the momentum can have
two different values on the same space point, as in classical
mechanics. On the other hand, if η ≫ 1, the interference
quenching takes place before the motion of the particle be-
comes fully decoupled and equation (26) remains basically
the same during the system evolution. Obviously, this ex-
pression will approach equation (31) asymptotically, since
the information related to the empty slit will be gradually
suppressed.

To conclude this subsection, we would like to stress
that what has been presented here is a simple model, in
which dissipation plays a very important role, and there-
fore the continuity equation is not satisfied. However, the
model is very helpful in the sense that it provides an un-
derstandable and intuitive insight into dynamics going
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Fig. 1. a) Intensity obtained from reduced quantum trajectory
(•) and standard quantum mechanics (solid line) calculations
for a double-slit experiment with cold neutrons. b) Sample of
reduced quantum trajectories illustrating the dynamics associ-
ated with the results shown in part (a).

from a linear theory with single–valued momenta to an
“apparent” non–linear one, where the momentum can be
multi–valued.

4 A simple simulation

In this Section we illustrate the ideas discussed above us-
ing as a working model the double–slit experiment per-
formed by Zeilinger et al. [22] with cold neutrons. This
model has been thoroughly analyzed elsewhere [31] from
both the optical and the standard quantum mechanical
points of view.

4.1 Interference quenching

In Figure 1 we present our results for the intensity cor-
responding to Zeilinger’s experiment obtained with our
reduced quantum trajectories method. As can be seen in
panel (a), the statistics over trajectories shows an excellent

Fig. 2. a) Intensity obtained from reduced quantum trajectory
(•) and standard quantum mechanics (solid line) calculations
for a double-slit experiment with cold neutrons and τc = 0
(null coherence). b) Sample of reduced quantum trajectories
illustrating the dynamics associated with the results shown in
part (a).

agreement with the corresponding standard quantum me-
chanical calculations. This agreement indicates the suit-
ability of equation (26) to describe the decoherence pro-
cess here. In Figure 1(b) a sample of trajectories illus-
trating the dynamics associated with the results of Fig-
ure 1(a) is displayed. Here we see that as the outgoing
neutron beams start to interfere (at a distance of ∼1 m
from the two slits), some trajectories, mainly those clos-
est to the symmetry axis of the experiment, start to show
a conspicuous change of direction which is typical in the
Bohmian description of interference processes [34,35,36].
However, due to the interference quenching, the extent of
this behavior is reduced in both space and time: in space
because the interference effects are stronger for the inner-
most trajectories [which give rise to the central peaks in
Figure 1(a)] and in time because the time–of–flight of the
neutrons, tf , is such that tf > τc.

In Figure 2 we show the results for the extreme case
of maximal decoherence, that takes place for τc = 0. Sim-
ilarly to what we did in Figure 1, the statistical results
obtained by means of quantum trajectories and standard
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Fig. 3. Top: Intensity obtained after counting of the corresponding pseudo-reduced quantum trajectories for: a) η = ∞, b)
η = 10, c) η = 1, and d) η = 0.1. The results from the counting (full circles) have been joined by means of B-splines (solid line)
in order to facilitate their understanding. Bottom: Samples of trajectories illustrating the dynamics of the results shown in the
upper part.

quantum mechanics (a), as well as a sample of represen-
tative trajectories (b) are plotted. Notice that despite the
fact that there is no coherence here, trajectories do not
cross the symmetry axis separating the regions covered by
each slit. This is a manifestation of the contextual char-
acter of quantum trajectories. On the other hand, the ab-
sence of interference prevents the particles from undergo-
ing the typical “wiggling” motion leading to the different
diffraction channels [36], although still being non–locally
correlated with other particles.

Therefore, we can conclude that within this first tra-
jectory model, decoherence, simply understood as inter-
ference quenching, is not enough to suppress (or screen)
the information concerning the initial context, and then to
lead to a pure classical–like quantum dynamics (context–
independent).

4.2 Screening of empty–slit information

In order to illustrate how the additional mechanism lead-
ing to the screening of the information provided by the
empty slit works, we show in Figure 3 results obtained
from equation (26), where c1 and c2 have been substi-
tuted by c′1 and c′2, respectively. In this figure, results for
different values of the parameter η (in increasing order
from left to right) have been represented. As before, the
statistics of quantum trajectories are given in the top row,
and samples of quantum trajectories illustrating the cor-
responding dynamics in the bottom one. Notice that, as
mentioned in Section 2, depending on the value of η two

dynamics can be clearly distinguished. For smaller values
of η [see Figure 3(a)], a very slow decoupling is observed.
Thus, the non–crossing effect dominates the system dy-
namics. On the other hand, for much higher values of η,
the information about the empty slit is lost faster than
the interference damping takes place, and some trajecto-
ries can cross the symmetry axis of the experiment. For
total decoupling, trajectories display classical–like behav-
ior. This fast screening is similar to that produced by a
detector installed with the purpose of observing which slit
the particle passed through.

The transition from one regime to the other one is
also interesting both from the dynamical and the statisti-
cal points of view. As η increases an order of magnitude, a
set of trajectories densely concentrates along the symme-
try axis, a region where before there was a strong quan-
tum force preventing the approach of trajectories. Thus,
the central intensity maximum is remarkably enhanced,
as can be seen in Figure 3(b), when compared with the
same peak in Figure 3(a). This enhancement occurs at
the expense of the intensity of the other maxima. That is,
there is a transfer of trajectories from the outermost to
the innermost diffraction channels. Dynamically, once the
strong boundary imposed by the quantum potential along
the symmetry axis (which is stronger than along the di-
rections separating the different diffraction channels [36])
is suppressed, the “quantum pressure” [36,37] pushes the
trajectories towards the region covered by the empty slit,
and favors their transfer from one diffraction channel to
the nearby one.



8 A. S. Sanz, F. Borondo: Decoherence and quantum contextuality

As η is further increased, quantum trajectories are also
able to penetrate more across the symmetry axis, as it is
apparent in Figure 3(c). The availability of a wider acces-
sible region in the other side of the symmetry axis makes
the concentration of trajectories along this direction to
decrease, and they distribute more homogeneously. This
causes a remarkable decrease of the coherence degree in
the measured intensity, although the central peaks are still
relatively intense. This trend continues until the interfer-
ence pattern completely disappears when the decoupling
is maximum [see Figure 3(d)]. In this case, the trajecto-
ries are unaffected by the presence of the other slit, i.e.,
they display a totally classical–like behavior. Moreover, a
full transition from a dynamics characterized by single–
valuedness of the momentum to another where it is bi–
valued is observed, taking place this process within the
system subspace.

5 Conclusions

Trajectory–based approaches have receive much attention
in the last years as a potential tool to handle and study
high–dimensional complex quantum phenomena [26]. Nowa-
days the design of new numerical tools basically relies on
this kind of formalisms rather than using other approaches
based on the time–dependent Schrödinger equation. In the
particular case of Bohmian mechanics, apart from the con-
siderable interest that this theory has attracted, since pro-
viding a causal interpretation of quantum mechanics, it
also possesses an intrinsic heuristic value which arises from
its computational potential and physical insight, which are
unavailable in standard quantum mechanics. The simple
trajectory models considered here can be treated at the
same level than Bohmian mechanics, providing a clear,
intuitive and understandable picture of decoherence pro-
cesses, which makes this concept more accessible.

The interference quenching is apparent in the double–
slit experiment, where the elimination of interference fringes
gives rise to a classical–like pattern where the classical
addition rule of probabilities holds. In order to elucidate
and understand how decoherence causes this interference
quenching, we have considered here the simple trajectory
based models mentioned above. As is well–known, in this
experiment, the interference arises from the possibility for
a particle to follow two different paths, from each slit to
the detector. Within our trajectory description, we show
that decoherence does not ensure that the particle motion
related to one of those pathways is unaffected by the other
one. Quantum mechanically decoherence suppresses the
interference produced by the coherent superposition of the
partial waves corresponding to each pathway. This gives
rise to a classical–like intensity pattern, i.e., identical to
that directly obtained from the sum of the intensities asso-
ciated with those partial waves. However, the topology of
the reduced quantum trajectories reveals that the particle
motion is strongly influenced by both pathways even in the
case of full decoherence. Thus, it is clear that a realistic de-
coherence model should reproduce both effects, the inter-
ference damping and the decoupling from the information

provided by the empty slit. The results shown here indi-
cate that, although statistics erases the information about
the interference, there is still a strong influence with a con-
textual nature in the behavior of the system. Note, on the
other hand, that these simplistic models have allowed to
avoid a realistic simulation, which constitutes a hard com-
putational task. By using a simple model, here we have
illustrated how the process leading to the loss of informa-
tion coded by the empty slit not only causes such an effect,
but provides an insight on a possible smooth transition
from a quantum to a classical dynamics (i.e., how quan-
tum trajectories become classical smoothly). Along this
transition, the contextual dependence and non–local cor-
relations are gradually suppressed. This mechanism allows
one to understand decoherence from a broader perspective
than that in which we have only suppression of interfer-
ence. Also it can guide the design to new experiments in
the mesoscopic regime (may be with larger particles than
fullerenes, and/or a controlable environment), where the
rules of quantum mechanics “dilute”, and objects can be
described by means of classical dynamics. The fact that
under certain conditions the central maximum of the in-
tensity pattern gets relatively intense in comparison with
the rest of maxima [like in Figure 3(b)] would reveal such
a transition. Moreover, it is also important to stress that
the structure of the quantum trajectories used here allows
one to distinguish between one experiment performed with
each slit independently open and another one with total
decoherence and both slits simultaneously open.
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