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Optical Feshbach resonances through a molecular dark statéfficient manipulation of
p-wave resonances in fermioni¢™ Yb atoms
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In a recent experiment by Yamazadial. [Phys.Rev. A87 010704 (R) (2013) ]p-wave optical Feshbach
resonance in fermionit™ Yb atoms using purely long-range molecular excited stasssieen demonstrated.
We theoretically show that, if two purely long range excittdtes of " Yb are coupled to the ground-state
continuum of scattering states with two lasers, then it issgime to significantly suppress photoassociative
atom loss by a dark resonance in the excited states. We pregemeral theoretical framework for creating a
dark state in electronically excited molecular potentialthe purpose of increasing the efficiency of an optical
Feshbach resonance. This can be accomplished by propgistiag the relative intensity, phase, polarizations
and frequency detunings of two lasers. We present selectimgerical results on atom loss specpayave
elastic and inelastic scattering cross section€ b¥b atoms to illustrate the effects of the molecular darkestat
on optical Feshbach resonance.

PACS numbers: 34.50.Cx, 34.50.Rk, 67.85.Lm

I. INTRODUCTION cited molecules which will eventually decay leading to
drastic loss of atoms from the trap. Till now it is found

Ability to control inter-particle interactions is impor- that OFR is not an efficient method for tuning as
tant for exploring fundamental physics of many-particlecompared to MFR. It is therefore important to devise
systems in various interaction regimes. Towards thi?€W methods to increase the efficiency of an OFR. Us-
end, ultracold atomic gases offer unique opportunitied"d an OFR one can manipulate not ortyvave but also
since atom-atom interaction at low energy can be maniphigher partial wave interactioh [18,/19] between ultracold
ulated with external fields. In recent times, a magnetic2oms. Apart from this, development of an efficient OFR
Feshbach resonance (MFR) [1-3] has been extensivef€thod is primarily necessary to manipulate two-body
used to tune-wave scattering length, of atoms overa Interactions in nonmagnetic atoms to which an MFR is
wide range, facilitating the first demonstrationsefvave ~ Notapplicable. The question then arises: Is there any way
fermionic superfluidity in an atomic Fermi gdg [4p-  ©Out to suppress the loss of atoms in order to coherently
wave MFR has been experimentally observed in spin po@nd all optically manipulate atom-atom interactions? To
larized°K [5] and 6Li [B} 7] atomic gases, and theoreti- address this, we carry out a theoretical study showing the
cally analyzed[8.]9]. MFR has been used to prodysed Manipulation ofp-wave interaction in fermionic™Yb
wave Feshbach moleculés[10] 11]. Atom-atom interac&toms by two lasers in different coupling regimes.
tion can also be altered by an optical Feshbach resonanceHere we show that it is possible to make an OFR
(OFR) proposed by Fedicheval. [12]. Tunability ofa significantly efficient by substantially suppressing atom
by OFR has been experimentally demonstr% —15]Joss by the method of dark state resonancé [2D, 21] in
albeit for a limited range. Recently, Yamazakal. [16] molecular excited states. Usually, a dark state resonance
experimentally demonstratedwave OFR in fermionic  refers to the formation of a coherent superposition of two
171Yp atoms following an earlier theoretical proposal by ground-state sub-levels of an atom or a molecule by two
Goelet al. ] . lasers. When a dark state is formed in ground-state sub-

In an OFR, a photoassociation (PA) laser is used tdevels, an atom or a molecule can not effectively absorb a
couple the scattering or free state of two(ground) photon to reach to an excited state, and therefore no fluo-
atoms to a bound state in an excited molecular potentialescence light comes out. Dark resonance in ground-state
asymptotically connecting to one grourt) @nd another  sub-levels is well-known and plays an essential role in a
excited (P) atom. The loss of atoms due to spontaneousiumber of coherent phenomena such as coherent popu-
emission from the excited bound state is a severe hintation trapping (CPT)[[22], laser cooling [23,124] elec-
drance to efficient manipulation of atom-atom interac-tromagnetically induced transparency (EIT) [21], stimu-
tions by an optical method. In the dispersive regime, thdated Raman adiabatic passage (STIRAP)[25—27], slow
magnitude of the free-bound detuning is larger than botHight [28,[29] etc.. In contrast, dark resonances in atomic
spontaneous and stimulated linewidths. In this regimeor molecular excited states have remained largely unex-
though the atom loss is mitigated, the change in elasplored, because the excited states are in general too lossy.
tic scattering amplitude is small. On the other hand, ifNow, with the accessibility of relatively long-lived ex-
the laser is tuned close to the free-bound transition frecited states of alkaline earth-like atoms via intercombi-
quency, there will be photoassociative formation of ex-nation PA transitions [30, 1], it is possible to create a
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FIG. 1. (Color online) A schematic diagram for generating
coherence between two PLR bound stdtés) and| b2) of
171Yb, by two OFR laserd.; and L. The ground-state po-
tential V5 (in unit of MHz) and PLR potentia¥prr (in unit of
MHz) are plotted against the internuclear separation ihafi
Bohr radiusag. Asymptotically,V; corresponds to two sepa-
rated atoms in electritSy +' Sp states whild/sr.r connect to
two separated atoms in electroni§, +> P; states.| b1) and

| b2) have vibrational quantum numbey = 1 andv, = 2, re-
spectively; both have the same rotational quantum nuriiber
equal to either 1 or 3.
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FIG. 2. (Color online) A schematic diagram showing how two
lasers couple different molecular magnetic sub-levelsadigd
and excited states d6f' Yb atoms. Both lasers are linearly po-
larized along the:-axis. A pair of photons - one from;L(red)
and the other from & (blue) laser, couple a particular ground
state magnetic sub-levéllr, with two excited states having
same angular momenta = 3 and Mr, = Mr,, whereMr,

can take any of the 5 values from -2 to 2. Since the angula

parts of the amplitudes for each such pair of transitionglae

quantum numbers, it is possible to generate a superposi-
tion of these two levels by applying two PA lasers. Under
appropriate conditions, this superposed state can be pro-
tected against spontaneous emission leading to CPT in
excited states [32].

Our purpose is to make use of molecular dark reso-
nance to control OFR. For illustration, we investigate the
manipulation ofp-wave scattering properties 6f'Yb
atoms with two OFR lasers;Land L, tuned to PA tran-
sitions to two purely long-range (PLR) bound stdtés)
and| bs), respectively; as shown in Fig. [Lb;) and| b2)
have been chosen to have the same rotational quantum
number?T; = T, = T, but different vibrational quan-
tum numbers;, = 1 andw, = 2, respectively. T’ may
be chosen to be 1 or 3. By treating both lasers on an
equal footing, we obtain results for any arbitrary optical-
coupling regime. Our results show that the elastic scatter-
ing rate can exceed the inelastic rate by 5 orders of mag-
nitude under the molecular dark resonance conditions in
the strong-coupling regime. The atom loss can be almost
completely eliminated by the use of the dark state. This
leads to the huge enhancement in the efficiency of an all
optical method for controlling atom-atom interactions.

The remainder of the paper is organized in the follow-
ing way. In the next section we present our theory of
two-laser OFR emphasizing on the essential idea behind
the creation and utilization of molecular dark resonance
for suppression of atom loss. In Sec.lll, we apply this
theoretical method to manipulapewave interactions of
171yp atoms. We then present numerical results and in-
terpret them in Sec.IV. The paper is concluded in Sec.V.

IIl. THEORY

We first give the general idea behind molecular
dark state-assisted OFR. We then specialize our theoreti-
cal method forp-wave OFR in fermionid”'Yb atoms.

A scheme of two-laser OFR in™'Yb has been de-

picted in Fig. 1 which may also be used for a general

same, the magnitudes of the two transition amplitudes can bécheme of two-laser OFR of ultracold atoms. Since pho-

made equal by suitably adjusting the relative intensityhaf t

toassociative interaction between a nonzero partial-wave

two lasers. The phase of the two transition amplitudes is op{¢ # 0) scattering state of two electronically ground-

posite due to the opposite vibrational parity of the two ®di
states.

state atoms and an excited molecular bound state is es-
sentially anisotropic, the usual theoretical methodsfor
wave OFR given by Bohn and Julienfie![34] needs to be
extended to include anisotropic effects. In our theoreti-

coherent superposition or a coherence in ro-vibrationatal treatment, we take into account all the magnetic sub-
states of an excited molecule by two PA lasers. Thoughevels of the ground and excited rotational levels. The
this laser-induced coherence has been discussed earligvo lasers are taken to be co-propagating and linearly
in the contexts ofl-wave OFRI[19], vacuum-induced co- polarized along the-axis.

herencel[32] and rotational quantum behts$ [33], here we Two molecular bound statés,) and| b,) supported
give an exposition of the crucial role it can play in ma- by an excited-state potential are coupled to the contin-
nipulating an OFR. When two molecular ro-vibrational uum of unperturbed ground scattering stdtds’) with
states belonging to the same electronically excited poeollision energyE’ by two PA lasers k. and Ly. This
tential have the same rotational but different vibrationalleads to the formation of energy-normalized dressed state



[19).

| ¥5) = Aip | br) + Asg | bo) + / dE'C(E) | E')
2.1)

whereA; g, Ay andCr/ (E) are the dressed amplitudes
given by

Aip = Dige®n Mg+ 2] (22)

Az = Dype'®r {AQE + 32(1)} (2.3)

AigMip + AspAopy
E —FE’

Cp/(E)=6E—-E")+ /dE’
(2.4)

where¢r,,, is the phase of ). laser. In the expression of

A, g, the first termD;éAnE is the amplitude that de-

pends on direct free-bound couplidg, g between the
bound statg b,) and the continuum due to laser, L

while the second tern?;éfé”l) results from the cross-

3

whereV,, = .+(E | Vart | bn). This gives the inelastic
scattering cross section

47qs
O = = | T(ViAip +Vadop) P (28)
where g; = 1(2) for two distinguish-
able(indistinguishable) atoms. The atom loss rate
is given by Kjoss = (UpeiOinel) Where (---) implies

thermal averaging over Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution
of the relative velocityv,..; = hk/p with k& being the
relative wave number. Clearly;,,; or K. Will vanish

if V1A1g = —Vs Ayp, meaning

AE Vo Y2
4 B_ % 2.9
Asp V1 " (2:9)

is the condition for the onset of an excited molecular dark
state that is protected against spontaneous emission. This
condition can be fulfilled by suitably adjusting the rela-
tive intensity and phase between the two lasers, and the
two detuning parameters; andAs.

The elastic scattering amplitude can be obtained
from asymptotic analysis of the dressed wavefunction
Ye(r) = (r | ¥g) wherer stands for the relative

coupling between the bound states by the two lasergposition vector of the two atoms. This can be conve-

Here the denominatdp,,; = E + 16, (E) + ihGy(E)
with é,, being the detuning of the,Llaser form the light-
shiftedn™" bound state,

On = O + %(Eg‘f;i“ + Eshifty (2.5)
whered,, = A,, + Ey, /hwith A,, = wy,, — wy being
the detuning ofx™ laser from the frequency of atomic
transitionS — P, E, is the binding energy of b,,)
measured from the threshold of the excited-state pote
tial and E3"*" is the light-shift of the bound state. Here
Gn(E) =T, (E)+TTpy (E) with T, (E) being the stim-
ulated line width of." bound state due to,Llaser,Eshift

nn’

andT,,,,. are the terms that depends on the tem‘l@)
andof;l). Note thatl,,,,» can be negative, bu¥,, > 0.

n_

niently done by partial-wave expansion as done in de-
tail in Ref. [19]. Scattering properties of low-lying par-
tial wave? = 0 (s-wave) or¢ = 1 (p-wave) or¢ = 2
(d-wave) can be optically manipulated by this two-laser
OFR method. Which partial-wave will be most influ-
enced by this method depends on the rotational quantum
numbers of the two excited bound states and the tem-
perature of the atomic cloud. While ultracold tempera-
tures in the Wigner threshold law-regime are most suit-
able for manipulatings-wave collisions, temperatures
slightly higher than Wigner threshold law-regime or tem-
peratures near a shape resonance are appropriate for con-
trolling higher partial-wave collisional properties. As a
illustration we analyze manipulation gfwave scatter-

ing properties of "' Yb atoms with two-laser OFR in the
next section.

Equation (1) is derived without taking spontaneous

emission into account. Following Bohn and Julienne

[34], spontaneous decay can be included into the prob- Ill. TWO-LASER p-WAVE OFRIN '"'Yb ATOMS

lem by introducing an ‘artificial’ open channel in the

ground state manifold. Let the state of this artificial de-

cay channel be denoted ByFE),,; and its interaction
with an excited state b¥,,.. The spontaneous emission
linewidth can be identified with

2
Tn = f| art<E | Vart | bn>|2 (26)

As aresultG,, should be replaced b§,, + v,,. TheT-

For the bound statds,) and| b2), we choose purely
long range (PRL) molecular states bf'Yb,. These
states are fundamentally different from usual molecu-
lar bound states on several counts. First, these states
are formed due to an interplay between resonant dipole-
dipole and spin-orbit or hyperfine interactions in the ex-
cited atomic states. Second, their equilibrium position
lies at a large separation well beyond the chemically

matrix element for inelastic process of transitions frominteractive region of the overlap between the electron

the two correlated excited states|t®)., is

TartlE | Vare | YE) =7 V1dig +V2Aog)  (2.7)

clouds of the two atoms. Third, the constituent atoms
retain most of their atomic characters. Fourth, the po-
tentials supporting such states are usually very shallow
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allowing only a few vibrational levels to exist. Predicted whereC;5 = 1.03409 x 10° a.u,Cs = 1.93 x 10° a.u
about 35 years agd [85,136], these states have been randCs = 1931.7 a.u [17/45]. Ground-stat€'Yb has
cently experimentally observed in alkali-metall[37-42], nuclear spin = % with no electronic spin. The ground-
metastable heIiurTfé3] and fermionic ytterbium |[44] state collision ins(p) partial-wave is characterized by the
atoms with PA spectroscopy. These states will be partotal nuclear spinf = 0(1) due to the antisymmetry of
ticularly useful for optical manipulation gf- or higher  total wave function. For molecular transitions, ground
partial-wave atom-atom interactions. One of the majorand excited states must have opposite parity. The selec-
obstacles to higher partial-wave OFR stems from the faction rule isAT = 0,1 with T = 0 — T = 0 being
that the partial-wave centrifugal barrier is too high for forbidden. Ford. # 0 all T, are allowed. Fop, = 0
low-energy scattering wavefunction to be appreciable irstate only odd or eveff, are allowed|[44, 46-48]. For
the short-range region. With PLR states being used fop-wave we use 0 PLR state, so only odd, are allowed.
OFR, PA transitions need not take place inside the bar- Let us consider two PLR excited bound states of
rier, opening up new scope for higher partial-wave OFR.}"'Yb, represented by b,) =| T.Mr.),, whereT, is
The fact that the photoassociative atom loss mostly ocrotational quantum numbeid, denotes its projection
curs at relatively short-range region makes PLR states along the z-axis of the laboratory frame an@= 1,2)
better choice for OFR in order to mitigate the loss. is the vibrational quantum number. As shown in Fig.
In case of 7' Yb atoms, PLR bound states are formed 1, two OFR lasers | and L, are used to induce photo-
due to an interplay between resonant dipole-dipole an@ssociative dipole coupling between the ground contin-
hyperfine interactions. The PLR potential'8f Yb, of ~ uum state and the excited bound states with vibrational

the state S, +3 P is obtained([44] by diagonalizing the quantum numbers = 1 andv = 2, respectively. Both

adiabatic Hamiltonian the bound states have the same rotational quantum num-
bers eithefl, = 1 orT, = 3. Letthe internal (rotational)
d;.ds — 3d;.ds. L. Cs state of the two ground-state atoms in molecular basis be
Hagia = — @ " a(ir-ji +i2.j2) — RS denoted by T, Mr,,).

(3.1) The dressed continuum of E@._(R.1) can be derived fol-
lowing the method given in the appendix-A of Réf.[[19].
¢ Itcan be most conveniently done using the expansion in

whered,,, d,,., jn andi, denote the dipole moment o A -
terms of molecular angular momentum basis functions

the atomic transitiort S, — *P;, z-component of the herical h ics H stead 6 b
dipole moment, electronic and nuclear spin angular mo2F SPherical harmonics. HOWEVET, InS ead I_m” a
mentum, respectively, of thet (=1,2) atom. Here the SIS for the ground state, we usd,, Mr,) basis for the

parameterss = 3957 MHz, Cs = 2810 a.u. and the presentcontext. .
magpnitude of the transition dipole moment= 0.311 The photoassociative loss of atoms is governed by the

U 9 ; .
a.u.. The axial projectioft of of the total electronic an- €duationn = Kiossn” wheren is the atomic number
gular momentumJ = j, + jo is not a good quantum density. Assuming a uniform number densityhe num-

number. The total nuclear spin angular momentum i{er of atoms remaining af_ter the s!multaneous action of
I — i, +i,. The axial projection®) of the total an- POth the lasers for a duration ofis given by

gular momentun¥ = J + I is a good quantum number. No

Further, when we include the rotation of the internuclear Nremain = T ks (3.4)
axis described by the partial-wavgthe good quantum loss

number aréT = F + ¢ and its projectionM; on the  WhereNj is the initial number of atoms.

space-fixed axis. Now, effective excited potential is

(T[T, + 1] + (F2) — 232 Elastic scattering cross section

Ve(r) = VeLr + 2y

(3.2)
For the geometry and polarizations chosen for the two

_ _ . _ laser beams as schematically shown in Fig. 2, it is clear
whereVpyg(7) is the PLR potential obtained by diag- hat the optical transitions couple ground and excited

onalizing EqIB:ll),u is the reduced mass and rep- _magnetic sub-leveld/y, — My, — Mr. We take
resents the rotational quantum number of the exmtec[,w1 T, =T ! : g
=T, ="T..

molecular state. The PLR potential that is accessible 14 asymptotic form of
from p-wave ground-state scattering state via PA has

depth of about 750 MHz and equilibrium separation at 1 Ty M, v i
75 Bohr radius [44]. The ground state potential is ¥p(r = co)or > V1, 3ag, (Y1, 0y, (F)

(r) is given by

Mz, M},

_Ci Gy G L(0+1) (3.3) x (i | TyMr,) (3.5)
g—TT .

where



M/
Tg

Ty Mr,
U’Tg Mr,

Ty My,

r 9 9 /a . I
(r){(7 | TyMr,) = Z Cromy s, Fllmg Iy, Ty M) [sm (kzr -5 77> - 71'FTr M, (E,E')

(3.6)

where 7 is the background (in the absence of lasers)induced by the two lasers, where

phase shift and’TgMZfI is Clebsch-Gordan coefficient.
Comparlng this with Eq (1) and using the expansmn

T, M,

Z]WTJ7 E Tr ]5\]4’1*51
T, M,

CEEIJ TrTMT (r | E/>

ment is given by

T, Mf,

= szgMT (r). TheT matrix ele-

in Ty M, o2
TTMT,TM/ = —e"sinn 5mlm 5m1m’ + 7TFT Mr,
3.7)
Elastic scattering cross section is
41 gs 9
Oel = 2 Z |TTgMTg,T9M’Tg| : (3.8)
M, M.
By using the expansion A,g =
T, M}, ~
ZTQ,M'T e (MTe)YT*gM’T (k) we havel[19]
g9 g9
T M} Ty M T Mr,
Fr M;; = Z A TQA; MTT (E). (3.9)

v,Mr,

Here/\;’gT]{}]fTe (E) is the amplitude for optical transition
g

| Te, Mr,), —| E,T,Mr,) due to L, laser, wherg

E,T,Mr,) represents unperturbed (laser-free) scattering

state for(T,, Mr,) quantum numbers. Explicitly,

Ty A{é"g _ v, Te MT, * v
AL/E (MTe) = Dl/ ! [{Ang\f%g (E)} + gl/ :|
vV # v
(3.10)

whereD, = ¢, +iJ,/2with J, = T, + Ty + 7,
¢ = E+hA, — (B, + EM 4 E3)f). Here

LY = . (3.11)
with &, (E) = E + hA, — (E, + E3M) +4T, /2 and

Ko = (VW« - zéth) (3.12)

Y= (k) we can relate

uTeM e v, Te MT,
T, E/) {AT“]WTJT (E/)}

AT vy,
=> P / - dE'
T My - B
(3.13)
27 v,T. Mr, V' T. Mr, *
G === > A (B) {7 (B) )
TMr
(3.14)

The stimulated line width ofth bound state due to the
vth laser only is

VTeMTe F 04 |2

T,(E) = il (3.15)

Z A

MTg

and the corresponding light shift is

AT () { gt ) )

shift T A{Ty
gre=Sop [ —

M~

dE'.

(3.16)

The terms that arise due to cross coupliygr are

Eshlft

Re¢ K, K] and (3.17)

Fl,y/ = —2|m[§;/1ICW//Cy/u]- (318)

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

For numerical illustration, we consider that the two
OFR lasers |, and L, coupleT, = 2 to two PLR vibra-
tional states’ = 1 (b1) andv = 2 (b2), respectively, with
sameT, = 3. As discussed in the previous section, from
symmetry considerations, the PLR states chosen will be
accessible only from odd partial-waves (ofjcand nu-
clear spin triplet { = 1). As per the selection rules
AT = 0, 1 the excited rotational stafé, = 3 will be ac-
cessible from the grouriti, = 2 or T, = 4, which means
from/¢ =1 or¢ = 3. We assume that the contributions
from ¢ = 3 is negligible due to low temperature. Further,
we select laser detunings and intensities such that the op-
tical couplings to the level®, = T, = 1 are negligible.

We can thus restrict our study ) = 2 only. These two

is the cross coupling between two excited bound statestates have the binding energies, = —355.4 MHz
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FIG. 3. (Color online) Number of atom¥,emain (S0lid) remaining in the trap after the two OFR lasers havtedtor the time
duration of 30 ms and PA ratk ... (dashed) in unit of cits™! are plotted against the detunidy, (in MHz) of the first laser
from the atomic transition frequency at temperature T gk8for different laser intensities: (ay = 1Wem™2 (I'y = 212.9
KHz) andI> = 10Wem 2 (I'y = 4.3 MHz) , (b) I; = 1Wem 2 (I'; = 212.9KHz ) and > = 20Wem 2 (I'; = 8.6 MHz
), (€) I1 = 10Wem ™2 (I'; = 2.1 MHz ) and > = 20Wcm 2 (I'y = 8.6 MHz ), (d) I, = 0.2Wcm 2 (T'; = 106 KHz ) and
I, = 0.1Wem2 (I'; = 43 KHz ).The other parameters arés = 0 and laser phase differenée= 0. The arrow indicates the
binding energyE,, = —355.4 MHz of the unperturbed bound stdté, ).

E,, = —212.4 MHz measured from the threshold of ex- between spontaneous emission transition pathways.

cited potential. The laser irradiation time is taken to beThe fact that the spectra for both),ss and Nyemain

30 ms, and the average atomic dengity= 2 x 103 in Fig.3 are asymmetric with a prominent minimum

cm3 [16,49], temperature is 8K and initial atom num- and a maximum is indicative of the occurrence of

ber Ny = 1.7 x 10°. Spontaneous line widths of the quantum interference. In case of one-laser OFR in

bound states arg, = v, = 27 x 364 KHz [16,[49]. the weak coupling regimd’( << +), the spectra have
Fig. 3((a)-(d)) displays the number of atoms re- symmetrlc .Lorent2|an shape. We notice thaf,,;,

MaiNiNg Nyemain and PA 10ss ratéki. as a function exhibits shn‘t; towards th(_a lower values_ of as we

of detuning of the first lasef\; = wy, — w4 from MOV from Fig. 3(a) to Fig. 3(c). The increasing red

the atomic transition frequencyw, (asymptote of shifts due to increasing laser intensity are consistent
shift of

the PLR potential) for different intensities of the two With the calculated light shifts. Light shif} "'y,
lasers. In Figs. 3(a) and 3(b), the first laser intensity| b,) due to L, laser only is propotional to the laser
is fixed in the intermediate coupling regimg,(< ~)  intensity/,, and does not depend on the detunings. In
while the intensity of the second laser is set for thecontrast E5if depends on both laser intensities and
strong-coupling regimel, > 7). For Fig. 3(c), the the detuningAv’. We have founde}!y;, /I =
intensities of both lasers are in the strong-coupling—1.62 MHzW~1cm?, E,ﬁ??%{ﬂ:l/h =  _—1.44

regimes [y >> 7,I'y >> 7). Kioss (dashed curves) \,io\y—1cm2. pshife I = —0.904 MHzW-cm?
in Figs. 3(a)-(d) exhibit a prominent minimum, the z ' ”hMTl:Q/ ! ) z

. . shiff _ -1
values ofK s at the minimum being abogt8 x 10~ 4 and' Eul,&m:o/b = —1.82MHzW~"cn?,
cm’s ™, 7.0 x 107 emPs tand 1.5 x 1079 en?’s ™, BN /D = —1.61  MHzW~!lcn?,
2.96 x 107'% cm’s™!, respectively. Let\;,,;, be the Ei};f%%:g/b — _1.00 MHzZW-lcn?. The cal-

value of A; at which the minimum occursN,emain S

a function of A; exhibits complementary behavior to
that of K., attaining the maximum exactly &, .
The value Nyemaim at Ajnin IS nearly equal toNg From Fig. 3((a)-(c)) , we further notice that the width
implying that the loss of atoms is negligible At ;.. of the dip in K. Or equivalently the width of the maxi-
This occurs due to the formation of molecular dark mum in Nyemain increases as we move from Fig. 3(a) to
state leading to the destructive quantum interferencé&ig. 3(c). This means that the strong-coupling regimes

culated values ofZ55it and 51 are given in the table
[and(l, respectively.



i, free-bound transition amplitudes witi = M7 will
TABLE |. The values offZis™ (Mr) in MHz are shown forthe e aimost same. Then, in the weak-coupling regimes,
laser intensities as used in Fig. 3 with = 0. we would expect the maximum iNy.emai, to OCCUr at or
near the energy of the unperturbed bound gtate if the
L L | BR™ BB | BGT maximum arises due to the dark state. In fact, the solid
wiem?® | Wicm? | (My = 0)|(Mr = 1)|(Mr = 2) curve in Fig. 3(d) has the maximum near the binding
1 10 1.09 0.975 0.60 energy 0f| b1>.
110 28 11i.1c§)3 0;)20 %iloo Keeping the value of\; fixed atAy,,;, which hap-
02 | 01 | 0117 | 0098 | 0.047 pens to be) = 0, we plotKjess andNVremain as a func-
tion of As in Fig. 4. for the parameters as in Fig. 3(b).
This shows thaf{},ss has a broad minimum whefy, is
tuned near the resonance|td.). The loss of atoms is
TABLE II. The values of 52 (M7) in MHz are shown for ~ @lmost nil for the parameters at which the minimum in

AL = Almin. Ko OCCUrS.
We next show elastic scattering cross sectignas

A T b BN | panr a function of A; and compare it with the inelastic one

wiem? |W/en? [ (Mr = 0)| (M = 1) |( My = 2) oinel IN Fig. 5. keeping other parameters fixed as in
1 10 12.58 38.56 477 Fig. 3(b).o; is 6 orders of magnitude larger at and near
1 20 25.66 82.43 77.72 A1min Where the minimum ob;,.; occurs due to the
10 20 43.49 41.52 55.90 dark state. Note that the back-ground (in the absence of
02 | 01 | 0102 0.089 0.050 OFR) elastic cross section is negligible (0~? cm?).

We have found that.; and o;,. are of comparable

rmAannitiidAan in tha vwiAaal, AcAannlinAa rafninaAs

with a molecular dark resonance are robust for efficient

manipulation of atom-atom interactions. The oscillations ~F
in Fig. 3 result from the laser-induced coherence be- 10
tween the two excited bound states described by the terr :
Y. This laser induced coherence is important in the 106%™}
strong-coupling regimes because it comes into play duc—~
to nonlinear effects. One photon from laser excites & yF
the bound stateb, ) which then emits another photonby © |
stimulated emission. When this absorption-emission cy:- aef
cle is followed by the excitation of the other bound state

| b2) by one photon from Lk laser, we have the coherence o . o

2V’ 5t The maximum inV,epmaim VS. A and the spec- 10

P BN ENU B E P
-357 -356.8 -356.6 -356.4 -356.2 -356 -355.8 -355.6

A, (MHz)

FIG. 5. (Color online).; ando;,.; are plotted as a function

o~
c ' A; for collision energyFE = 8uK. All other parameters are
= ™ . .
g £ same as in Fig. 3(b).
Q ~
z 4 “ f — “remain 10_14 é
| =**"loss X
-$0 215 210 -205 -200 -195 -190
A, (MHz) V. CONCLUSION

FIG. 4. (Color online) Same as in FIG. 3(b) but as a function In conclusion, we have demonstrated highly efficient
of As atAy = Aipin. manipulation ofp-wave interactions between fermionic
171yp atoms with a new optical method using two lasers
tral asymmetry also appear in weak-coupling regimes foiin the strong-coupling regime. This method relies on
both lasers as shown in Fig. 3(d). At collision energycreating a molecular dark state in the electronically ex-
E = 8 uKthe square of the Franck-Condon overlap inte-cited potential, leading to the inhibition of photoassecia
gral for the transition t¢ b.) is about 2 times larger than tive atom loss. It is possible when two excited molec-
that to| b;). Therefore, if we fix the intensity of Llaser ~ ular bound states coupled to the continuum of scattering
at half the intensity of L laser, we expect that the two states by the two lasers have the same rotational quantum



number; and all pairs of excited sub-levels having theratio between the two widths can be much larger than 1.
same magnetic quantum number are coupled a groundzonsidering the velocity of the atoms to be a few crh,s
state sub-level by the two lasers as schematically dethe number density 1013 cm~3 we find elastic rate- 1
picted in Fig. 2. This ensures the cancellations of spontas—! while the inelastic rate- 10~° s~'. These numbers
neous emissions from all the excited sub-levels when théndicate that it is possible to manipulate atom-atom in-
conditions for the formation of the dark state are fulfilled. teractions efficiently by the optical method presented in
The efficiency of our method may be characterized by ahis paper.
number of parameters: (1) the ratidemain/No Of the

number of atoms remaininy;em.in to the initial num-

ber Ny, (2) the ratioo.; /e, Of the elastic to inelastic

scattering cross sections and (3) the ratio of the width of

the dip in atom loss rate to the spontaneous line width.

When the conditions for dark state are satisfied in the We are thankful to Yoshiro Takahashi and Katsunari
strong-coupling regimes for both the lasers, we have th&nomoto for sending us a numerical code to calculate
reSultsSN;emain/No =~ 1, 01 /0ines ~ 10 — 106 and the  PLR potentials.
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