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The Heisenberg uncertainty principle sets a lower bound onhe sensitivity of
continuous optical measurements of force. This bound, theéandard quantum

limit, can only be reached when a mechanical oscillator sulgcted to the force
is unperturbed by its environment, and when measurement imgecision from

photon shot-noise is balanced against disturbance from mearement back-
action. We apply an external force to the center-of-mass main of an ultracold

atom cloud in a high-finesse optical cavity. The optomechacally transduced
response clearly demonstrates the trade-off between measment imprecision
and back-action noise. We achieve a sensitivity that is coissent with theoret-

ical predictions for the quantum limit given the atoms’ slight residual thermal

disturbance and the photodetection quantum efficiency, ands a factor of 4
above the absolute standard quantum limit.

Several decades ago, mounting efforts to detect direatlgtavitational radiation produced
by distant astrophysical sources prompted investigatidimedimits of such a measurement im-
posed by the quantum-mechanical properties of the dete[dpg,3]. The predicted limit has
remained a theoretical result, as no experiments to datedy@erated in regimes that would en-
counter such a measurement boundary. Far from their mezdi@piantum ground states, early
gravitational wave detectors/[4] and subsequent tablefdoge-measurement systems [5, 6]
were dominated by thermal noise that masked the contribsitdd detection uncertainty due
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to the measurements themselves. Additionally, the proldémechnical sources of optical
noise emerging at high measurement strength obscuredéioe@fmeasurement back-action in
macroscopic systems subject to strong optical probingd€&hying until recently the observa-
tion of such back-action noisel|7, 8]. A purely quantum litoiforce-measurement imprecision
occurs when thermal noise has been reduced to the level@fopent fluctuations. This “stan-
dard quantum limit” (SQL) appears when the noise introdumgdontinuous measurement is
carefully balanced with the statistical fluctuations of theasurement outcome. In the past few
years, a wide array of platforms, having sizes spanning roahgrs of magnitude, have pushed
ever closer to the SQL[9, 10, 11,112]. Sensitivity to forcesmall ag390 yN)?/Hz has been
reported/[13], however these measurements are still asbetst eight orders of magnitude less
sensitive than the SQL noise power|[14] 15].

One way to measure a small force is to apply it to a mechaneahbnic oscillator and
then to detect the resulting motion by illuminating the dator with light and measuring the
phase-shift of the reflected beam. Measurement sensiswiighanced by placing the oscillator
within a resonant optical cavity [16]. Quantization of thatioal cavity’s electromagnetic field
(shot noise) sets a lower bound on the imprecision of an alppbase measurement, which
varies inversely with measurement strength. In such annogtbanical system, measurement
strength can be characterized by the optomechanical capsr C,,,,, which is proportional to
the optical probe power and is understood as the rate at whielgathers information about the
oscillator’s motion relative to the decay rates of the systkn the regime of low,,, the impre-
cision is mostly due to optical shot noise, while at high, the contribution from measurement
backaction becomes dominant (Fig. 1A). The SQL occurs wtierge two imprecision terms
are equivalent.

More quantitatively, the total force measurement impieaqigat a given (angular) frequency
w=2mx fis

1 (w—wn)’ +(I/2)?
42Cor, (T/2)?

Srr(w) = 2T, + (20 + 1) + Com| (1)
wherepyo is the rms momentum of the harmonic oscillator ground siais,the mechanical
full-linewidth, ¢ is the optical detection efficiency,, is the mechanical resonance frequency,
andv is the thermal phonon occupation of the oscillator. The st in this equation contains
the contribution of photon shot-noise, the second the uyidgrthermal and quantum oscillator
fluctuations, and the third the force noise due to measurebamk-action. Reduced detection
efficiency increases the contribution of shot-noise folalkls of C,,,, raising the minimum
sensitivity and moving the force-noise minimum to highgy, .

In this work, we characterize a cavity optomechanical sysie a force sensor. We apply a
known force to the mechanical element within our system,ragdsure the motion of this ele-
ment optically. The average measured signal calibratefooce sensor. From the fluctuations
of this measurement we then determine the force-measuteroee. We vary the measure-
ment strength by changing the optical probe power, andzee#tie quantum limits of our force
sensor.



Previous works [17, 18, 14, 15] have claimed imprecisionlahe SQL forposition detec-
tion, taking advantage of the reduction of measurement-batikn away from an oscillator’s
mechanical resonance. For measurement of forces, howewrlear from Eqg. 1 that the
relative contribution of shot-noise imprecision is minead atw,,, allowing for the best sensi-
tivity (green lines in FiglL1LA). A large thermal phonon ocatipn severely reduces sensitivity
to applied force on resonance, and indeed this has prevpattdneasurements of forces at the
SQL. Unlike those previous works, in this report we apply atemal force to our oscillator
and show that the ultimaferce measurement imprecision can only be achieved,at

In our experiments, we apply a calibrated optical-dipoleédo a gas of ultracold rubidium
atoms, inducing center-of-mass motion of the gas. We meahis force-induced motion by
placing the gas (our forced mechanical oscillator) withihigh-finesse Fabry-Pérot optical
cavity and then using a weak probe beam to detect variatiotingeicavity resonance frequency
[19,/20,21]. Before being forced and probed, the mechanicale is near its motional ground
state, with thermal occupation of= 1.2 phonons[[2R2], allowing for unobscured observation
of the lower bounds of sensitivity imposed by shot-noise.

We measure the atoms’ coherent response to the applieddottencoherent response to
probe shot-noise (Fid.l 1B). When driving on resonance, wart} observe the three effects
discussed above and quantified in Eqg. 1: shot-noise impoediecreasing with rising',,, and
a record of thermal and quantum fluctuations of the oscilla¢ar the mechanical resonance at
low C,..,, giving way to much larger fluctuations from back-actions@beyond the sensitivity
minimum. Because the probe light is free from technical @@isthe frequencies of interest
[23], this back-action is clearly visible and scales as eigrwithC,,, [24].

We rely on the decoupling of our cold atomic system from itgimmment to approach
the SQL of force sensitivity. Initially, atoms are loadecdg@ominantly into a single site of a
trichromatic optical lattice (Fid.12) comprised of two faff-resonant trapping beams (840 and
860 nm) and one probe beam (780 nm) detuned 24 GHz from at@simance. The lattice
potential is produced by standing waves of these threedasach resonant with a different
TEM, (transverse electromagnetic) mode of the optical cavitye atoms are localized well
within the Lamb-Dicke regime, such that the cavity opticalde interacts primarily with their
collective center-of-mass mechanical made [21]. An opBcperlattice offers two key advan-
tages for force measurement. First, such a potential |apdsallows us to separate spectrally
the collective mechanical modes of atoms in neighboringcktsites, identifying the mode
within a single site having resonance frequengy= 27 x 110 kHz as our oscillator of interest
[25]. Second, we can apply a driving force at and around thehargcal resonance frequency of
this oscillator by modulating the intensity of one trappbeam while keeping the others fixed.
Calculating this applied force requires calibrating bdth initial dipole force applied by the
trap beams and the modulation index of the drive intensity fbrmer is achieved by carefully
mapping the superlattice potential landscape to determeilative phases and strengths of the
component beams at the atoms’ location [25], and is foundtadbx 10-2' N per atom. We
calibrate the latter with an oscilloscope, finding it to beoader10-3.

During separate repetitions of the experiment, we applycHibrated force at 1 kHz in-
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tervals at and around mechanical resonance. In this way,cae the spectral line shape
of the coherent response and are assured of having driveasgilator within 500 Hz (ap-
proximatelyI'/6) of w,,. The ratio of the complex spectral response to the applieckfo
is the measured susceptibility (Fig. 3B,C), which we exgecbe proportional toy(w) =
{2mwy,[—(w — wy,) — iT'/2]} " for a single mechanical oscillator with massand withI' <
Wi, -

The atoms overlap the probe beam at the point in the standavg where the light’s in-
tensity varies linearly with position (Figl 2). Since thebe light is resonant with the cavity
mode, displacement of the atoms maps linearly onto phasediens of the light exiting the
cavity, which we detect with a heterodyne receiver. Wherreefds applied, the driven oscilla-
tor response is optomechanically transduced into cohpteagte fluctuations of the probe light,
while the measurement noise produces incoherent fluchgatio

We tuneC,,,, over two orders of magnitude by varying the probe intensity, is measured
using the optomechanical response to the probe [22]. Fbrfeace modulation frequency and
at each’,,,, we prepare a new atomic oscillator, address it with a fofeceostant strength, and
optically probe its response. We repeat this process 100Qdighes per set of measurement
parameters and average the results. The heterodyne posednsp absent the coherent driven
response determines the imprecision noise of our measuteri@is incoherent shot-noise-
driven response gives our total noise spectrum at a giygn(Fig.[3D).

We simultaneously fit the coherent driven response and tt@herent noise spectral re-
sponse of our oscillator at each,,, to a Lorentzian resonance condition[22] that includes a
primary peak ab,,, and two secondary peaks slightly red-detuned (Fig. 3B-D@SE secondary
peaks arise from the anharmonicity of our optical supécktiwhere atoms excited to higher
bands of the trap encounter decreasing level spacing wetkeasing energy. From each fit we
extract the incoherent and coherent response amplitudeslhasI” andw,,. These parame-
ters, together with the calibrated value of the applieddodetermine our force sensitivity on
resonance (Fig.]3A).

The ratio of the total noise spectrum to the transduced fepeetrum gives the spectral sen-
sitivity of Eq. 1, which is minimized when the oscillator isieen resonantly and probed with
Com = 1/24/€, such thatSrp(w,,) = 2Tp%o[(2v+1)+1/+/€]. With perfect detection efficiency
and oscillator motion limited to zero-point fluctuationsetSQL sensitivity for our oscillator
(with T' = 27 x 3 kHz andm = 1.8 x 1072 kg for 1200°"Rb atoms) istl['p%, = (21 yN)?/Hz.
Given our system’s calibrated photodetection efficienc§X¥o, use of heterodyne rather than
homodyne detection (giving= 0.056), and average thermal occupation of 1.2 phonons, how-
ever, our predicted limit i§41 yN)?/Hz and is expected to occur @t,,, = 2. Our measured
force noise ig42 4+ 13 yN)? /Hz, in excellent agreement with theoretical prediction dritnes
higher than the fundamental limit. This corresponds to asuesl acceleration sensitivity of
(0.02 g)?/Hz, whereg is the acceleration due to gravity. Both technical limdas of our
measurement can be ameliorated straightforwardly: mdeared photons can be detected with
efficiencies exceeding = 0.9 [26] and colder atomic gases can be produced with ingatov
evaporative cooling.



Away fromw,,,, force measurement noise diminishes with increasing(Fig.[1B), because
the increasing back-action force noise is still imperddptdue to the reduced mechanical sus-
ceptibility. Even for such off-resonant detection, thopidie minimum force noise, achieved at
Com > 2, is necessarily greater than the noise limits for forcediegatw,, (Fig.[4A).

Another interpretation of the fundamental limit of forcens#ivity states that at the SQL,
the total imprecision noise introduced by performing a mearment over the course of one me-
chanical damping period equals the zero-point fluctuatidtise coherent system [27,/28]. This
can be seenin Figl 1A, where at the SQL the contributionsatfsbise and measurement back-
action sum to one unit of zero-point motion. Therefore, titalimprecision in the detection of
forces is at best limited to twice the zero-point noise. $darction of force to complex optical
response involves a necessary intermediate variable, dobanical element’s motion, which
can be extracted from our optical data streams. We can tirerebserve the quantum-limited
imprecision associated with measurement of a displacedvamécal state. Figure 4B shows
these coherent responses measured over Lenayeraged over approximately 18 mechanical
damping periods.

Uncertainty in the scaled position measurement is relabethé force sensitivity by
(AZy) (AZy) = |x|*SFr/T, wherer is the measurement time, adid (Z») is the real (imagi-
nary) displacement quadrature in units of harmonic ogoilleength. Substitution of the mini-
mum S produces an uncertainty relation for the imprecision ofdtaée measurement:

(AZ) (AZ) > % (20 + 1)+ 1/VE] . 2)

The minimum uncertainty condition for this inequality isetquantum limit, consistent with
twice the zero-point fluctuations. A covariance matrix & éxperimental results gives an error
ellipse whose radii quantify the rms imprecision of measwe®et in the respective quadratures.
Near the quantum limit, we observe a spread of points Wil,) (AZ,) = 0.8. As with the
measure of force noise imprecision, this value matchesmudligtion well and is approximately
four times the absolute minimum imprecision value.

The achievement of force measurement at the SQL now encesiragestigations of sen-
sitivity beyond this level. Several proposed methods tbhataallow optomechanical systems
to overcome this limit rely on noise correlations introddicato the system. Back-action evad-
ing measurement techniques [3] have already been demtustaareduce classical noise in
force detection [29, 30], while other proposals call for tepling of two optical cavity modes
[31,[32,/33], or the measurement of a single quadrature ysage-sensitive quantum non-
demolition detection [3, 34, 27]. Enhanced force sensjtiand the understanding of its funda-
mental limits may allow for improved atomic force microsgpihe direct detection of gravita-
tional waves[[11], and measurements of corrections to Neatogravity [35].
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Figure 1: Contributions to the standard quantum limit (S@QEYorce detection.(A) The-
oretical shot-noise imprecision from probe light (purpgleek) decreases while measurement
back-action imprecision (orange line) increase€’gsrises. Together with the zero-point fluc-
tuations (black line), these sum to the total measuremeitaaision (green curves). Dashed
lines show imprecision bounds corrected for imperfectceir efficiency and small non-zero
phonon occupation. Imprecision plotted in units of zerinpmotion noise (zpm= 2I'p%,,, as

in Eq. 1). (B) Experimental data showing the same trend. The incohereasunement noise
(blue curve) is minimized at the mechanical resonance &equrelative to the coherent force
response (red curve) at the SQL. Both curves are normal@#tetpeak coherent response at
each value ot’,,.
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Figure 2: Trichromatic lattice potential landscape. Atofgsay oval) are trapped in a con-
servative optical-dipole potential created dominantlytlwp standing-wave light fields with
wavelengths of 840 nm and 860 nm (red-blue gradient curve)thé trapping location, the
cavity probe light (wavelength 780 nm, orange curve) hasagtintensity gradient, maximiz-
ing the position-measurement strength. The 840 nm trapiardplis modulated (dashed lines)

to produce an ac force on the atoms that is optomechanicatgduced onto the phase of the
probe light. Schematic is not to scale.
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Figure 3: Measured sensitivity to applied forc€8) Sensitivity (ratio of incoherent noise to
transduced force) as measured from fits of coherent and enenhresponses, shown over a
range ofC',,, and plotted in units of SQL sensitivity (green circles) cargd to theory lines for
expected precision limits due to probe shot noise (purpt Jimeasurement back action (orange
line) and total noise (green curve). Theory lines are shawrpérfect (solid) and calibrated
(dashed) detection efficiency and phonon occupation. Hraos include contributions from
uncertainty of the atom number calibration and of the fits.eXkample of the simultaneous fits
for (B) the squared amplitudds|? (red squares) an(C) and phasesj (black triangles) of
the coherent response, a(d) the incoherent noise spectrusif’’’ (blue diamonds), plotted
againstt x A = w — w,, for data atC,,,,, = 4. See Supplementary materials for definitions of
terms.
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Figure 4: Sensitivity spectra and phase space represamaff) Force spectral density mea-
sured atC,,,, = 0.4 (purple diamonds), 1.9 (green squares), and 10 (oranges), accompa-
nied by theory lines given by Eq. {B) Phase space representations of displacements in units of
zro (blue circles) with one-sigma error ellipse (dashed blagkes) and average values (black
crosses) plotted fof',,, = 0.2, 1.9, 14 (left to right). Position of black crosses esponds to
average forced displacement.
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1 Supplementary Materials

1.1 Optical Detection

We measure our driven and undriven optomechanical spesitrg a heterodyne receiver, record-
ing the beat spectrum between our probe light and a 10-MHizee local oscillator. Depend-
ing onC,,,,, we average the response over a measurement interval oééetivand 5 ms (for
higher and lower measurement strengths, respectivelyyorBethese intervals, the optome-
chanical response to shot-noise decreases in magnitudmenedses in linewidth, showing
increased occupation of the anharmonically-spaced trapggrievels (described in Section
1.3).

1.2 Theoretical Methods

Here we describe the process by which we derive the expedo$force sensitivity for a
mechanical oscillator in an optomechanical system.
Transduced force
A calibrated external force with spectruf(w) = Fy (0w, + 0w —w,) IS applied to a me-
chanical oscillator. It influences the position fluctuasaf the mechanical oscillator according
to the mechanical susceptibility:
(2(w)) = x(w)Fo, (S1)

wherey(w) is defined as in the text. In the case of linear optomechan@abling and probe
light resonant with the cavity, we expect these positiontflatons to be optomechanically
transduced onto the phase fluctuations of the light exitiegcawvity [36],

V20T

ZHOWBW

(M (w)) = Fox(w), (S2)

wherewgy is the bandwidth of the discrete Fourier transform.
The power in the phase modulation (PM) quadrature, as medbyra heterodyne detector
and averaged over a discrete Fourier window, is

eSgyw? .
PP (w) = ([ 2 ()
S3
5SSNComFF02 ( )
= ——= —Ix(w)
~HO

whereSsy = Prohwy IS the total shot-noise power spectral density (PSD). Thésbise PSD
in the PM quadrature is half thisP. is the local oscillator power and, /27 is the probe
light frequency. When we normalize by the calibrated fonve, recover an expected force



transduction of

(S4)

Noise spectral density
Absent an external force, the spectral response of thdatsecitiue to the shot-noise of the

probe gives the “noise” to compare with the “signal” thathe transduced force. When the
probe light is resonant with the cavity, the spectral respon the PM quadrature takes the
form SEM (w) = 285[1 + 2en”M (w)] [24], wheren” (w) is the photon spectrum inside the
cavity given by

om 2 FZ 2 1 om
PM<W):C K 2v+1+C ) (S5)

2 K2+ w?(w—wp)?+ ([)2)?

In the resolved sideband regime,( < ), the spectrum of interest reduces to

S (20 4+ Com + 1)
PM __ MSN om
Shet (W)= g [P @7 <o)

— % [1 +4eCom(2v + Com + 1)m2w;f‘2|x(w)|2} )

n

Force sensitivity

The ratio of Eqg. S6 to the squared magnitude of Eq. S4 giveswbrll sensitivity in EqQ. 1.
The minimum sensitivity occurs on mechanical resonancenwthg = 1/(24/2). This gives a
guantum-limited sensitivity of

Spr =2Tpho [1/Ve+ (2v +1)] . (S7)

In the case of ideal measurement=€ 1, v = 0), the absolute SQL sensitivity, therefore, is
Sprl = ATo.
Phase space response

Position imprecision measurements are related to forceeiogion measurements via the
susceptibilityy(w). Therefore, the variance in position as measured overtigan be related
to the force sensitivity theory of Eq. 1 by

(AZy) (AZo)zpo = (AF) (AF)|x(w)]*

o SFF(CU)
= T ()
2 2
CHO [(9y 4 1) + 1/v/2]
I'r
whenw = w,,. In the case of ideal measurement, this reduces to the mmiomcertainty
condition of Eqg. 2.

| 2

(S8)




1.3 Data Analysis

Plotted data points in Figl 3A are the result of fit paramebased on heterodyne data that has
been normalized by calibrated experimental values. Datdgim Fig[3B-D are experimentally-
measured values plotted with examples of these fits. In #ud® we describe the methods
of this scaling and fitting. We note that for this data analysnly the applied force must be
calibrateda priori.

Trap anharmonicity Though our sinusoidal optical dipole trap is approximatesrmonic
for low-energy excitations of the gas, atoms occupying @iginergy levels experience a re-
laxed trapping potential (and thus a lower resonance freg)edue to the departure from har-
monicity. The difference in resonance frequency betwegacadt energy levels is approxi-
mately equal to the recoil frequency of the trap lighty,, = Er/h = 27 x 3 kHz, where
Er = h?k?/2m is the single photon recoil energy for a singl&b atom in a trap of average
wavenumbek; = (27/850)nm!.

When fitting the observed mechanical spectra of our osaillate allow for occupation in
the first and second excited states of the oscillator, taikittgaccount the difference in probe-
oscillator coupling for different oscillator energy lesel Since our ultimate force sensitivity
measurement is performed only on the primary (ground-stasmnance, we then correct the
number of atoms in our ground state oscillator based on thesled fits. We find from these
fits that roughly 2-4% of the atoms occupy the higher energgite
Measurement of cooperativity

We infer C,,,, for each level of probe power from the fitted height of the resd response
to incoherent probe shot-noise. Solving Eq. S6dgy, allows us to determine its value based
on the peak height of the incoherent response normalizetdiyr®ise:

253 4 (wm)/Ssn — 1

4e (59)

Com=—(v+1/2)+ \/(V+ 1/2)2 —

The value ofv is independently calibrated using time-of-flight measugata of the atomic
cloud for a particular experimental cycle and is found toadu2 phonons on average. Addi-
tionally, we verify this value by comparing the heights of thtokes and Anti-Stokes sidebands
of our undriven spectra [24].

Although we expect the measured valuggf, to be consistent with the equation

2
C(om = %7 (SlO)
kI
wheren is the number of probe photons angl, is the optomechanical coupling, we find that
the values obtained from Eq. S9 are systematically belogglobtained from Eq. S10, by about

40% on average. This may be due to a reduction,in from its theoretically predicted value:

2

Gom = Ago kpN(lZH07 (Sll)

ca



whereA,, is the detuning of the probe light from atomic resonangés the probe wavenumber,
N, is the number of atoms that comprise the oscillator, @nig the single-atom cavity QED
coupling. A, is measured with a high-precision wavemeter, whiland z;o come from the
fits described later in this supplementary material. Thgtog g, takes into account the mode
waist and linewidth of the cavity as well as the dipole momathe D, rubidium transition.
Assuming the atoms are probed with light that is perfeatlypolarized with respect to their
quantization axis and correcting for the finite radial exteinthe trapped atomic cloud gives
a calculated value aj, = 27 x 13.0 MHz. However, deviations from perfect alignment of
probe polarization would decrease this coupling rafgis measured by observing the average
frequency shift of the cavity)w,, due to the presence of atoms:

Nug3

Aw, = A,
Through post-selection based on measurements.Qf we eliminate all data with atom num-
bers outside the rang¥, + 10%. N, is further corrected to reflect the number of atoms in
the spectrally-isolated lattice site of interest by takinip account the calibrated axial extent
of the atomic cloud. Approximately 50% of the atoms measimedw,. occupy the primary
site, while the other 50% occupy sites with resonance frequat leasr x 10 kHz detuned.
We then finally correctV, for trap anharmonicity, as described in the previous sectithis
process of measurement and calibration of atom numberfisrpezd for each experimental run
(each value of’,,,). Noting thatN, is measured using the calculated valuggfwe find that
the value ofC,,, as determined by Eqg. S10 is proportional#g)*. A 15% reduction ing,, for
example, would be sufficient to reduce the calculated value,g by half.
Transduced force

We fit the complex coherent response, measured via hetezathtection and normalized
by the calibrated force we have applied, to a sum of threertai@n conditions, each with the
following distribution:

(S12)

it (I'/2)?
Tsig(w) = Asige %g\/(w —wp)?+ (T'/2)% (513)
wheregsig = — arctan (Uﬂf) gives the response anghegig is our coherent transduced force

response in WNZ2. These are plotted far,,,, = 4 in Fig.[3B-D.
Noise spectral density

To quantify the noise of our measurement, we subtract thereolh response used to deter-
mine force transduction from the total heterodyne PSD. eae this spectrum with the total
PSD of an oscillator with a force applied far off-resonarioghis way we increase our statistics
for measuring the noise spectral density. We fit the spectoutime same Lorentzian condition
as used for the coherent response, including an extra terthdancoherent shot-noise:

PM( Y _ (I'/2)
Shet (W) = Ann (@ —wm)? + (T/2)2 + Sgn /2. (S14)
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From the fit (performed simultaneously with the coherenpoese fit) we extraav,,, I', and
Ann, our incoherent noise response. We usey, the incoherent noise on our force mea-
surement (in W/Hz) additionally to determine th€.,,, of the system by substitutind yx +
Ssn/2 = SFM(w,,) into Eq. S9.
Normalizing by the SQL

We plot in Fig.[3 measured sensitivityA{x + Ssn/2)/A%,) in units of the ideal SQL

(S29F = 4Tp?,,) and compare to theory. The values we plot are therefore:

Ay + Ssn/2 1

SFF<wm)/S§gL = Al AQ_ i 4Fp§10
SIg

o ANN 1

A2, 20 Nempyhw,,’

(S15)

where mp, is the mass of oné’Rb atom. Besides the fit amplitudes and the mechanical
linewidth and resonance frequency, the only other experially calibrated value i%V,. There-
fore, uncertainty in the value ﬁFF(wm)/SﬁgL consists of fit errors for the amplitudes, linewidth,
and resonance frequency, as well as calibration unceytaarthe atom number. These values
are plotted versus the experimentally-determi6gd, whose uncertainty contains the fit errors
for the incoherent response.
Sensitivity off resonance

In Fig.[4A we consider the case of sensitivity to applied éoasvay from mechanical res-
onance §rr(w # wy)). To visualize this, we normalize the entire incoherensadapectral
density by the fit to the coherent response:

Shet (@)[(w — wm)? + (T'/2)?]
Agy(T'/2)?

We compare this measured sensitivity to theory given by Eqldited as solid lines in the
figure.
Phase space response

In Fig.[4B, we show the phase-space statistics of our medsoieerent response to applied
force. For eacld’,,,, we choose the measured frequency pointin the coheremnssggpectrum
closest in frequency to the resonance frequency obtained dur fits. We plot this point in the
complex plane, rotating the response so that the phase iangjleen relative to an initial drive
phase. Once rotated, we scale both real and imaginary pantgrinonic oscillator units. By
substituting Eqg. S1 into Eq. S3, we obtain

PPM — \/gSSNcomrﬂ. (S17)

ZHO

Srr(w) = (S16)

Therefore, we plot points in phase space with coordingtes}], where

Zl =V €SSNComFP7"e

ZZ = ESSNcomFPim~

(S18)



P,. is the real part of the rotated”* while P, is the imaginary partZ, andZ, are plotted in
units of 2.

To determine the statistical variance in the distributibmeasurement points, we calculate
the covariance matrix of the data and plot the associaten etlipse with 50% confidence
interval. From the eigenvalues of this matrix we extractrthieror and major axis lengths of the
error ellipse, corresponding to the imprecisidis7; ) and(AZs).

Vi



	1 Supplementary Materials
	1.1 Optical Detection
	1.2 Theoretical Methods
	1.3 Data Analysis


