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We present a generalized model for the evolution of atomic wave-packets in matter-wave interfer-
ometers. This method provides an efficient tool for analyzing the performance of atomic interfer-
ometers using atom clouds prepared in a trap as a Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC) or as a thermal
ensemble. Predictions of the model for dynamic properties such as wave-packet size and phase are
in excellent agreement with explicit numerical solutions of the non-linear Gross-Pitaevskii equations
and enable fast calculations of interferometric performance in regimes where full numerical solutions
become impractical. As a starting point, the static Thomas-Fermi (TF) approximation for a BEC
in a harmonic trap is generalized to the whole range of atom-atom interaction strengths: from non-
interacting atoms (low densities) to the standard TF limit (high atomic densities, as long as the
condensate approximation still holds). In particular, this generalization allows a good estimation
of atomic cloud properties along the transition from a three-dimensional to a quasi-one-dimensional
BEC in an elongated trap. We then develop a theoretical model of wave-packet evolution in time-
dependent conditions. The model is applicable for a wide range of dynamical problems involving
evolution in time-dependent potentials and in a changing mean-field atomic repulsion due to split-
ting and separation of wave-packets. We use the model for studying two effects that influence inter-
ferometric coherence: imperfect spatial recombination in a two-state interferometer (the so-called
“Humpty-Dumpty effect”) and phase diffusion due to number uncertainty in the two interferometer
arms, which was previously studied thoroughly only for interferometric schemes where the BECs
in the two arms stay trapped (for example, in a double-well potential). For both effects we extend
the applicability of the theory to a wide range of interferometric scenarios that were not included
in previous theories and provide design and optimization tools for improving the performance of
matter-wave interferometers.

I. INTRODUCTION

Matter-wave interferometry with ultracold atoms has
become a wide field of fundamental and applied re-
search [1, 2] using many different techniques for splitting,
guiding, re-combining, and probing. Coherent spatial
splitting of initially trapped atoms is performed by light
pulses (in Ramsey-Bordé [3], Raman [4–7] or Bragg [8–12]
configurations), by optical or magnetic fields that form
potential barriers [13–16] or by state-dependent magnetic
forces [17–19]. In any of these schemes the most crucial
factor is coherence, namely maintaining and retrieving a
well-defined phase difference between the interferometer
arms.

Loss of interferometric coherence is commonly caused
by phase fluctuations due to coupling of the atoms to the
noisy environment or due to instability of elements of the
device that manipulates the atoms, such as electric cur-
rents or optical fields [20–22]. However, here we wish to
focus on two intrinsic effects leading to the loss of coher-
ence that are related to entanglement between degrees of
freedom of the atoms themselves: entanglement between
their spatial and internal degrees of freedom and entan-
glement between many atoms in the presence of atom-
atom interactions.

Some interferometric schemes use the internal state of
the atoms for spatial splitting. Long before the experi-
mental realization of interferometry with neutral atoms
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it was proposed to use the Stern-Gerlach effect for co-
herent splitting of atoms with spin 1

2 by applying mag-
netic gradients for splitting, stopping, accelerating and
re-combining an atomic beam. The output signal is then
the spin state of the atoms after re-combination, which
depends on the spatial phase accumulated along the two
interferometer arms. However, it became clear that the
coherence of such an interferometer relies on a very pre-
cise spatial re-combination of the two atomic beams at
the output port, such that it would be almost impossible
to implement such an interferometer in practice. Theo-
retical investigations of this decoherence effect in a Stern-
Gerlach interferometer, termed “the Humpty-Dumpty ef-
fect”, have used a simple model of a single-particle Gaus-
sian wave-packet [23–25]. Recently such an interferome-
ter was realized experimentally with a Bose-Einstein con-
densate (BEC) [19, 26] and a more elaborate model for
describing its coherence is required. Note that a sim-
ilar model applies for interferometer schemes that use
optical pulses to split atoms. Although the spatial con-
trol in such interferometers is much more precise than in
a Stern-Gerlach interferometer, imprecise spatial recom-
bination should still be taken into account in order to
optimize the performance [27].

Atom-atom interactions may be crucial for interfero-
metric coherence when the atoms are trapped or guided
during the sequence, when their density is relatively high.
This effect was already noticed in the first observation
of interference between two BECs [28] and interpreted
as a consequence of the predicted effect of phase diffu-
sion due to atom-atom interactions [29–31]. Phase un-
certainty grows with the time of propagation through the
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interferometer arms as a result of an uncertain number
difference between the two arms and hence a difference
in the interaction energy. In trapped-atom interferome-
ters phase diffusion due to interactions usually limits the
coherence time to a few tens of milliseconds unless the
BEC is very dilute or number squeezing takes place due
to slow separation [16, 33, 34]. The rate of phase diffusion
has been calculated for cases in which the BEC is kept
in a trap or a harmonic potential along the entire inter-
ferometric sequence [29–31, 33, 35]. However, it is neces-
sary to understand the effects of number uncertainty and
atom-atom interactions when the atomic wave-packets
evolve non-adiabatically in confined configurations such
as a matter-waveguide where coherent signals have not
yet been observed despite continuous efforts. Here we
show that number-dependent dynamics gives rise to new
kinds of dynamic evolution of the phase uncertainty that
may be promising for future applications.

Theoretical studies of dynamical effects crucial for co-
herence such as the ones mentioned above, require accu-
rate and efficient calculation methods for the evolution of
atomic wave-packets over long times and distances that
correctly reproduce the dependence of this evolution on
atom-atom interactions. For relatively small atomic den-
sities such dynamics can be approximated by Gaussian
wave-packet evolution that may provide an efficient tool
for examination of system performance and optimization.
On the other hand, in the case of a dense BEC, such
a calculation would require a numerical solution of the
mean-field Gross-Pitaevskii equation (GPE) [36]. How-
ever, for many interferometric scenarios it is impractical
to solve the GPE in three dimensions for the entire inter-
ferometric sequence, especially when such a calculation
needs to be iterated many times for the purpose of de-
sign and stability prediction. For the common case of
a quadratic potential, an effective approximate solution
for the GPE is provided by the “time-dependent Thomas-
Fermi approximation” [37, 38]. This method starts from
the static Thomas-Fermi (TF) approximation [36] for a
BEC in a harmonic trap, where the atom-atom interac-
tion energy is assumed to be much larger than the kinetic
energy, and continues it to the time-dependent domain.

A few analytical methods were derived to bridge be-
tween the single-atom Gaussian wave-packet theory and
the TF approximation for a large BEC [39–44]. These
theories were mainly applied to the static state of the
atoms in a trap and some were extended to specific time-
dependent situations [44], but none were employed for
wave-packet propagation needed for atom interferome-
try. Another study attempted to generalize the time-
dependent TF approximation for arbitrary atom-atom
interaction strength [45], but did not go beyond the case
of free expansion.

Here we present a theory of atomic wave-packet evo-
lution in a locally smooth potential that can be ex-
panded in a quadratic form over the volume of the wave-
packet. This includes evolution of the atoms under the
influence of static or pulsed potential gradients or har-

monic potentials for confinement or guidance, as long as
the axes of the harmonic potential do not change non-
adiabatically (non-rotational evolution). The theory re-
duces the Gross-Pitaevskii equation into a set of simple
ordinary differential equations for the three scaling pa-
rameters as in the time-dependent TF approximation,
but in addition it is valid for the entire range of atom-
atom interactions and coincides with the exact Gaussian
wave-packet theory in the absence of interactions (the
single-atom limit).

To facilitate a simple and efficient treatment of a BEC
we start with a generalized TF approximation for the
ground-state properties in a harmonic trap that faith-
fully reproduces the wave-packet size and energy over the
whole range of interactions and provides a basis for pre-
senting the dynamic properties during subsequent evo-
lution. While some of the ingredients of this theory are
already present in previous work (e.g. [45]), we believe
that only the theory presented here has now been suffi-
ciently generalized to study a variety of interferometric
schemes, and that it will be particularly useful for design-
ing and analyzing new interferometric configurations, as
demonstrated here for two major aspects of coherence.

We present our wave-packet evolution method in
Sec. II of this paper, and then use it as a basis for a
detailed theory of decoherence due to the two intrin-
sic effects mentioned above. In Sec. III we present the
theory of coherence in a two-state spatial interferometer
due to imprecise recombination at the output port. We
derive explicit expressions for the expected visibility of
such an interferometer with a BEC having any number
of atoms and for a thermal cloud where atom-atom inter-
actions are negligible. In Sec. IV we present a full many-
body theory of phase diffusion for trapped or propagat-
ing wave-packets. While our theory agrees with previous
derivations of this effect in interferometers using spatially
adiabatic splitting (e.g. in a double-well potential) of a
dense BEC, we show a different behavior of the rate of
phase diffusion when the number of atoms in the BEC
is relatively small. For propagating wave-packets we find
an additional phase term that appears from the many-
particle structure. Our theory may enable an analysis
that can be crucial to guided matter-wave interferome-
try as it can help in understanding why guided interfer-
ometry has not been successful so far despite continuous
efforts [16, 46–53]. On the other hand, the theory may
also be used to control phase diffusion to achieve very
high coherence for long propagation times. Each section
of this paper (and some sub-sections too) opens with a
more detailed introduction to previous work in the field.
Finally we conclude in Sec. V with an outlook.

II. WAVE PACKET EVOLUTION

This section presents the theory of wave-packet evolu-
tion necessary for describing propagation through inter-
ferometer arms either in free space (with or without addi-
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tional forces, see introduction for references), or in a mat-
ter waveguide [8, 16, 46–53] or in moving traps [16, 54].
A direct analytical solution of the evolution problem is
usually unavailable, while an accurate numerical solu-
tion is often impractical. One should then seek for a
simplified description of wave-packet evolution that in-
volves parametric equations. Gaussian wave-packets are
very useful in light optics or matter-wave optics of non-
interacting particles. A helpful approach for interact-
ing matter waves is the scaling approximation, which as-
sumes that the shape of the wave-packet’s envelope at
any time remains practically the same as that of the ini-
tial wave function but with scaled coordinates and addi-
tional phase factors (see a brief review in Sec. II B below).
The original scaling approximation that was applied to a
BEC assumed atom-atom interactions sufficiently strong
to justify the Thomas-Fermi approximation for the ini-
tial cloud in the trap, having an inverted parabolic shape
with negligible kinetic energy [37]. Generalizations of this
method also take into account the initial kinetic energy in
order to allow the calculation of wave-packet expansion
in free space for any number of atoms [45]. Other studies
have even gone beyond the scaling approximation for cal-
culating the expansion of a BEC in one dimension [44]
but, to the best of our knowledge, a general theory of
wave-packet evolution in the presence of time-dependent
potentials relevant to interferometric scenarios and for a
wide range of atom-atom interaction strengths has not
been proposed.

In order to further extend the effective evolution
method to include evolution not only in free space but
also in any potential that may be approximated locally
by a quadratic form, such as a waveguide, or a harmonic
trap changing in time, or any large-scale potential that
is smooth enough over the scale of a wave-packet, we
develop in this section a generalized scaling approxima-
tion for the propagation. For this method to be effective
for an arbitrary number of atoms and initial trapping
potentials (i.e., a harmonic trap with any aspect ratio
between the axes and strength of confinement), we start
with a generalized Thomas-Fermi approximation that is
valid throughout this range. Although alternative meth-
ods for approximating the static or even some dynamic
properties of a BEC over this range were already pro-
posed in the past (see a brief review in Sec. II A below),
we believe that our method is most suitable as a basis for
the wave-packet evolution method in the context of atom
interferometry, which is the main subject of this work.

A. Generalized Thomas-Fermi approximation

We start with an effective mean-field theory for the
static properties of the ground state of a Bose gas in
a harmonic trap. Let us consider N bosonic atoms
of mass m in a harmonic trapping potential V (r) =
1
2m
∑3
j=1 ω

2
j r

2
j , where rj = x, y, z for j = 1, 2, 3, respec-

tively, are the Cartesian coordinates parallel to the axes

of the trap and ωj are the respective trap frequencies. If
the interaction between the atoms can be approximated
by a mean-field potential then the ground state of the sys-
tem is approximately a Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC):
a state where all the atoms occupy the same spatial wave
function Φ0(r) satisfying the stationary Gross-Pitaevskii
equation (GPE) [36]− h̄2∇2

2m
+
m

2

3∑
j=1

ω2
j r

2
j + gN |Φ0|2 − µ

Φ0(r) = 0. (1)

Here the mean-field repulsive potential (third term in
the brackets) is proportional to the atom density N |Φ0|2,
where the wave function is normalized to unity, the cou-
pling strength is g = 4πh̄2as/m with as being the s-wave
scattering length, and µ is the chemical potential.

One limit of Eq. (1) is a dilute gas where the interaction
term is negligible. Then Eq. (1) reduces to a Schrödinger
equation for a single particle, whose solutions are en-
ergy eigenstates of the single-particle Hamiltonian. The
chemical potential may then be replaced by any energy
eigenvalue of the harmonic trap µ→ h̄

∑3
j=1 ωj(nj + 1

2 ),
with nj being non-negative integers. This case of non-
interacting atoms will be included in the theory of wave-
packet evolution in Sec. II B below, but here we focus on
the ground state solution. In the single-particle limit the
ground-state wave function Φ0 is a Gaussian.

The opposite limit is the Thomas-Fermi (TF) limit,
where the kinetic term (first term) is negligible relative
to the potential terms. In this case the ground-state so-
lution Φ0 has an inverted parabolic shape with a sharp
edge. The TF approximation [36] usually provides suc-
cessful predictions for the state of a BEC of many atoms
in a trap with a relatively low aspect ratio between its
axes. Analytical theories for the ground-state properties
of a BEC that extend the TF approximation beyond the
strong interaction case [39, 41–43] or beyond the TF
wave function edge [40] have been successful in providing
good approximations that agree well with the numerical
solution of the GPE for different trap geometries. Vari-
ational methods were also proposed for studying the dy-
namics of a BEC in specific geometries [44]. However,
as far as we know, none of these proposals was used for
calculating the dynamics of a BEC that is released from
an anisotropic trap in 3D and allowed to propagate in
space, as we wish to do in this work.

Here we do not use a variational procedure that starts
from a specific trial function such as a generalization of
the trial function in Ref. [39] to anisotropic traps. In-
stead, we assume that the wave function Φ0 is an im-
plicit hybridization of an inverted parabolic wave func-

tion ΦTF ∝
√

1−
∑
j r

2
j/r

2
j,max that is nonzero only

when the argument of the square root is positive, and a
Gaussian ΦG ∝ exp(−

∑
j r

2
j/4σ

2
j ]. We use the inverted

parabolic form in the interaction term gN |Φ0|2 in Eq. (1)
and at the same time use the Gaussian form for estimat-
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ing the kinetic term, namely

gN |Φ0(r)|2 ≈ µint ·max

1−
∑
j

r2
j

r2
j,max

, 0

 , (2)

− h̄2

2m
∇2Φ0 ≈

∑
j

h̄2

4mσ2
j

(
1− 1

2

r2
j

σ2
j

)
Φ0, (3)

where µint ≈ gN |Φ0(0)|2 is the contribution of the inter-
action energy at the trap center to the chemical potential
and max{x, 0} ≡ xΘ(x) (i.e. x if x > 0 and 0 otherwise).
We emphasize that Eq. (2) is not a definition of Φ0. It
only means that the interaction term in the GPE is ap-
proximated by an inverted parabola whose width and
peak correspond to a normalized wave function having
the right width. This form neglects atom-atom interac-
tions beyond the edge of the ellipsoidal volume defined by
rj,max but this does not exclude possible non-zero atomic
density outside this ellipsoid. In contrast to the TF ap-
proximation we do take into account the kinetic energy
term in the GPE, as represented by Eq. (3).

By substituting the two terms in Eqs. (2) and (3) into
Eq. (1) and equating the terms proportional to 1 and r2

j ,
respectively, we obtain

µ =
1

2
h̄
∑
j

νj + µint, (4)

ω2
j = ν2

j +
2µint

mr2
j,max

, (5)

where

νj =
h̄

2mσ2
j

. (6)

Eq. (5) is a set of 3 equations with 7 unknowns: the
Gaussian widths σj , the ellipsoid radii r,max and the in-
teraction energy µint at the center. In order to eliminate
some of these variables we first generalize the definition
of σj to be meaningful for any wave function form

σ2
j ≡

∫
d3r r2

j |Φ0(r)|2. (7)

For a 3D inverted parabolic density as in Eq. (2) the

widths turn out to be σj = rj,max/
√

7. Different rela-
tions between σj and rj,max are obtained if one considers
the case in which the wave function is Gaussian in some
direction. For example, for a highly elongated trap where
the transverse wave function is Gaussian while only the
longitudinal wave function may be approximated by an
inverse parabolic shape in 1D we have for the longitudi-
nal axis σ‖ = r‖,max/

√
5. However, let us now take the

3D relation as a basis for the calculation and take into
consideration the effect of different dimensionality as a
further improvement of the approximation below. As a
final step for eliminating the extra variables from Eq. (5)
we apply the normalization condition

∫
d3r |Φ0|2 = 1 for

the inverted parabolic wave function in Eq. (2) so that
for 3D µint = 15gN/8π

∏
j rj,max. By including these

identities in Eq. (5) we finally obtain(
`j
σj

)4

+ β
`4jasN

σ2
j

∏
i σi

= 1, (8)

where `j ≡
√
h̄/2mωj is the harmonic oscillator length

along the j’th axis and β is a numerical factor that we
now take to be β = β3D = 60/75/2 = 0.4628. The wave
function widths σj that solve the coupled set of equations
in Eq. (8) provide the ground-state properties such as
the interaction energy Eint ≡ gN〈|Φ0|2〉. In our inverted
parabola approximation for the interaction strength [see

Eq. (5)] and rj,max =
√

7σj it is given for each j by

Eint =
4

7
µint, µint =

7

2
m(ω2

j − ν2
j )σ2

j . (9)

In the weak interaction limit gN → 0 we recover from
Eq. (8) the single-particle result σj = `j ≡

√
h̄/2mωj

and µint = 0. In the TF limit the second term on the left-
hand-side of Eq. (8) becomes dominant so that νj � ωj
and we may replace σj →

√
2µint/7m/ωj and obtain the

well-known expression [36] µint = [15gN
∏
i ωi/4mπ]2/5 ·

m/2. In the intermediate range it is very easy to solve
Eq. (8) numerically.

The procedure described here provides fairly good
agreement with the numerical solutions of the GPE (less
than ±5% error for the range of parameters shown in
Figs. 1 and 2 below). In practice, we use an improved ap-
proximation that takes into account the fact that the ac-
curate wave function does not have the inverted parabolic
shape in 3D when along some of the axes the kinetic en-
ergy becomes more dominant and the shape is more like
a Gaussian. Then the integration over the trap volume
becomes separable along the different axes. For exam-
ple, in the extreme limit of a highly elongated trap the
kinetic energy dominates the transverse direction and the
interaction takes place only along the longitudinal direc-
tion. In this 1D case the normalization condition has to
be replaced by an integral over the transverse direction
that gives β1D = 6/53/2 = 0.5367. For achieving high ac-
curacy in the general case we use a simple interpolation
between the 3D and 1D values

β({σj}) = β1D

〈
`2j
σ2
j

〉
max

+ β3D

(
1−

〈
`2j
σ2
j

〉
max

)
,

(10)
where 〈`2j/σ2

j 〉max is an average of the ratio over the two
indices j where it is maximal. The 3D value β3D is dom-
inant only when σj is much larger than the harmonic
oscillator length `j along at least two axes, while β1D is
dominant if along two axes σj is close to `j , implying
a Gaussian shape along these axes. The value of β in
Eq. (8) varies with σj and is eventually determined by
the solution.

The interpolation procedure, which we use in the fol-
lowing numerical examples, leads to an accuracy of the
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wave function widths and energies within less than ±1%
for all the parameter ranges that were examined here.
We consider this accuracy to be good enough for the
purpose of studying the dynamical properties of atomic
interferometers, which is the main purpose of this work,
and therefore we will not try to further improve the ac-
curacy or compare our approximation to previous varia-
tional or other extensions of the Thomas-Fermi approx-
imation that claimed “extreme accuracy” [42] but were
not followed by a theory of the dynamics in contexts sim-
ilar to the present one. An alternative to our approach
could always be a full solution of the GPE in order to
obtain the ground-state properties and then continuing
the dynamical calculation by using ground-state variables
extracted from this numerical solution. The specific ap-
proach that we present in this subsection is therefore not
critical for the analysis in Sec. II B but it provides a con-
venient starting point that can be easily and quickly cal-
culated together with a clear intuitive understanding.

In order to examine the validity and accuracy of our
approximation in common trap geometries we compare
its results to the numerical solution of the GPE [Eq. (1)].
As demonstrated in Figs. 1 and 2, our approximation is
in excellent agreement with the GPE solution over the
whole range between the standard TF regime (large atom
number) and the weak interaction limit (small atom num-
ber). Our approximation does not provide a prediction
about the exact shape of the wave function. In the inset
of Fig. 1(a) we present a comparison between the density
profile obtained from the GPE and the two limits of the
wave-packet density profile - a Gaussian and an inverted
parabola, both having the same widths σj as defined in
Eq. (7). Although neither of the two limits of the den-
sity profile is close to the accurate profile, the GTF ap-
proximation is still successful in providing an excellent
prediction for the basic properties of the wave function:
size and energy, and their time evolution, as shown in the
numerical examples below.

An important application of the GTF approximation
is the transition from a 3D BEC to a quasi-1D bose gas
in an elongated trap [55, 57]. In the 1D limit the large
energy splitting between single-particle transverse eigen-
modes of the potential allows scattering only along the
longitudinal direction and hence the atomic dynamics is
limited to one dimension while the wave function in the
transverse direction is fixed at the lowest eigenstate of the
harmonic potential. The physics along the longitudinal
axis is then governed by an effective interaction strength
g1D = g/4π`2⊥ = 2h̄ω⊥as [57]. As long as the factor
γ = 2mω⊥/h̄n, where n is the 1D atomic density, is small
(γ � 1), the condensate assumption for the many-body
ground state is valid (otherwise a Tonks-Girardeau gas
is formed [57, 58]). As demonstrated in Fig. 2, the GTF
approximation allows a fairly accurate prediction of the
BEC properties over a broad range of parameters start-
ing with a fully 1D BEC for low atom numbers (weak
interaction) through the transition to a 3D BEC, where
the interaction is strong enough to become dominant in

FIG. 1. Generalized Thomas-Fermi (GTF) approximation for
the ground state of bosonic atoms in a harmonic trap. GTF
(solid lines) is compared to a numerical solution of GPE (cir-
cles) and to standard TF approximation (dashed). GTF is
shown to be accurate (within ±1%) over the whole range of
mean-field interaction strengths (number of atoms N). (a)
Wave function widths σx (blue) and σ⊥ (red), in units of the
perpendicular oscillator length `⊥ = 0.763µm, as a function
of atom number for 87Rb atoms (mass m = 1.44 · 10−25 kg,
s-wave scattering length as = 5.29 nm) in a cylindrically
symmetric harmonic trap with frequencies ω‖ = 2π × 40 Hz
and ω⊥ = 2π × 100 Hz. Inset: probability density profiles
|Φ0(x, 0, 0)|2 along the longitudinal trap axis: GPE result
(solid) compared to an inverted parabolic [Eq. (2), dashed]
and Gaussian (dotted) profile [satisfying Eq. (3)] having the
same widths σj . For N = 100 (blue) the GPE profile is
closer to the Gaussian, while for N = 1000 (red) it is in-
termediate between the two approximate profiles. (b) The
chemical potential due to interaction µint and kinetic energy
µkin = 1

2
h̄
∑
j νj at the trap center. The total chemical po-

tential µtot = µint + µkin according to GTF shows excellent
agreement with GPE solution (circles for µtot and squares for
µint = 7

4
gN〈|Φ0|2〉). Inset: potential isosurface and definition

of axes.

the transverse direction.
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FIG. 2. Generalized Thomas-Fermi (GTF) approximation for
the ground state of N bosonic atoms in an elongated trap
(ωy = ωz ≡ ω⊥ = 2π×10 kHz, ωx = 2π×40 Hz, other param-
eters as in Fig. 1). (a) The longitudinal cloud width (in units
of the single-particle width `x = 1.2µm) and (b) the ground-
state chemical potential (in units of the single-particle en-
ergy E0 = 1

2
h̄
∑
j ωj). The GTF approximation (solid lines)

agrees very well with results from a numerical solution of the
GPE (circles) over the entire range, while both agree with
the 1D TF approximation only for low atom numbers, where
the transverse wave function is the single-particle Gaussian
ground state in the transverse potential. This demonstrates
the validity of the GTF approximation in predicting the tran-
sition from 3D to 1D for a BEC in elongated traps. The con-
densate approximation is valid throughout the range shown
at zero temperature since the γ factor for transition into the
Tonks-Girardeau regime is small. The 3D TF approximation
is valid only for N beyond the range shown.

B. Evolution equations

Suppose that an atomic cloud is initially trapped in a
harmonic potential and then at time t > 0 the potential
changes in time. For example, one may consider switch-
ing off the trapping potential along one or more axes,
changing the harmonic frequencies or applying potential
gradients. Here we treat the atoms in terms of single-
atom wave-packets: a single wave-packet for a BEC, a
mixture of wave-packets for a thermal cloud and two or
more wave-packets for the different interferometer arms if
the initial cloud is coherently split. We parameterize the
wave-packet and derive equations of motion for the pa-
rameters, which are valid as long as the potential stays
harmonic or varies smoothly in space over the volume
occupied by the wave-packet.

The wave function of a BEC wave-packet satisfies the
time-dependent Gross-Pitaevskii equation

ih̄
∂ψ

∂t
= ĤMF(t, ψ)ψ, (11)

where

ĤMF(t, ψ) = − h̄2

2m
∇2 + V (r, t) + gηN |ψ|2, (12)

and η(t)N is the number of atoms in the wave-packet at
any time. This number might change in time in different
interferometric situations. For example, if a wave-packet
is split into two wave-packets with an equal number of
particles then after they spatially separate each one of
them has N/2 particles and hence the strength of the
mean-field potential decreases for each wave-packet by a
factor η = 1/2.

The following wave-packet evolution theory can also be
utilized for describing the evolution of a dilute thermal
cloud where atom-atom interactions can be neglected.
In this case the initial distribution in the trap may be
described as a a mixture of many eigenmodes of the har-
monic trap, whose evolution under the influence of the
time-dependent potential can also be described with the
same formalism, such that Eq. (11) turns into a linear
Schrödinger equation for each wave-packet that evolves
from an initial eigenmode. As we show below, the same
scaling laws apply for all these eigenmodes and therefore
the treatment is quite easy and useful. A partially Bose-
condensed atomic cloud at finite temperature where in-
teractions are significant is beyond the scope of this work.

First we consider the classical motion of the center
position R(t) of the wave-packet, which evolves according

to Newton’s equations of motion mR̈ = −∇V (R, t). As
is well known, as long as the external potential V (r, t) can
be represented by a quadratic form, the evolution of the
center-of-mass coordinates of a many-particle system can
be separated from the evolution of the internal degrees
of freedom of the system [59]. We can write the wave
function as

ψ(r, t) = ei[P·(r−R)+S(t)]/h̄Φ(r−R, t), (13)

where P = mṘ. By substituting this form in the evolu-
tion equation (11) we obtain the usual expression for the
action S(t) as an integral over the local Lagrangian

S =

∫ t

0

dt′
[

1

2m
P(t′)2 − V (R(t′), t′)

]
, (14)

and the equaton for Φ(r −R) in the frame of reference
moving with the center coordinates R becomes

ih̄
∂Φ

∂t
= [HMF (t,Φ)−V (R)− (r−R) · ∇V (R)]Φ, (15)

such that the 0th and 1st order terms in the expansion of
V (r, t) around r = R are eliminated from the Hamilto-
nian HMF . In this moving frame of reference we approx-
imate the potential as quadratic (the next order in the
Taylor expansion around r = R) in a volume occupied
by the wave-packet

Vc(r−R, t) ≈ 1

2

∑
j

Qj(t)(rj −Rj)2, (16)
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where the quadratic potential has its axes aligned along
the same axes of the initial trap, while the more gen-
eral case of rotating axes is left for another work (see
Ref. [38]). From here on we transform into the center-of-
mass coordinate system r−R→ r.

Under the quadratic (or smoothness) condition (16) we
can make the scaling ansatz

Φ(r, t) =
exp

[
i
(

1
2

∑
j αjr

2
j + ϕ

)]
√
λ1λ2λ3

Φ0

(
x

λ1
,
y

λ2
,
z

λ3

)
,

(17)
where Φ0 is the wave function at time t = 0 that sat-
isfies Eq. (1) if the initial state was a stationary state
in a trap. The scaling factors λj , the momentum chirp
αj = ∂kj/∂rj and the global phase ϕ are time depen-
dent and will be found below. The scaling ansatz (17)
was first used in the context of evolution of a BEC by
Castin and Dum [37] and then by many authors (see
Ref. [38] and more references therein). The scaling ap-
proach was originally derived for a wave function satis-
fying the TF approximation and was termed “the time-
dependent Thomas-Fermi method”. However, one may
note that the scaling ansatz is exact for the evolution of
a Gaussian wave-packet in a quadratic potential in the
absence of atom-atom interactions, as will be shown ex-
plicitly below. In the case of intermediate interaction
strengths, as those considered in Sec. II A above for the
stationary problem, the scaling assumption may not be
fully accurate. For example, consider a tight trap with
a BEC, whose ground-state wave function satisfies the
TF approximation, when the trap frequencies are lowered
adiabatically. The BEC wave function is then expected
to change its shape from the initial inverted parabola into
a final shape closer to a Gaussian, which is the ground
state in the shallow trap. Although the scaling assump-
tion is not strictly satisfied, the wave-packet properties
discussed in the stationary case can still be derived as
time-dependent properties from the time-dependent scal-
ing factors λj of Eq. (17), while Φ0 continues to be an
implicit hybrid of the two limiting shapes. Here we derive
the evolution equations for the scaling parameters, which
are valid for the whole range of interaction strengths as
in Sec. II A. In addition, the theory is exact for the evolu-
tion of Gaussian or Hermite-Gaussian modes that are ini-
tially eigenstates of a harmonic potential in the absence
of atom-atom interaction and will therefore be valid for
dilute thermal clouds that may be used for atom inter-
ferometry.

By substituting the ansatz (17) into the left-hand side
of Eq. (11) and in the kinetic term we obtain

iΦ̇

Φ
= −

∑
j

(
i
λ̇j
2λj

+
irj λ̇j
λj

2
∂jΦ0

Φ0
+
α̇j
2
r2
j

)
− ϕ̇. (18)

− h̄

2m

∇2Φ

Φ
= − h̄

2m

∑
j

[
1

λ2
j

∂2
jΦ0

Φ0
+

2iαjrj
λj

∂jΦ0

Φ0

+iαj − α2
jr

2
j

]
, (19)

where ∂j denotes differentiation with respect to the ar-
gument rj/λj of the function Φ0. By equating the terms
proportional to rj∂jΦ0 in the two equations we obtain
for the momentum chirp

αj =
m

h̄

λ̇j
λj
, (20)

where the relative expansion rate λ̇j/λj along each
axis may be interpreted as a velocity chirp along the
wave-packet. In the absence of interactions, where the
initial state is a harmonic oscillator eigenstate sepa-
rable into its Cartesian components, we may replace
−(h̄2/2m)∂2

jΦ0/Φ0 = h̄ωj(nj+
1
2 )− 1

2mω
2
j (rj/λj)

2, where
nj is the eigenstate number. In the case of a BEC with
atom-atom interactions we use the generalized TF ap-
proach and replace the first term in Eq. (19) by the ex-
pression in Eq. (3) with rj → rj/λj (which coincides with
the expression for non-interacting atoms in the ground
state (nj = 0). In the same spirit of the GTF, we re-
place the interaction term in Eq. (12) by the expression
in Eqs. (2) and (5). By collecting the terms proportional
to r2

j we obtain

α̇j =
h̄2

4mσ4
jλ

4
j

+
m

2h̄

ω̃2
j

λ1λ2λ3λ2
j

− h̄

2m
α2
j −

1

2h̄
Qj ,

where

ω̃2
j = ω2

j − ν2
j =

Ein

2mσ2
j

(21)

is proportional to the interaction energy [see Eq. (9)],
such that ω̃j → ωj in the TF limit and ω̃j → 0 in the

interaction-free limit. As α̇j = (m/h̄)λ̈j/λj − (2h̄/m)α2
j

according to Eq. (20), we obtain a differential equation
for the scaling factors λj

λ̈j =
ν2
j

λ3
j

+
ηω̃2

j

λjλ1λ2λ3
− Qj
m
λj (22)

where the coefficients νj and ω̃j are defined in Eqs. (6)
and (21), respectively. The first term on the right-hand
side of Eq. (22) is responsible for wave-packet expan-
sion due to position-momentum uncertainty, the second
term is responsible for expansion due to the collisional
repulsive force, and the third term is due to the exter-
nal harmonic force (negative for Qj > 0 and positive for
Qj < 0). In the absence of interactions νj → ωj and
ω̃j → 0, such that the second term vanishes. In the op-
posite TF limit ω̃j → ωj and νj → 0, such that the first
term in Eq. (22) vanishes and we reproduce the result of
the time-dependent TF approximation [37].

Note that during the derivation of Eq. (22) the only
approximations that were done are the same approxima-
tions done in the derivation of the GTF approximation
[Eqs. (2) and (3)]. It follows that Eq. (22) is exact for the
case of no interactions when the initial wave function is
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taken as an eigenstate of the initial harmonic potential,
with any quantum number nj ≥ 0.

An alternative form of Eq. (22) for the wave-packet
widths is obtained by taking σj to be time-dependent
σj(t) = λj(t)σj(0), where σj(0) satisfies Eq. (8) for the
stationary widths of the ground state. By multiplying
Eq. (22) by σj(0) and using Eq. (8) we obtain

σ̈j =
h̄2

4m2

(
1

σ3
j

+ ηβ
asN

σj
∏
i σi

)
− Qj
m
σj . (23)

This equation does not contain explicitly any information
about the initial state, but it reduces to Eq. (8) in the
stationary case (σ̈j = 0, η = 1) when Qj/m = ω2

j > 0
correspond to confinement by trapping frequencies ωj .
This means that the stationary GTF theory presented in
Sec. II A is a special case of the dynamic theory presented
here. In particular, if the BEC is in its ground state in
a trap then any adiabatic change of the trap frequencies
leads to another stationary solution for the new ground
state, which has a different relative magnitude of the ki-
netic and interaction energies and different corresponding
wave-packet shape.

Finally by collecting the remaining terms in Eqs. (18)
and (19), which do not depend on the coordinates, to-
gether with the coordinate independent part of the inter-
action term in Eq. (12) we find

ϕ̇ = − 1

h̄

 ηµint

λ1λ2λ3
+
∑
j

h̄νj
λ2
j

(
nj +

1

2

) , (24)

where the first term represents the mean-field effective
interaction potential of a single atom under the influ-
ence of the other atoms, whose density scales with the
λj factors, while the second term represents the internal
kinetic energy at the wave-packet center, with nj corre-
sponding to the mode numbers if the wave-packet is a
Hermite-Gaussian function evolving from an eigenstate
of a harmonic oscillator potential.

C. Specific examples

Before applying the wave-packet evolution method to
the question of interferometric coherence, we first exam-
ine its performance with some specific examples corre-
sponding to common interferometric scenarios. Some of
the following results will also be useful in the next sec-
tions, where some aspects of coherence will be discussed.

1. Free expansion

One of the simplest examples of wave-packet dynamics
is free expansion [Qj = 0 for t > 0 in Eq. (22)]. If
atom-atom interactions are negligible (for example, if the
number of atoms is small or if the atomic cloud is dilute,

as is usually the case for a thermal cloud), then νj → ωj
and the equations for the scaling factors λj are simply

λ̈j = ω2
j /λ

3
j with the solution

λj(t) =
√

1 + ω2
j t

2. (25)

This solution also applies to a BEC released from a cigar-
shaped trap, which expands quickly along the transverse
direction y = z = r⊥, while the cloud size along the
longitudinal direction stays almost fixed at short times
(λ‖ ≡ λx ≈ 1). In this case (for η = 1) we have (ν2

⊥/λ
3
⊥+

ω̃2
⊥/λ

3
⊥λ‖ ≈ ω2

⊥/λ
3
⊥ with the same solution as for free

expansion of non-interacting atoms, as derived previously
in Ref. [37] in the TF approximation.

Let us now consider a BEC released from a cylindri-
cally symmetric trap and split by a quick momentum
transfer into two wave-packets at time t0 after release.
For analyzing the evolution of the transverse wave-packet
size σ⊥(t) = λ⊥(t)σ⊥(0) let us first denote the scaling
factor just before splitting by λ⊥(t0) ≡ λ0 and the cor-

responding rate of expansion by λ̇0 ≡ λ̇⊥(t0) ≈ ω2
⊥t0/λ0

[see Eq. (25)]. After splitting (assumed to be quick such
that the scaling factors do not change considerably) each
wave-packet has η = 1/2 of the initial number of par-
ticles. The solution of Eq. (22) for the expansion as a
function of the time t since the splitting is then given by

λ⊥(t) =

√
(λ0 + λ̇0t)2 + λ−2

0 (ηω̃2
⊥ + ν2

⊥)t2. (26)

In the TF limit ω̃⊥ → ω⊥ and when the initial expansion
time is short t0 → 0, we have λ⊥ ≈

√
1 + ηω2

⊥t
2. We

will take this limit as a test case for phase diffusion in
Section IV.

2. Quick splitting in a trap

In order to examine the wave-packet model in scenar-
ios where a dynamically changing atom-atom interaction
plays an important role we introduce here a simple ex-
ample where the number of atoms in the wave-packet
changes drastically due to splitting. This affects the evo-
lution of the wave-packet sizes in Eq. (22) and its phase in
Eq. (24) through the fraction parameter η. This will give
us an indication about the validity of the wave-packet
model in interferometric situations where atom-atom in-
teractions are important.

Consider an interferometric scheme in which an ini-
tially trapped BEC is split into two parts that remain
trapped, as in the Sagnac interferometer scheme pro-
posed in Ref. [54]. Immediately after the two wave-
packets separate, each of them contains only N/2 par-
ticles and each of them, suddenly in their own traps,
no longer satisfy the stationary GPE. The subsequent
dynamics around the center of each wave-packet is gov-
erned by Eq. (22) with η = 1/2. If the trap frequencies
are not changed (Qj/m = ω2

j ), then the cloud size will
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FIG. 3. Quick splitting into two separate traps: phase evo-
lution after a sudden reduction of the atom number in each
single trap to half the number before splitting – comparison
between wave-packet model (solid lines) and numerical GPE
results (dots). Parameters before and after splitting are as in
Fig. 1. The reduction of the repulsive mean-field potential by
a factor η = 1

2
causes breathing oscillations of the BEC (top

panel, N = 104 atoms). The phase at the center of the wave-
packet ϕ(t) (bottom panel) is shown scaled by the phase of
the original wave-packet ϕ0(t) = −µtott/h̄ if it had not been
split [µtot is chemical potential given in Fig. 1(b)]. The wave-
packet model agrees well with the numerical results except at
short times (less than 1 ms) where the accumulated phase is
much less than a radian.

first shrink due to the reduced repulsive force, initiat-
ing breathing-type oscillations in the trap around val-
ues λj < 1 of the scaling factors. The transverse os-
cillation frequency may be approximated by 2ω⊥, as we
show in Sec. II C 3. In the TF limit the chemical po-
tential, which is due only to the atom-atom interaction,
decreases by one-half after the abrupt wave-packet sep-
aration and hence the phase at the wave-packet center
starts to evolve with half the rate it had before the split-
ting. However, shrinking of the wave-packet and the size
oscillations increase the phase change rate and it starts
to oscillate. More generally, our wave-packet model pre-
dicts that the chemical potential decreases by a factor
( 1

2 + b)/(1 + b), where b = h̄
2

∑
j νj/µint if the kinetic

energy 1
2 h̄
∑
j νj is not negligible.

In Fig. 3 we show the wave-packet sizes and central
phase ϕ(t) scaled by the phase of the original wave-packet
without splitting ϕ0(t) = −µtott/h̄, over a single period
of the transverse trap frequency ω⊥. In the case of a
large number of atoms the initial phase reduces to about
half that of the original phase but then, when the wave-
packet shrinks and oscillates, the phase grows to a higher
percentage of the unsplit wave-packet phase. The calcu-
lation based on Eqs. (22) and (24) agrees to less than
about 1% accuracy with the result of the GPE (dots)
except at very short times, (less than 1 ms) where the

total phase is a small fraction of a radian. It follows that
for long times relevant to interferometry the wave-packet
model reproduces accurately the results of the numerical
solution of the GPE.

3. Splitting in a waveguide

Consider momentum splitting of a BEC in a waveguide
with transverse frequency ω⊥ (same as the initial trap-
ping frequency). Such a splitting scheme was proposed
for Sagnac interferometry [49] and performed experimen-
tally without fully eliminating the trapping potential in
the longitudinal direction [8–10]. The results demon-
strated here will also be used in Sec. IV for analyzing
phase diffusion in waveguides.

We start by studying the splitting process itself (Fig. 4)
and then examine the long-time evolution after splitting
(Fig. 5). We consider a BEC prepared in a cylindrical
trap with the same parameters as Fig. 1. The longitudi-
nal potential is ramped down quickly to form a waveg-
uide potential with confinement only along the trans-
verse direction. Then quick Bragg pulses imprint a si-
nusoidal density grating that represents a superposition
of two opposite momenta ±2h̄k, where k is the wave-
vector of the Bragg laser. Here we ignore the specific
atom-light interaction scheme, which can be found in the
literature [8, 32], and take it as a black box generating a

transformation ψ0(r) → ψ0(r)[e2ikx + e−2ikx]/
√

2. This
causes a separation of the two wave-packets, which prop-
agate with velocities ±v = ±2h̄k/m. The atomic density
within the interference fringe pattern that is formed in
the overlap region between the two wave-packets before
they separate is responsible for an enhanced collisional
repulsion force along the transverse directions, which is
larger than what would be expected if the density was
uniform along x̂ (for example, if the two wave-packets
have two different spin states and do not interfere). In
this overlap region the density is |ψ(x)|2 ∝ cos2(2kx)
and hence the repulsive force is enhanced by a factor∫ π/k

0
dx cos4(2kx)/

∫ π/k
0

dx cos2(2kx) = 3/2. During the
separation process the region of overlap with enhanced

repulsion becomes smaller by a factor e−(vt/σ̃x)2 , where
σ̃x is the effective width of each of the wave-packets,
and the averaged repulsive interaction decreases expo-
nentially to half of the original wave-packet with N par-
ticles when the separation is complete.

Although the wave-packet model of this work is not
strictly valid when the two wave-packets in the two in-
terferometer arms partially overlap, we demonstrate here
that an effective model for this situation is still useful,
even in the case where the density in the overlap re-
gion is corrugated due to interference. We model the
repulsion by different time-dependent atom fraction fac-
tors η → η⊥(t), ηx(t) in Eq. (22) for the transverse and
longitudinal directions, respectively, such that ηj(t) =
1
2 + δηje

−(vt/σ̃x)2 . Here the effective wave-packet width
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FIG. 4. Cloud sizes (scaling factors λj) after momentum split-
ting of a BEC in a waveguide: comparison between GPE
and the wave-packet evolution (wpe) method of this work.
A BEC of N = 104 atoms is prepared in a cylindrical trap
with (ωx, ω⊥) = 2π × (40, 100) Hz (same parameters as in
Fig. 1). The longitudinal frequency is then switched off to
form a waveguide potential along x and Bragg pulses create a
superposition of two opposite momenta ±mv = ±2h̄k, where
k = 2π×1µm−1, such that ψ0(r)→ ψ0(r)(e2ikx+e−2ikx)/

√
2.

Consequently the two wave-packets start to separate while
maintaining a fringe pattern in the overlap region (the inset
shows the density at t = 0.5 ms). The wave-packets have a
longitudinal extent of ±xmax ≈ ±8.4µm, corresponding to
full separation at tsep = xmax/v ≈ 0.91 ms. The effective
atom-atom repulsion in Eq. (22) is modeled by two effective

fraction factors ηj(t) = 1
2

+ δηje
−(vt/σ̃x)2 , where δη⊥ = 1,

σ̃x(t) = 1.09σx(0)λx(t) is the effective wave-packet longitu-
dinal size that determines the overlap (1.09 corrects for the
non-Gaussian shape), and δηx = 1/4 provides fair agreement
for the longitudinal size calculated with the GPE (red solid
line). See text for more details. We continue the model curves
beyond t = 2tsep, where GPE results are not calculated, to
compare them with the dashed curves, calculated with a sim-
ple model where η = 1

2
from t = 0. This demonstrates that

the long time evolution is not sensitive to the details of the
splitting, which determine mainly the phase of the transverse
size oscillations but not their mean or amplitude.

σ̃x in the direction of splitting, representing the rate of
drop of the overlap integral between the two wave-packets
when the displacement vt grows, is a bit different from
the width σx defined in Eq. (7), due to the non-Gaussian
wave-packet shape (σ̃x/σx ∼ 1.09 for an inverse parabola.
The transverse fraction factor is η⊥ = 3/2 (δη⊥ = 1),
as explained above. The repulsion dynamics along the
x̂ direction in the overlap region is more intricate and
we model it by δηx = 1/4, which yields fair agreement
with the numerical GPE results in Fig. 4. The trans-
verse size of the BEC first grows due to the enhanced
repulsion in this direction but then shrinks due to the
reduced repulsion relative to the harmonic force. The
dashed curves in Fig. 4 represent the results of a sim-

FIG. 5. Long-time cloud size evolution during release, split-
ting, and expansion into a matter-waveguide. The proce-
dure and parameters are as in Fig. 4, except that the lon-
gitudinal trapping potential is ramped down gradually as
ωx(t) = ωx(0)e−t/τ and the splitting is performed at t0 = 2τ .
The calculation uses a simple wave-packet evolution model
where the fraction factor decreases abruptly from η = 1
to η = 1

2
at t = t0. (a) The transverse scaling factor

λ⊥(t) = σ⊥(t)/σ⊥(0) (for τ = 1 ms) oscillates due to the
sudden decrease of the atom-atom repulsive force after split-
ting. The oscillation with frequency 2ω⊥ is around λ̄⊥ given
in Appendix A [Eq. (A2)] (dashed line). (b) Longitudinal
scaling factor λx(t) = σx(t)/σx(0) for different release times.
The asymptotic expansion rate is inversely proportional to the
initial cloud size and therefore it decreases when the cloud is
allowed to expand slowly within a time τ before full release.
For abrupt release (ωxτ � 1) the asymptotic expansion rate

is expected to be λ̇x ∼ 0.42 ms−1; it is found to be 80% of
this value for τ = 1 ms and less for longer release times, ap-
proaching λ̇x ∼ 1/τ for ωxτ � 1. See Sec. IV and Fig. 8 for
implications of this evolution.

plified model where η = 1
2 during the whole evolution

starting just after the Bragg pulses. This model yields
the same oscillation of the transverse wave-packet size
but with a different phase, while the longitudinal size is
almost the same as the one calculated with the detailed
model. This demonstrates that the long-time evolution is
not sensitive to the details of the atom-atom interaction
before full separation, allowing for modeling long interfer-
ometric sequences without specifically caring about the
evolution during the period when the wave-packet model
is not strictly accurate.

The subsequent evolution after full separation is char-
acterized by expansion in the longitudinal direction along
the waveguide and oscillations of the cloud size in the
transverse direction, as demonstrated in Fig. 5. We com-
pare the numerical solution of Eq. (22) with analytical ex-
pressions derived in Appendix A. For the long-time evo-
lution of the cloud size in Fig. 5 we use the same param-
eters as in Fig. 4, except that here we ignore the details
of the splitting process at short times and set η = 1/2 for
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t > 0. These details are found to have a small effect on
the evolution at long times t � τsep ≡ mσx/2h̄k, where
τsep is the time it takes for the wave-packets to sepa-
rate. We also examine the effect of trap release time τ
on the expansion dynamics. The longitudinal frequency
is ramped down as ωx(t) = ωx(0)e−t/τ and the splitting
is performed at t = t0 = 2τ . The asymptotic longitudinal
expansion rate is proportional to the initial longitudinal
trap frequency if τ < ω−1

x and to the inverse of the re-
lease time τ−1 if the release time is longer than the initial
trap period. These results have significant implications
on phase diffusion determining the coherence of the in-
terferometry, as we discuss in Sec. IV.

Before concluding this section we note that calcula-
tions of BEC splitting in a waveguide have already been
done in the past [33, 35]. These calculations, which in-
volved a comparison between a GPE calculation and two
limits of atom-atom interaction, namely the TF approxi-
mation and perturbation theory, aimed at understanding
an experiment where the longitudinal potential was not
turned off so that the atomic clouds moved in a harmonic
potential [9, 10]. Our method is suitable for efficient cal-
culations of dynamics in an interferometer in a broad
range of possible applications such as a Sagnac inter-
ferometer in a ring waveguide in all interaction regimes
including a non-interacting thermal cloud or a BEC in
either the TF limit or for weak interactions.

III. COHERENCE OF A SPATIAL TWO-STATE
INTERFEROMETER

In many interferometer schemes the atoms travel along
the two interferometer arms in orthogonal internal states.
For example, the beam splitters in the Ramsey-Bordé [3]
and Kasevich-Chu [4] configurations use a simultaneous
transfer of momentum from a laser photon together with
an internal state transition induced by the same photon.
An archetype of such an interferometric scheme, which
was envisioned in the early days of quantum mechanics,
is based on the Stern-Gerlach effect, where a magnetic
field gradient turns a superposition of two spin states
into a superposition of spatial paths [17, 26]. In con-
trast to interferometers based on the double-slit scheme,
where spatial interference fringes due to a recombina-
tion of two indistinguishable paths are observed, two-
state interferometers measure the internal state of the
atoms when their spatial state is recombined in position
and momentum. The challenge of a two-state interfer-
ometer is to split an atomic wave-packet into two paths
with a macroscopic separation and then bring the two
wave-packets back to the same position and momentum
with microscopic precision so that the two arms cannot
be distinguished by their spatial state. In the frame-
work of the Stern-Gerlach interferometer (SGI), erasing
the entanglement between the spatial degrees of freedom
and the internal degrees of freedom was considered to be
a very difficult task that requires accurate manipulation

of magnetic fields that can be hardly achieved by macro-
scopic experimental devices [23–25], so it was termed the
“Humpty-Dumpty effect”. This challenge is successfully
overcome by matter-wave interferometers based on Ra-
man or Bragg momentum transfer from laser photons
having a very high momentum precision that does not
depend on the laser intensity or duration of the pulses.
Yet, imprecision effects are still important for the per-
formance of these interferometers at large separation dis-
tances, as well as for interferometers based on splitting
and guiding by continuous forces such as Stern-Gerlach
interferometers [17, 26] or interferometers using guiding
potentials [54]. While the original theoretical work [23–
25] that investigated the required precision of differen-
tial forces in two-state interferometers used simplifying
assumptions about the symmetry of the interferometer,
more recent work has investigated the effects more thor-
oughly in the context of light-pulse interferometers [27].

Here we develop a more general theory based on our
method of wave-packet evolution presented in Sec. II.
This theory will be relevant to non-interacting thermal
atomic clouds as well as BEC clouds with any strength
of atom-atom interaction, provided that the interactions
during splitting and recombination can be absorbed into
parameters of the theory as in the example given in Fig. 4.
The theory will enable practical calculation of interfero-
metric performance not only in interferometers employ-
ing two internal atomic levels but also in interferome-
ters employing momentum transitions induced by Bragg
pulses, as we show below.

A. General result for pure state input

In a two-state interferometer with a pure state input
the atomic wave function after splitting and before re-
combination is a superposition of two wave-packets

|ψ(t)〉 =
1√
2

[ψ1(r, t)|1〉+ ψ2(r, t)|2〉] , (27)

where ψa(r) (a = 1, 2) has the form of Eq. (13) with
corresponding central positions Ra, central momenta Pa
and central phase Sa/h̄ accumulated along the interfer-
ometer arms, while the wave functions Φa(r − Ra, t)
have the form of Eq. (17) in the scaling approxima-
tion. The internal atomic states |1〉 and |2〉 are two
spin states (Zeeman states) in interferometers is based on
magnetic forces or hyperfine states in Ramsey-Bordé or
Kasevich-Chu interferometers. The following discussion
based on Eq. (27) also applies to interferometers based
on Bragg transitions, where the wave-packets propagat-
ing through the two arms have two orthogonal momen-
tum states |1〉 → |2n1h̄k〉, |2〉 → |2n2h̄k〉 with the same
internal atomic state but different results of absorption-
emission of photon pairs. The beam splitters at the input
and output port of all these interferometric schemes in-
volves an internal state rotation |1〉 → (|1〉 + |2〉)/

√
2,

|2〉 → (|1〉 − |2〉)/
√

2 and the interferometric signal is
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the population in one of the internal states compared
to the other. This procedure of rotation and measure-
ment is equivalent to projecting the interferometer state
in Eq. (27) at the output time tf into one of the super-

position states (|1〉 ± |2〉)/
√

2 and probing the resulting
population (or probability)

P± =
1

2
[1± V cos(δϕ)] , (28)

where the visibility V and phase δϕ are, respectively, the
absolute value and phase of the overlap integral

V e−iδϕ ≡ 〈ψ(tf )|ρ̂12|ψ(tf )〉 =

∫
d3rψ∗1(r, tf )ψ2(r, tf ).

(29)
where ρ̂12 ≡ |1〉〈2| is a projection operator.

The visibility drops if the wave-packets at the output
port are displaced in position (by δR = R1 −R2), or in
momentum (by δP = P1 − P2), or if they differ in size
(scaling parameters λj) or in momentum chirp αj . Here
we focus on the effect of imperfections that lead mainly
to relative position or momentum displacements between
the two arms, while the sizes and expansion rates of the
two wave-packets are assumed to be equal. We generalize
the treatment of the original work about the “Humpty-
Dumpty effect” [23–25] to beyond non-expanding Gaus-
sian wave-packets and discuss the effect of expansion and
atom-atom interactions. A similar treatment was pre-
sented in a more recent work [27] but here the results are
further generalized to the case of a BEC with arbitrary
atom-atom interactions.

Before deriving specific expressions for the visibility
and phase of the interferometric signal, it is important
to note an important general property of the overlap
integral in Eq. (29): it is invariant under unitary op-
erations that are independent of the internal atomic
state. This means that the the overlap integral does
not change in time during free propagation or under the
influence of state-independent forces. Consider a uni-
tary time-evolution operator Û , such that ψa(r, t+ τ) =

Û(τ)ψa(r, t). Since Û is independent of the internal state,

[Û , ρ̂12] = 0, we have Û†ρ̂12Û = Û†Û ρ̂12 = ρ̂12, so that

〈ψ(t+ τ)ρ̂12ψ(t+ τ)〉 = 〈ψ(t)Û†ρ̂12Ûψ(t)〉
= 〈ψ(t)ρ̂12ψ(t)〉. (30)

This result will be used in the following derivation. Prac-
tically it is relevant to Stern-Gerlach interferometers,
where the final projection that measures the spin state
does not involve momentum transfer, and it implies that
the visibility and measured phase are independent of the
timing of this projection, as long as spin-dependent forces
do not exist at this time.

To evaluate the overlap integral in Eq. (29) with the
wave functions having the form of Eqs. (13) and (17)
with the same scaling factors λj and phase curvatures αj
for the ψ1 and ψ2 , we define R1,2 = R±δR/2 and P1,2 =
P± δP/2 and transform the integration coordinates into

the scaled coordinates xj ≡ (rj −Rj)/λj centered at the
center of mass R = 1

2 (R1 +R2) of the two wave-packets.
We then obtain

〈ψ|ρ̂12|ψ〉 = e−iδϕ
∫
d3x e−iδP̄·x/h̄Φ0(x−1

2
δX)Φ0(x+

1

2
δX),

(31)
where the scaled center-to-center displacement and the
scaled effective momentum difference are

δXj = δRj/λj δP̄j = λjδPj −mλ̇jδRj , (32)

and the interferometric phase is

δϕ = φ1 − φ2 −P · δR/h̄, (33)

with

φa =
1

h̄
Sa + ϕa (34)

for a = 1, 2. The phase accumulated along each in-
terferometer arm includes the action along the trajec-
tory and the internal wave-packet phase [Eq. (24)] due
to kinetic and interaction energy relative to the wave-
packet center. The last term in Eq. (33) is often called
“the separation phase” due to the separation between
the two end-points of the trajectories citeBongs2006. To-
gether with this term the interferometric phase is invari-
ant under free evolution, as required by Eq. (30), aince
δS(t+ τ)− δS(t) = (P 2

1 − P 2
2 )τ/2m = P · δvτ is exactly

opposite to the change of −P · δR over the time τ .
The decomposition of the overlap integral in Eq. (31)

into a phase factor e−iδϕ and a real visibility V is justified
when the initial wave function symmetric or antisymmet-
ric under inversion, Φ0(−x) = ± ± Φ0(x), such that the
integral must be real. Note that Eq. (31) has the same
form as Eq. (12) of Ref. [27], except that here we give the
explicit time-dependence of the effective momentum and
position displacement in terms of the initial wave-packet
envelope and the scaling factors λj , which are relevant to
wave-packet dynamics with or without non-linear atom-
atom interactions, as derived in Sec. II above.

B. Gaussian approximation

If the two wave-packets at the output port (t = tf )
are displaced only by momentum (δR = 0) then the
visibility is the Fourier transform of the initial prob-
ability density |ρ(x) = |Φ0(x)|2, such that if it has
spatial widths σj then the visibility scales like V ≈
exp

(
− 1

2

∑
j(λjσjδPj/h̄)2

)
. In the opposite case where

the two wave-packets are only displaced in position and
if they have a minimal size at the time of recombination
(δP = 0, λ̇j = 0), then the visibility drops with displace-

ment as V ≈ exp
(
− 1

2

∑
j(δRj/2σjλj)

2
)

. In the more

general case of both position and momentum displace-
ments we apply the principle of invariance of the overlap
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integral [Eq. (30)]. The overlap integral can be written

as
∫
d3xΦ∗+(x)Φ+(x), where Φ±(x) ≡ e±iδP̄·x/2h̄Φ0(x±

δX/2). We apply on both wave functions Φ± the unitary

operator Û(θ) =
∏
j exp{−iθj [(σj p̂j/h̄)2 + (x̂j/2σj)

2]},
where p̂j are the momentum operators conjugate to the
position operators x̂j and σj are the widths of the initial

wave function Φ0. The operation of Û creates a phase
space rotation of the center coordinates as in a system of
harmonic oscillators with frequencies νj = h̄/2mσ2

j [see

Eq. (6)]. The operation Û rotates the wave-packet center
phase space coordinates

δXj → cos θjδXj −
1

mνj
sin θjδP̄j ,

,

δP̄j → mνj sin θjδXj + cos θjδP̄j ,

while the shape of Φ0 in the frame moving with the
center coordinates is conserved by the rotation if Φ0 is
a Gaussian or Gaussian-Hermite eigenstate of the har-
monic oscillator Hamiltonian. If Φ0 is not an eigenstate
but rather a stationary solution of the GPE for interact-
ing atoms, then the operation Û may change the wave
function shape but conserve the widths σj . In the scaling
approximation this corresponds to stationary scaling fac-
tors satisfying Eq. (22) with η = 0 and Qj/m = ν2

j . We

then choose θj = atan[mνjδXj/δP̄j ] such that δXj → 0,

while δP̄j →
√
δP̄ 2

j + (h̄δXj/2σ2
j )2.

By applying this transformation to Eq. (31) the visi-
bility reduces to

V '
∫
d3x e−i

∑3
j=1 xj

√
(δP̄j/h̄)2+(δXj/2σ2

j )2 |Φ0(x)|2,

(35)
which is exact if Φ0 is a Gaussian. For such a Gaussian
wave function or as a Gaussian approximation for other
wave functions we obtain

V = e−
1
2

∑3
j=1[(σjδP̄/h̄)2+(δXj/2σj)2] (36)

with δXj and δP̄j defined above in Eq. (32). For a
3D inverted parabolic wave function (TF limit) Eq. (31)
yields for a pure position displacement along a given axis

V (δXj , δP̄ = 0) ≈ e−(δXj/2ζxσj)2/2 with ζx = 0.8267,
while for a pure momentum displacement we obtain

V (δX = 0, δPj) ≈ e−(ζpσjδPj/h̄)2/2 with ζp = 1.093 (ob-
tained by numerical integration). For an accurate esti-
mation with arbitrary displacements one must perform a
direct numerical integration of Eq. (31) .

Let us note that the law of conservation of visibil-
ity [Eq. (30)] can be verified explicitly by checking that
d
dt [δP̄

2
j + (mνjδXj)

2] = 0 if the evolution of δPj and δRj
satisfies Newton’s equations of motion and the evolution
of λj satisfies Eq. (22) with no interactions. However,
the conservation of overlap is not explicitly satisfied in
the presence of collisional interactions (η 6= 0), as our
approximation in Sec. II does not take into account the

interaction between different wave-packets. This means
that the effective potential according to this model is
different for the two wave-packets, as each one of them
experiences a mean field repulsion only due to its own
density.

C. Mixed state input and application

Now let us consider an initial mixed state represented
by a density matrix

ρ0(r, r′) =
∑
n

WnΦn(r)Φ∗n(r′), (37)

where Wn are weights (
∑
nWn = 1) and Φn are a set of

orthogonal eigenstates of the initial trapping potential.
The interferometric process splits each wave function into

a superposition Φn → 1√
2
(ψ

(1)
n + ψ

(2)
n ), where ψ

(a)
n (r, t =

0) = Φn(r) (for a = 1, 2) but then change in time in
an internal-state dependent potential until the arms are
recombined. The output signal is then

P± =
∑
n

Wn

∑
a,b=1,2

(±1)a+b

×
∫
d3rψ(a)

n (r, tf )ψ(b)∗
n (r, tf ), (38)

such that the visibility and phase are given by the corre-
sponding absolute value and phase of the mixed terms.
We then have

V e−iδϕ =
∑
n

Wn

∫
d3rψ(1)

n (r, tf )ψ(2)∗
n (r, tf ). (39)

First, note that the evolution of the center coordinates
for each internal state |1〉 or |2〉 is independent of the ini-
tial wave function Φn In the trap. In addition, the scaling
factors λj are the same for all Φn if Φn are eigenstates
of the initial harmonic trap. Under our assumption that
the scaling factors are the same for the two arms it fol-
lows that in the case of a mixed-state input Eq. (29) is
generalized to

V =

∫
d3x e−i

∑
j

√
(δP̄j/h̄)2+(δXj/2σ2

j )2xjρ0(x,x), (40)

where ρ0(r, r) is the initial atomic density in the trap.
If initially the atoms in the trap are in a thermal state
with temperature T high enough so that the distribution
is classical (a Boltzmann distribution) then the cloud has
a Gaussian shape ρ0(x) ∝ exp[−

∑
j x

2
j/2∆2

j ] with ∆j =√
kBT/m/ωj . The visibility is then

V = exp

−1

2

3∑
j=1

[
(∆jδP̄ /h̄)2 + (δXj/lj)

2
] , (41)

where lj = 2σ2
j /∆j = h̄/∆pj is a coherence length equal

to the inverse of the momentum width of the atomic cloud
∆pj =

√
mkBT .
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FIG. 6. Spin coherence of a Stern-Gerlach interferometer as
a function of recombination imperfections. N = 104 atoms
are prepared in a trap with the same parameters as in Fig. 1
(longitudinal axis along x̂). A π/2 pulse puts the atoms in
an equal superposition of spin states 1 ms after trap release
and a sequence of 4 magnetic gradient pulses of equal du-
rations T = 0.1 ms in the ẑ direction (parallel to gravity)
impose opposite accelerations ±a = ±103 m/s2 for the two
spin states. The gradient pulses (the second and third op-
posite to the first and fourth) split the two spin states into
two counter-propagating wave-packets, stop their relative mo-
tion, accelerate them back towards each other and then stop
their relative motion again. Ideally the trajectories of the
two arms (see inset) terminate at the same position and with
the same momentum, but a symmetric change in the du-
rations of the two last pulses (∆T3 = ∆T4) causes a final
relative spatial displacement δZ ≈ 4aTδT3 with zero rela-
tive momentum difference (δP = 0), while an anti-symmetric
change (∆T3 = −∆T4) causes a momentum displacement
δP = 4maδT3 as well, leading to a more drastic reduction
of visibility. Thermal atoms at 100 nK (dashed lines, cloud
size ∆z = 12.4µm, coherence length lz = 94 nm) are more
sensitive to imperfections than a BEC [solid lines for a Gaus-
sian approximation, Eq. (36), dashed-dotted for a TF inverted
parabolic shape, direct integration of Eq. (31), σz = 1.33µm).
By the time of interrogation (about 1.4 ms after trap release)
the cloud expands by a factor λz ≈ 1.33 and the rate of ex-
pansion λ̇z ≈ 0.4 ms−1 in Eq. (32) significantly mixes the po-
sition and momentum terms in Eqs. (36) and (41), such that
the assumptions of the old theory of spin decoherence [23–25]
become quantitatively invalid.

In Fig. 6 we use the above equations for calculating the
spin coherence (visibility) of a Stern-Gerlach interferom-
eter of the same type as proposed in the original work
about the “Humpty-Dumpty effect” [23–25] and imple-
mented recently in the lab [19]. We examine the drop
of visibility when the interferometer uses either a BEC
or thermal atoms and the recombination is not perfect.
The interferometer sequence consists of four consecutive
gradient pulses of equal strength and duration T (see cap-
tion for parameters). A perturbation δT in the duration
of the last two pulses leads to predominantly a position

displacement δZ between the two arms at the output
port if the perturbation is symmetric T3 = T4 → T + δT ,
and leads to a momentum displacement δPz if it is anti-
symmetric T3 → T + δT , T4 → T − δT . For this interfer-
ometer sequence the position displacement for a symmet-
ric perturbation is δZsym ∼ 2∆aTδT , where ∆a is the
differential acceleration in each pulse, while the momen-
tum displacement due to antisymmetric perturbation is
δP anti

z ∼ 2m∆aδT . It follows that mνδXsym
z /δP̄ anti

z ≈
νT/λ2, where λ2 ∼ 1+ω2

zT
2
f if the sequence is performed

during expansion in free space (ωz being the trapping
frequency along the splitting direction and Tf the total
time of flight after trap release). This implies that per-
turbations in this kind of interferometer sequence lead
predominantly to momentum displacement at the out-
put port and this kind of imperfection plays the major
role in reducing the interferometric visibility, as demon-
strated in Fig. 6.

The example presented in Fig. 6 does not demonstrate
the full novelty of the theory presented here and simi-
lar results could be obtained by methods presented in
Ref. [27], which treat either Gaussian wave-packets or
BEC in the time-dependent TF approximation. These
approximations for the thermal state or a BEC, respec-
tively, are quite suitable for the present example. How-
ever, we emphasize that our treatment has the advan-
tage that it unifies both cases into the same formalism
and enables practical and easy predictions for the inter-
mediate case where the atomic cloud does not satisfy the
TF approximation. In addition, we provide a simple gen-
eral expression [Eq. (41)] that permits an estimation of
interferometric contrast based on the phenomenological
lengths of cloud size and coherence length.

IV. PHASE DIFFUSION OF PROPAGATING
WAVE-PACKETS

As soon as an atomic BEC was realized and first exhib-
ited an interference signal [28], it became clear that its
coherence is not limited only by external noise after split-
ting, but also by intrinsic dynamics related to atom-atom
interactions [29, 31, 61]. Theoretical studies of these dy-
namics often concentrate on a two-mode quantized model
which reduces, under some assumptions, into the equiv-
alent of a Josephson junction. These models give rise to
tunneling oscillations between condensates [62–70] and
to dephasing dynamics [29–31, 34, 35, 71, 72]. Some
of the work in this field has also attempted to calcu-
late the parameters of the two-mode models from first
principles [30, 71, 73, 74], but they all use the spatially
adiabatic approximation, where the instantaneous spa-
tial modes are the steady-state solutions of the Gross-
Pitaevskii equation in the respective potentials. The
spatially non-adiabatic situation in which the two spa-
tial modes of the BEC after splitting evolve in time or
even propagate away from the splitting point has not
been treated sufficiently and therefore deserves special
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consideration.
Regardless of whether the splitting is spatially adi-

abatic or not, the dynamical evolution of the many-
particle state is governed by a time scale of its own. Very
slow splitting leads to a number-squeezed state where
the uncertainty of the number difference between the two
arms is sub-Poissonian and the phase uncertainty is large.
For fast splitting, the number uncertainty is Poissonian
while the phase uncertainty is relatively small. How-
ever, the number-uncertainty together with a number-
dependent phase evolution due to atom-atom interactions
lead to a dephasing effect that reduces the interferometric
visibility [16, 29–31, 34, 35, 72, 75]. Splitting at an inter-
mediate rate leads to number squeezing with relatively
slow dephasing [16, 67, 70]. In contrast to decoherence
due to random classical or quantum noise, phase diffusion
due to interactions is in principle reversible, as shown ex-
perimentally in a Ramsey interferometer without spatial
splitting [76].

In this section we develop a many-particle theory of
BEC interferometry where the spatial dynamics may be
non-adiabatic. The BEC wave-packets in the two inter-
ferometer arms follow the evolution presented in Sec. II
with time-dependent parameters that also depend on the
number of atoms in each arm. We take into account not
only the central phase of each BEC wave-packet, which
is given above in Eq. (24), but also spatial features of
the wave-packets. We find that these features become
crucial for the interferometric visibility with guided mat-
ter waves. The theory is applied to interferometry with
trapped, freely propagating or guided atoms and is valid
for any number of atoms and strength of atom-aom in-
teraction.

A. Evolution of the many-particle state

Consider coherent splitting of an N -particle BEC into
two interferometer arms: “left” and “right”, with cor-
responding single-particle wave functions ψL(r, 0) and
ψR(r, 0) just after splitting (time t = 0). If the two arms
are fully separated then the subsequent evolution of each
wave-packet depends on the number of particles in the
corresponding arm, but not in the other one. In general,
the many-particle wave function has the form

Ψ(r1, . . . , rN , t) =

N∑
k=0

ckΨk,N−k(r1, . . . , rN , t), (42)

where ck are the amplitudes for configurations with k
particles in the left arm and N − k particles in the right
arm, and the many-particle wave function of each con-
figuration Ψk,N−k evolves according to a many-particle
Hamiltonian for a system with a fixed number of par-
ticles in each arm. If the particle-particle interactions
are not too strong then the condensate approximation
is valid, namely for a given number of particles we can

assume that almost all the particles occupy the same spa-
tial state. We can then use a mean-field approximation
where the configuration wave function is a symmetrized
direct product of k single-particle “left” wave functions
and N − k “right” wave functions

Ψk,N−k ≈ eiδχk,N−k(t)Ŝ
{
ψ

(k)
L (r1, t) . . . ψ

(k)
L (rk, t)×

×ψ(N−k)
R (rk+1, t) . . . ψ

(N−k)
R (rN , t)

}
. (43)

Here δχk,N−k(t) is a global phase that will be discussed

below, Ŝ is a symmetrization operator for bosons and

the wave functions ψ
(k)
L (r, t) and ψ

(N−k)
R (r, t) are the so-

lutions of the time-dependent corresponding GPE,

ih̄
∂ψ

(n)
a

∂t
= Ĥ

(a,n)
MF ψ(n)

a (r, t), (44)

where

Ĥ
(a,n)
MF = − h̄2

2m
∇2 + Va(r, t) + gn|ψ(n)

a (r, t)|2, (45)

and with initial conditions ψ
(n)
a (r, t = 0) = ψa(r, 0) that

are assumed to be independent of the number of particles.
Here and in what follows n and a are dummy indices rep-
resenting the number of particles and the interferometer
arm labels, respectively: n = k for a = L and n = N − k
for a = R. In Eq. (45) H

(a)
0 ≡ −h̄2∇2/2m+ Va includes

the single-particle kinetic and potential energies, which
may be different for left and right particles, and the last
term is due to the mean-field repulsive atom-atom po-
tential, as in Eq. (1). Note that here we assume that k
and N −k are large numbers so that we will not be strict
about whether the interaction in Eq. (45) is proportional
to n or n− 1.

Here we focus on the long-time evolution after split-
ting. Details of the splitting process itself determine the
coefficients ck, which evolve during the time where two
arms are not yet fully separated and the evolution is not
fully described by Eq. (44). In a quick momentum split-
ting by a Bragg or Raman process, the coefficients ck
are almost fully determined when the two arms separate
in momentum space: ψL/R(r, 0) ≈ ψ(r, t < 0)eiKL/R·r,
where ψ(r, t < 0) is the wave-packet of the BEC before
splitting and KL/R are the momentum kicks correspond-
ing to the two arms. Then the two wave-packets separate
quickly in space so that the time of interaction between
them is too short to affect the number distribution. The
configuration amplitudes ck in Eq. (42) then represent a
binomial number distribution

|ck|2 ≡ Pk =
1

2N

(
N
k

)
→ e−(k−N/2)2/2∆n2

√
2π∆n

(46)

of width ∆n ≈
√
N/2 around k = N/2. In contrast, if the

splitting is slow then number squeezing leads to a final
number distribution that is narrower than Poissonian.
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The additional configuration phase δχk,N−k(t) in
Eq. (43) is a residual phase added to the sum of global

single-particle phases kϕ
(k)
L + (N − k)ϕ

(N−k)
R of the

single-particle wave functions. δχk,N−k can be derived
from the Schrödinger equation for the many-body state
ih̄∂Ψ/∂t = ĤNΨ, where the many-particle Hamiltonian
is

ĤN =

N∑
p=1

[
−
h̄2∇2

p

2m
+ V̂ (rp, t) +

∑
q<p

U(rp − rq)

]
, (47)

where the external potential V̂ may depend on inter-
nal degrees of freedom, if attached to the interferom-
eter arms, and U(r − r′) is the inter-particle poten-
tial, which we usually approximate for slow collisions by
U(r− r′) = gδ(r− r′). If we assume no overlap between
ψL and ψR then the Schrödinger equation separates into
independent equations for the two arms, such that

δχk,N−k = δχ
(k)
L + δχ

(N−k)
R . (48)

By using the GPE in Eq. (44) and integrating over all co-
ordinates we then obtain for each of these residual phases

−h̄∂δχ
(n)
a

∂t
= 〈〈ĤN 〉〉a − n〈Ĥ(a,n)

MF 〉, (49)

namely, the rate of change of the residual global phase
of the n particle system is the difference between the
expectation value of the many-particle Hamiltonian and
the sum of the expectation values of the single-particle
mean-field Hamiltonian for all the particles.

Note that in Eq. (49) the single-particle parts of the
many-body Hamiltonian in Eq. (47) cancel with the col-

lisionless terms of Ĥ
(a,n)
MF of Eq. (45) and we are left with

∂δχ
(n)
a

∂t
=
g

h̄

n2

2

∫
d3r

∣∣∣ψ(n)
a

∣∣∣4 , (50)

which compensates for the double counting of pair inter-
actions when summing up the single-particle energies. It
follows that the rate of change of the total global phase of
each configuration that includes the sum of single-particle
phases in Eq. (24) is

χ̇(n)
a = −n

h̄

 5n

7N

µint∏
j λj,a,n

+

3∑
j=1

h̄νj
2λ2

j,a,n

 , (51)

where we have used gN
∫
d3r |Φ0(r)|4 = Eint = 4

7µint

from Eq. (9).

B. Interferometric visibility

In atom interferometry the relative phase between two
spatial paths can be probed in different ways. If the

atoms in the two arms are labeled by different internal
(spin) states then the phase may be revealed by bring-
ing the two wave-packets into full overlap (in both po-
sition and momentum) and then probing the internal
state of the recombined wave-packet. If the two arms are
not distinguishable by the internal state, then the phase
may be revealed by spatial interference fringes formed
when the two wave-packets overlap in space (but not
in momentum) or alternatively by applying a Bragg se-
quence that transforms the spatial fringe pattern into
momentum components with a probability dependent
on the phase. For brevity we discuss here only spatial
fringes as a probe of the phase and the results will apply
with small modifications also to the alternative interfer-
ometric schemes. We therefore assume that the wave-
packets in the two arms have the same internal state
and are distinguishable by their orthogonal spatial state∫
d3rψ∗L(r, t)ψR(r, t) = 0 at any time t and specifically

at the time where the fringe pattern is imaged.
The atomic density follows from the many-particle

wave function in Eqs. (42) and (43):

ρ(r, t) =

∫
d3r2· · ·

∫
d3rN |Ψ(r, r2, . . . , rN , t)|2

=

N∑
k=0

|ck|2
(
k

N
|ψ(k)
L |

2 +
N − k
N
|ψ(N−k)
R |2

)

+

N∑
k=1

(
c∗kck−1

√
k(N − k + 1)

N
A

(k)
L A

(N−k+1)∗
R ×

×e−i(δχk,N−k−δχk−1,N−k+1)ψ
(k)∗
L (r, t)ψ

(N−k+1)
R (r, t)

+c.c.) , (52)

where

A(n)
a =

[∫
d3r [Φ(n)

a (r)]∗Φ(n−1)
a (r)

]n−1

(53)

is the product of the overlap integrals of the single-
atom wave functions of the same arm a = L or a = R
with different mean-field potential due to different num-
bers of particles in the arm. For all number config-
urations the center coordinates for each arm are the
same, so that we have expressed the overlap integral in
terms of the wave-packet wave functions Φa in the frame

moving with the external coordinates Ra, as ψ
(n)
a (r) =

Φ
(n)
a (r − Ra)eiPa·(r−Ra)/h̄. It is easy to see that in the

absence of interactions, where φL and φR are indepen-
dent of the number of particles and ck have the binomial

form of Eq. (46), A
(n)
a = 1 and the configuration phases

δχk,N−k vanish, Eq. (52) reduces to the single-particle
density ρ(r) = 1

2 (|ψL + ψR|2.

The overlap integrals A
(n)
a in Eq. (53) have two effects

on the interference term (bottom lines) in Eq. (52]. They
add phase and may also reduce the amplitude of the inter-

ference term if |A(n)
a | < 1. In Appendix B we show that

the latter effect is negligible in most practical cases. We
now assume that the wave functions in the center frames
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of the two arms have the form of Eq. (17) and that the
number-dependence of the wave-packet envelopes plays a
very minor role. The interference term in Eq. (52) may
then be approximated by

ρLR= |ΦL(r−RL, t)|ΦR(r−RR, t)|e−i[δS̃+δP·(r−R̄)]/h̄ ×

×
N∑
k=1

c∗kck−1

√
k(N − k + 1)

N
e−i[φ

(k)
L −φ

(N−k+1)
R ]

×e−
i
2

∑3
j=1(α

(L,k)
j (rj−RLj)2−α(R,N−k+1)

j (rj−RRj)2). (54)

Here the phase terms in the first line are related to the
wave-packet trajectories and are therefore independent
of the particle number: δS̃ = SL − SR − P̄ · δR is the
difference of actions along the two paths with a correc-
tion due to the difference of the path endpoints, R̄ and
P̄ are the center-of-mass positions and momentum, re-
spectively, and δR = RL −RR and δP = PL − PR are
the corresponding differences of the trajectory endpoints.
The coordinate-independent phases in the second line of
Eq. (54) are given by (see Appendix B)

φ(n)
a =

∂χ
(n)
a

∂n

∣∣∣∣∣
n− 1

2

+(n−1)

3∑
j=1

λj,a,nλj,a,n−1

4νj

∂ξ
(a,n)
j

∂n

∣∣∣∣∣
n− 1

2

(55)
which involves the derivatives with respect to the particle
number (at n− 1

2 ) of the global configuration phases χL
and χR given by the time integral over Eq. (51) and of
the relative expansion rate along the axes j of each wave-
packet

ξ
(a,n)
j ≡ λ̇j,a,n

λj,a,n
=

h̄

m
α

(a,n)
j , (56)

with the scaling factors λj,a,n for each arm and particle
number being the solutions of Eq. (22) with ηa = n/N .

The momentum chirp coefficients α
(a,n)
j relative to the

corresponding expansion rate coefficients ξ
(a,n)
j [see also

Eq. (20)] appear in the third line of Eq. (54) in the
coordinate-dependent phase responsible for the forma-
tion of the spatial interference fringes in the case of two
distant wave-packets at relative rest (δP = 0) expand-
ing into each other and overlapping in space (the atomic
analogue of a double-slit experiment). However, in in-
terferometer schemes that use two internal atomic states
as the two arms or a Bragg sequence to extract the in-
terferometric phase at the output port the term at the
third line is integrated over and may give rise to the re-
duction of visibility if the final wave-packet positions RL

and RR do not overlap or if the expansion coefficients
are different for the two arms.

Let us now assume that the average number of atoms

in the two arms is equal, such that
∑N
k=0 |ck|2k = N/2.

Under the same assumption that led to Eq. (54) the wave-
packet envelopes do not depend on the particle numbers

k,N − k and the atomic density of Eq. (52) becomes

ρ(r) =
1

2

[
|ψL|(r)2 + |ψR(r)|2

+2|ψL(r)||ψR(r)|C cos δφ̄(r)
]
.F (57)

Here |ψa(r)| = |Φa(r−Ra)| and the phase δφ(r) is given
by

δφ̄(r) = δφk(r)|k= 1
2 (N+1) , (58)

where

δφk(r) =
1

h̄

[
δS̃ + δP · (r− R̄)

]
+ φ

(k)
L − φ

(N−k+1)
R (59)

+
1

2

∑
j

[
α

(L,k)
j (rj −RLj)2 − α(R,N−k+1)

j (rj −RRj)2
]
.

This expression for the phase is based on the assumption
that the distribution Pk = |ck|2 is symmetric around k =
N/2 and that the coefficients ck are real. The contrast
C is obtained by summation over the different particle
numbers

C =
∑
k

c∗kck−1e
−i(δφk−δφ̄), (60)

which is real if the ck are symmetric around k = N/2. By
taking the coefficients ck to be approximated by a sym-
metric Gaussian distribution as in Eq. (46) with arbitrary
distribution width ∆n and expanding the deviation of the
phase linearly around N/2 + 1

2 we obtain

C =
∑
k

ckck−1 exp

[
i

(
k − N

2
− 1

2

)
∂δφk
∂k

∣∣∣∣
+

k =
1

2
(N + 1)

]

≈ exp

{
−1

2

[
∆φ2

0 + ∆φt(r)2
]}

, (61)

where ∆φ0 = 1/2∆n is the initial phase uncertainty due
to the number uncertainty ∆n just after splitting, and

∆φt(r) ≡ ∆n
∂δφk(r)

∂k

∣∣∣∣
k= 1

2 (N+1)

. (62)

In general, the phase δφt and hence contrast C are coor-
dinate dependent. However, if the expansion coefficients

α
(a,n)
j are not too large and not much different for the

two arms we may neglect this dependence and look only
at the visibility in the middle of the interference fringe at
r = R̄. We then neglect the second line of Eq. (59) and
obtain

∆φt ≈ ∆n
∂

∂k
[φ

(k)
L − φ

(N−k+1)
R ]

∣∣∣∣
k= 1

2 (N+1)

= ∆φL+∆φR,

(63)
where, upon using Eq. (55),

∆φa ≈ ∆n

 ∂

∂n

∂χ(n)
a

∂n
+ n

∑
j

λ2
j,a,n

4νj

∂ξ
(a,n)
j

∂n


n=N/2

.

(64)
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By using the explicit expression for χ̇
(n)
a in Eq. (51) and

replacing n→ Nη, where η = ηa is the fraction of atoms
in the corresponding arm, we find

∆φa =
∆n

N

−∫ t

0

dt′
∂2

∂η2

5µint

7h̄

η2

Λ
(n)
a

+

3∑
j=1

νj
2

η

λ2
j,a,n


+

3∑
j=1

∂

∂η

(
ηλ2

j,a,n

4νj

∂ξ
(n)
j

∂η

) , (65)

where the derivatives with respect to the number fraction

η are taken at η = 1/2 and Λ
(n)
a = λ1,a,nλ2,j,nλ3,j,n is the

relative wave-packet volume at a given time.
The time evolution of the phase uncertainty ∆φt is

proportional to the number uncertainty ∆n during the
splitting and determined by the number dependence of
three properties of the wave-packets: (i) the interaction
energy, proportional to η2µint/Λa(t), (ii) the kinetic en-
ergy h̄νj/λ

2
j , determined by the wave-packet width, and

(iii) the expansion rates ξj , which are determined by the
wave-packet evolution at short times after release from
a trap. In the following we will compare our result to
previous results concerning spatially adiabatic splitting
in a double-well potential and obtain new results for
cases where the atomic wave-packets are expanding dur-
ing propagation along the interferometer arms, where the
term in the bottom line of Eq. (65) becomes important.

C. Application to specific schemes

1. Spatially adiabatic splitting

In spatially adiabatic splitting, the single-particle wave
function of the BEC follows the stationary solution of the
GPE [Eq. (1)] for the instantaneous potential and num-
ber of particles in each arm. The wave function sizes
σj(t) = λjσj(0) in the two arms, with particle num-
bers ηLN and ηRN , satisfy the stationary state equation
[Eq. (8)] with N → ηaN (ηL + ηR = 1). Equivalently,

the scaling factors λj satisfy Eq. (22) with λ̈j → 0 and
the expansion rates ξj [Eq. (56)] vanish.

Let us consider a symmetric double-well potential
where after splitting the atoms in the two arms reside in
two potential wells with the same frequencies ωj . In this

case the rate of change of the configuration phases χ
(n)
a

of Eq. (51) for any particle number are nothing but the
configuration energies, and their derivatives with respect
to the particle numbers in Eq. (55) are the chemical po-

tentials ∂χ
(n)
a /∂n = ηaµint/Λa + 1

2 h̄
∑
j νj/λ

2
j,a,n, while

the second term in Eq. (55) that involves the expansion
rates vanishes. From the stationary limit of Eq. (22)
for the scaling factors, it follows that in the TF limit
λj(η) = η1/5 (we may assume that the trap frequencies
at time t are equal to those of the initial trap, since the
history in the adiabatic limit is not important). It fol-
lows that η2/Λ = η7/5 in the first term of the integrand

FIG. 7. Phase diffusion as a function of the number of par-
ticles for a Poissonian number distribution ∆n =

√
N/2. (a)

Phase diffusion rate in a double-well potential after spatially
adiabatic splitting. Each of the wells has trap parameters as
in Fig. 1. The Thomas-Fermi (TF) approximation for the

phase diffusion rate Γ ∝ N−1/10 (dashed curve) is compared
to the GTF result (solid curve), which drops for low atomic
densities. (b) Asymptotic value of the phase uncertainty for
a freely expanding split BEC after release from an initial trap
with transverse frequency ω⊥ (ω‖/ω⊥ = 0.4). Interference
visibility declines significantly only for very tight traps and a
small number of particles. The other parameters are for 87Rb
as in all figures.

of Eq. (65) and the second term is negligible, so that the
phase diffusion rate becomes

Γ ≡ ∂∆φt
∂t

=
8

5

∆n

N

µint(N/2)

h̄
, (66)

where µint(N/2) = 1
2µint(N)/Λ is the interaction chem-

ical potential for a system of N/2 particles. This result
coincides with previous predictions of the phase diffusion
rate of split condensates [30, 31, 56]. If the number dis-
tribution between the interferometer arms is Poissonian
with ∆n =

√
N/2 then the phase diffusion rate scales

as Γ(N) ∝ N2/5/
√
N = N−1/10. This is a rather weak

dependence on the particle number but for small N this
result is non-physical, since we should expect the effect
of phase diffusion to vanish in the limit of a very dilute
Bose gas with negligible atom-atom interactions.

In Fig. 7(a) we compare the phase diffusion rate for the
TF approximation (dashed curve) to the more accurate
prediction based on the generalized TF approximation of
this work (solid curve). The latter prediction produces
the expected behavior where the phase diffusion rate de-
creases for small particle numbers while it coincides with
the prediction of the TF approximation for large particle
numbers.
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2. Free expansion

Consider a BEC released from a cylindrical trap with
ω⊥ � ω‖ at t = 0 and immediately split by a quick pulse

before expansion begins (at t � ω−1
⊥ ). The evolution

of the scaling factor λ⊥ is then given by Eq. (26) with

λ0 = 1 and λ̇0 = 0, where we assume that λ‖ ∼ 1,

namely λ⊥(t) =
√

1 + (ηω̃2
⊥ + ν2

⊥)T 2, where η ∼ 1
2 and

ω̃2
⊥ = ω2

⊥ − ν2
⊥. By using µint = 7

2mω̃
2
⊥σ

2
⊥ = 7

4 h̄ω̃⊥/ν⊥
the phase uncertainty becomes

∆φt =
∆n

N

ω̃2
⊥
ν⊥

[
−
∫ t

0

dt′

λ⊥(t′)6
(ν2
⊥t
′2 + 1)(ν2

⊥t
′2 + 5)

+
t

λ⊥(t)4
(1 + ν2

⊥t
2)

]
(67)

The long-time limit of this phase when t�
√
ν2
⊥ + ω̃2

⊥/2
is

∆φt→∞ = −3π∆n

8N

b√
1 + b

(5 +
2

1 + b
+

1

(1 + b)2
), (68)

where b = ω̃2
⊥/2ν

2
⊥. In the TF limit ω̃/ν⊥ → 4

7µint/h̄ω⊥
and b � 1, so that for a Poissonian distribution ∆n =√
N/2 we obtain

∆φt→∞ →
15πµint

28h̄ω⊥
√
N
≈ 15π

28N1/10

(
15

8

ω‖

ω⊥

as
`⊥

)2/5

.

(69)
In Fig. 7(b) we present the asymptotic limit of the phase
uncertainty due to phase diffusion for free expansion as
a function of the number of particles N and for differ-
ent values of ω⊥. For large particle numbers the N−1/10

behavior dominates for all values of the trap frequency.
However, when the number of particles becomes smaller
the phase uncertainty reaches a maximum which, for typ-
ical trapping frequencies, is still quite low and generates
little reduction of interference visibility. We therefore
conclude that phase diffusion due to atom-atom interac-
tions does not represent a major limitation for interfer-
ometry with freely propagating atoms.

3. Expansion in a waveguide

Although quite a few proposals and much experimental
effort has been devoted to guided matter-wave interfer-
ometry with a promise for highly compact and accurate
inertial sensing [46–53], coherence signals from such a de-
vice have not yet been demonstrated. Difficulties may lie
in the implementation of smooth enough magnetic or op-
tical potentials for such waveguides – for example, in a
loop configuration for Sagnac interferometry – but one of
the main obstacles, even if such potentials may be con-
structed, is that a pair of coherently split BEC wave-
packets kept confined in a waveguide for a long time

FIG. 8. Phase diffusion of guided matter waves. A BEC of 104

87Rb atoms in a trap with the same parameters as in Fig. 1 is
released into a waveguide with the same transverse frequency
as the initial trap, ω⊥ = 2π × 100 Hz. The longitudinal trap
potential is ramped down linearly within τ = 1 ms and the
BEC is allowed to expand along the waveguide for a time
te, after which the longitudinal harmonic potential is applied
again as a collimation pulse for a duration Tcol = λ̇x/λxω

2
x

(a method known as “delta-kick collimation” [11, 78]). These
steps are completed before splitting. The evolution of the
cloud size [in (a)] and the coherence [in (c)] depends on the
initial expansion time te. If te is small then the collimation
is not effective and the cloud continues to expand, while the
coherence decreases due to phase diffusion. For intermedi-
ate expansion times (te = 100 ms) the final cloud is relatively
small and dense, giving rise to enhanced phase diffusion after
a long time of propagation, while only long initial expansion
times te give rise to a BEC cloud with a stable size large
enough to slow down the rate of phase diffusion. Panels (b)
and (d) show the cloud size and coherence after a propagation
time of 0.5 sec after splitting as a function of te, which demon-
strates the advantage of a long collimation process giving rise
to a medium-sized cloud and fairly high coherence.

must suffer from phase diffusion due to atom-atom in-
teractions.

Fig. 8 demonstrates the application of the wave-packet
evolution theory and the phase diffusion theory of this
section for optimizing the performance of guided matter-
wave interferometers. We consider a guided interfer-
ometer based on a trapped BEC released into free
expansion in the waveguide and then split into two
counter-propagating wave-packets that are brought to-
gether again after a time t (for example, in a ring config-
uration, where the curvature of the guiding potential is
neglected here for simplicity). We wish to keep the size
of the clouds propagating along the waveguide as small
as possible for easier manipulation but on the other hand
prevent the harmful effect of high density on the coher-
ence. We therefore perform a collimation procedure be-
fore splitting, consisting of free expansion for a time te
followed by ramping up the longitudinal harmonic poten-
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tial for a time Tcol = λ̇x/λxω
2
x. In Fig. 8 we show the

cloud size after splitting and the evolution of the contrast
as a function of time after this collimation process and
splitting. If the cloud size is not too small the phase dif-
fusion rate may be reduced, thereby retaining fairly high
contrast at the interferometer output after time t.

The calculation of the coherence in Fig. 8 is based
on Eq. (65), where symmetry between the arms is as-
sumed, such that the evolution for a given number of
particles is exactly the same in the two arms. For the
range of parameters used here, the dominant contribu-
tion to the phase diffusion comes from the first term –
the self-interaction of the wave-packet, while the third
term – the number-dependent expansion phase – has a
maximal contribution of about 5% to the decoherence.
However, in general the new sources of intrinsic decoher-
ence that were found here should be taken into account
when developing new approaches to guided matter-wave
interferometry.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

The generalized wave-packet evolution theory pre-
sented here provides an efficient tool for calculating the
performance of atomic interferometers based on trapped,
guided or freely propagating atomic clouds. It is valid
for atomic evolution in time-dependent potentials that
are smooth on the scale of size of the atomic clouds and
for atom-atom interactions ranging from negligible inter-
actions (as for a single atom or a dilute thermal cloud) to
a strongly interacting BEC, as long as the condensate ap-
proximation holds. This generalizes previous approaches
that were valid for certain ranges of interactions or poten-
tials [27, 38, 45]. In particular, we first demonstrated the
validity of our theory for static properties of a BEC in a
cylindrical trap with a relatively low aspect ratio between
the trap axes or a very high aspect ratio with a transition
between a 3D and a quasi-1D BEC (Sec. II A) and then
for dynamical evolution when a trapped BEC is released
into free space or a matter waveguide (Sec. II C). The
calculations based on the wave-packet evolution theory
are compared to direct solutions of the GPE and excel-
lent agreement is obtained over the whole range of atomic
interactions. This gives us confidence that the theory is
valid not only in the no-interaction or strong-interaction
limits, where it converges with existing theories, but also
over the intermediate regime where this work provides
a unique method, heretofore unavailable for such a wide
range of scenarios in the context of atom interferometry.

The most important physical entity in an interferome-
ter is the phase difference between different paths. How-
ever, in most interferometric situations it is not sufficient
to follow the dynamical phase along a single trajectory
in each interferometer arm. It is also necessary to follow
the evolution of the whole wave-packet along the arms
for a few reasons. First, the internal wave-packet dy-
namics can contribute to the phase, as shown in Eq. (24).

Second, if the wave-packets in the two arms do not pre-
cisely overlap at the output port then the phase and the
visibility of the interferometer is changed, as discussed
thoroughly in Sec. III. In addition, accurately including
wave-packet dynamics is necessary to describe the evolu-
tion in open interferometers based on spatial interference
fringes, as demonstrated in Ref. [22]. In all these cases
the theory presented in this paper is expected to provide
the necessary tools for predicting interferometric perfor-
mance.

One novelty of this work that makes it most suitable
for treating various interferometric scenarios is that it in-
cludes effects due to changing the number of atoms in a
BEC wave-packet when an initial cloud is split into sepa-
rate clouds, each including a fraction of the total number
of atoms. One of the important consequences of the de-
pendence of the evolution on atom number is phase diffu-
sion due to atom-atom interactions, which arise from the
number uncertainty after splitting. This effect is thor-
oughly discussed in Sec. IV, which presents a theory of
phase diffusion in dynamic interferometric situations that
has not been treated before.

For the situations discussed in this work, we stress that
wave-packet dynamics could, in principle, be calculated
by direct numerical solution of the Schrödinger equation
or the GPE. However, in most practical cases that involve
propagation over long times and/or distances, a precise
numerical calculation is very difficult or impossible, es-
pecially if many calculations are necessary in order to
design, analyze or optimize the performance of the sys-
tem under various conditions. The present work offers an
efficient tool that can cope with such tasks and provide
reliable results. In addition, this work includes numerous
analytical results that provide insight and understanding
of the underlying physics, which would not be apparent
from complex numerical calculations.

The framework offered in this work is quite simple. It
requires calculation of only three static parameters: the
initial wave-packet sizes σj along the three Cartesian axes
of the trap [Eq. (8)], and three dynamic parameters: the
three scaling factors λj for the wave-packet along these
axes [Eq. (22)]. This set of parameters, together with
the center coordinates of the wave-packet, constitute all
the wave-packet properties necessary for calculating the
physical properties of each interferometer arm. Here we
both demonstrate how these parameters are calculated
and the resulting effects on interferometric performance.

The theory of coherence of a two-state interferometer
in Secs. III generalizes the recent theory of Ref. [27] to
include the whole range of atom-atom interactions. The
phase diffusion theory in Sec. IV generalizes extensive
previous work (see the beginning of Sec. IV) concerning
phase diffusion in a double-well or harmonic potential
to the regime where the two interferometer arms carry
wave-packets that dynamically evolve in space. In this
case we find a novel contribution from the number de-
pendence of the wave-packet expansion rate that may be
of importance in some circumstances.
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Finally, specific calculations presented in this paper
for models of trapping and interferometric sequences are
intended to demonstrate the basic physics and potential
utility of the wave-packet evolution theory. Further work
that uses this theory for analyzing previously published
experimental results deserve separate publications. The
present theory (or unpublished versions) has already been
used for analyzing experiments with Stern-Gerlach inter-
ferometers [18, 22], but it could also be implemented for
analyzing experiments of other research groups (see, for
example, Refs. [9, 10, 33, 35]). In addition, the theory
presented here can be used for feasibility studies of future
interferometric schemes that combine elements from both
Secs. III and IV that were not explicitly discussed here,
such as two-state interferometry with moving traps [54],
where effects of incomplete overlap at the output port,
as well as phase diffusion, may be crucial to the interfer-
ometer performance.

Finally, let us mention three possible extensions of the
wave-packet evolution theory, beyond the scope of this
paper, that would make it more general and effective.
First, the current theory is based on the assumption that
a quadratic expansion of the external potential around
the wave-packet center is sufficient to describe the evo-
lution. One would like to define quantitatively the range
of validity of this assumption and examine the possible
effects of higher-order terms of the potential. Second,
we have not considered rotational effects when the axes
of the time-dependent external potential do not coincide
with the axes of the initial trap. This case could possi-
bly be treated in a way similar to what was presented in
Ref. [38] and one would expect a synthesis of that method
with the present work. Third, we have not provided an
explicit form for the wave-packet envelope, which was as-
sumed to be an implicit interpolation between a Gaussian
and an inverted parabola. A more explicit approximation
for the envelope in the initial trap and its evolution could
possibly be worked out as an extension of the present
work and provide more details regarding properties of
the wave-packet that were not discussed here.
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Appendix A: Analytical expressions for BEC
expansion in a waveguide

To understand the oscillations of λ⊥ in the waveguide
potential, let us examine Eq. (22) in the case where evo-
lution along the longitudinal axis is much slower than the
evolution along the radial axis. In this case the equations
of motion for λ⊥ can be written as

λ̈⊥ =

(
ν2
⊥ + ω̃2

⊥
η

λx

)
1

λ3
⊥
− ω2

⊥λ⊥, (A1)

where λx(t) is assumed to vary on a time scale that is
much longer than the time scale determined by the fre-
quency ω⊥. In this case Eq. (A1) is equivalent to the
classical equation of motion for a massive particle in a
potential V (q) = a/q2 + 1

2mω
2q2. This potential has

a minimum at q4
0 = 2a/mω2 and the frequency at the

bottom of the potential is ω2
0 = ∂2V/∂q2

∣∣
q=q0

/m =

6a/mq4
0 + ω2 = 4ω2. It follows that the oscillations of

λ⊥ have a frequency that is twice the trap frequency and
their center is given by

λ̄⊥ =

[(
(ν⊥
ω⊥

)2

+

(
ω̃⊥
ω⊥

)2
η

λx

]1/4

, (A2)

such that λ̄⊥ ≈ (η/λx)1/4 in the TF approximation
(if the waveguide frequency is the same as the initial
trapping frequency). In this last case the equation for

the longitudinal scaling becomes λ̈x ≈ ηωx(0)2/λ̄2
⊥λ

2
x =

√
ηωx(0)2/λ

3/2
x . By analogy to a classical mass in a po-

tential V (q) = 2a/
√
q, where a = 2

√
ηωx(0)2, we find

that after a long time t� ωx(0)−1 the longitudinal cloud

size expands with a constant rate λ̇x = 2η1/4ωx(0). The
shrinking of the cloud size in the transverse direction
continues until it reaches the minimal uncertainty limit
σ⊥(t) = σ⊥(0)λ̄⊥ → `⊥ =

√
h̄/2mω⊥, as can be verified

from Eq. (A2).

Appendix B: Derivation of the number-dependent
phase

For estimating the overlap integral in Eq. (53) we use
Eq. (17) for the evolution of the wave-packet functions
and a Gaussian approximation for the initial wave-packet
Φ0(r) ∝ exp[−

∑
j r

2
j/4σ

2
j ]. We can then separate the

variables rj = x, y, z, so that

A(n)
a = e−i(n−1)(ϕ(n)

a −ϕ
(n−1)
a )

∏
j

A(n)
a,j , (B1)

where ϕa are the coordinate independent phases and

A(n)
a,j ≡ Cn,j

∫
dx e−bn,jx

2

, (B2)
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such that we omitted the arm index a = L,R for sim-
plicity, Cj,n = (2πλj,nλj,n−1σ

2
j )−1/2 is a normalization

constant, and

bn,j =
1

4σ2
j

(
1

λ2
j,n

+
1

λ2
j,n−1

)
+

1

2
i(α

(n)
j −α

(n−1)
j ). (B3)

The single-coordinate integral yields

A(n)
aj =

[
1

2
(ξj,n + ξ−1

j,n) + 2iεj,n

]−(n−1)/2

≈ e−iεj,n(n−1),

(B4)
where ξj,n ≡ λj,n−1/λj,n and

εj,n =
1

2
λj,nλj,n−1σ

2
j (α

(n)
j − α(n−1)

j )

=
λj,nλj,n−1

4νj

∂

∂n

(
λ̇j,n
λj,n

)
. (B5)

The last step in Eq. (B4), where we approximate the ab-

solute value to be 1, |A(n)
a,j | = 1, is based on the following

argument: as λj,n(t) are determined by the solution of
Eq. (22) with ηn = n/N , it is expected that the difference
λj,n − λj,n−1 scales like etan − ηn−1 = 1/N . It follows

that 1
2 (ξj,n + ξ−1

j,n) ≈ 1 + O(1/N2) and as α
(n)
j − α(n−1)

j

is expected to scale like 1/N it also follows that its ef-

fect on the absolute value of A(n)
a,j is proportional to

ε2j,n = O(1/N2). Hence even when the single-coordinate
overlap integral is taken to the power of (n − 1)/2 still

the deviation from |A(n)
a,j | = 1 is of the order 1/N and

can be neglected for large N . Exceptions could happen
in some extreme cases, for example, if λj,n oscillates with
a number-dependent frequency for a long time, such that
the scaling factors for n and n− 1 become very different.
Here we will not concentrate on such cases. We then have

A(n)
a ≈ ei(n−1)εj,a,ne−i(n−1)(ϕ(n)

a −ϕ
(n−1)
a ), (B6)

where εj,a,n is given in Eq. (B5) and the second term
represents the difference between the global phases of the
n− 1 wave functions of n and n− 1 particles at the same
arm.

By collecting the global phases from all the wave func-
tions appearing in the two configurations k,N − k and
k − 1, N − k + 1 we obtain

χk,N−k − χk−1,N−k+1 =
∂χ

(n)
L

∂n

∣∣∣∣∣
k− 1

2

−
∂χ

(n)
R

∂n

∣∣∣∣∣
N−k+ 1

2

,

(B7)

where χ
(n)
L and χ

(n)
R are integrals over time of Eq. (51).

Therefore it follows that the sum of the global phases

and the phases that come out of A
(k)
L and A

(N−k+1)
R in

Eq. (B6) sum up to

δϕk,k−1 = ϕ̃
(k− 1

2 )

L − ϕ̃(N−k+ 1
2 )

R , (B8)
where

ϕ̃(n)
a =

∂χ
(n)
a

∂n
+

3∑
j=1

(n−1)
λj,a,n− 1

2 2

4νj

∂

∂n

(
λ̇j,a,n
λj,a,n

)
. (B9)

Let us also note that under the same considerations
that led to the approximation above, where the absolute
value of the overlap integral was shown to be 1, we can
also assume that the absolute value of the wave functions
|Φ(n)
a (r, t) = Φ0(x/λ1, y/λ2, z/λ3) can be assumed to be

independent of the particle number n. It follows that the
number dependence of the scaling factors λj,n influences
the phase but may be neglected when considering the
wave function shape.

[1] A. D. Cronin, J. Schmiedmayer, and D. E. Pritchard,
“Optics and interferometry with atoms and molecules”,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 1051 (2009).

[2] J.-F. Schaff, T. Langen, and J. Schmiedmayer, “Interfer-
ometry with atoms”, in: Atom Interferometry. Proc. Int.
Sch. Phys. 188, 1, G. M. Tino and M. A. Kasevich, eds.
(2014).
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Krüger. Matter-wave interferometry in a double well on
an atom chip, Nature Physics 1, 7 (2005).

[16] G.-B. Jo, Y. Shin, S. Will, T. A. Pasquini, M. Saba,
W. Ketterle, D. E. Pritchard, M. Vengalattore, and M.
Prentiss. Long phase coherence time and number squeez-
ing of two Bose-Einstein condensates on an atom chip.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 030407 (2007).

[17] S. Machluf, Y. Japha, and R. Folman, Coherent Stern-
Gerlach momentum splitting on an atom chip, Nature
Comm. 4, 2424 (2013).

[18] Y. Margalit, Z. Zhou, S. Machluf, D. Rohrlich, Y. Japha,
and R. Folman, A self-interfering clock as a “which path”
witness, Science 349, 1205 (2015).“which path witness”,

[19] O. Amit, Y. Margalit, O. Dobkowski, Z. Zhou,Y. Japha,
M. Zimmermann, M. A. Efremov, F. A. Narducci, E.
M. Rasel, W. P. Schleich, , and R. Folman, T 3 Stern-
Gerlach Matter-Wave Interferometer, Phys. Rev. Lett.
123, 083601 (2019).

[20] A. Stern, Y. Aharonov, and Y. Imry, Phase uncertainty
and loss of interference: a general picture, Phys. Rev. A
41, 3436 (1990).

[21] V. Ivannikov and A. I. Sidorov, Phase diffusion in
trapped-atom interferometers, J. Phys. B 51 205002
(2018).

[22] Y. Margalit , Z. Zhou, S. Machluf, Y. Japha, S. Moukouri
and R. Folman, Analysis of a high-stability SternGerlach
spatial fringe Interferometer, New J. Phys. 21, 073040
(2019).

[23] B.-G. Englert, J. Schwinger, and M. O. Scully, Is spin
coherence like Humpty-Dumpty? I. Simplified treatment,
Found. of Phys. 18, 1045 (1988).

[24] J. Schwinger, M. O. Scully, and B.-G. Englert, Is spin
coherence like Humpty-Dumpty? II. General theory, Z.
Phys. D 10, 135 (1988).

[25] M.O. Scully, B.-G. Englert, and J. Schwinger, Spin coher-
ence and Humpty-Dumpty. III. the effects of observation,
Phys. Rev. A 40, 1775 (1989).

[26] Y. Margalit, Z. Zhou, O. Dobkowski, O. Amit, Y.
Japha, D. Rohrlich, S. Moukouri, and R. Folman, Re-
alization of a complete Stern-Gerlach interferometer,
arXiv:1801.02708 [quant-ph] (2018).

[27] A. Roura, W. Zeller and W. P Schleich, Overcoming loss
of contrast in atom interferometry due to gravity gradi-
ents, New J. Phys. 16, 123012 (2014).

[28] M. R. Andrews, C. G. Townsend, H.-J. Miesner, D. S.
Durfee, D. M. Kurn, and W. Ketterle, Observation of
interference between two Bose-Einstein condensates, Sci-
ence 275, 637 (1997).

[29] M. Lewenstein and L. You, Quantum Phase Diffusion of

a Bose-Einstein Condensate, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 3489
(1996).

[30] J. Javanainen and M. Wilkens, Phase and Phase Dif-
fusion of a Split Bose-Einstein Condensate, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 78, 4675 (1997); A. J. Leggett and F. Sols, Com-
ment, Phys. Rev. let. 81, 1344 (1998); J. Javanainen and
M. Wilkens, reply, pg. 1345.

[31] Y. Castin and J. Dalibard. Relative phase of two Bose-
Einstein condensates, Phys. Rev. A 55 4330 (1997).

[32] E. Giese, A. Roura, G. Tackmann, E. M. Rasel, and W.
P. Schleich, Double Bragg diffraction: A tool for atom
optics, Phys. Rev. A 88, 053608 (2013).

[33] E. O. Ilo-Okeke and A. A. Zozulya, Atomic population
distribution in the output ports of cold-atom interferome-
ters with optical splitting and recombination, Phys. Rev.
A 82, 053603 (2010).

[34] J. Grond, U. Hohenester, I. Mazets and J. Schmiedmayer,
Atom interferometry with trapped BoseEinstein conden-
sates: impact of atomatom interactions, New JJ. Phys.
12, 064036 (2010).

[35] A. Fallon, R H Leonard and C A Sackett, Estimation of
phase diffusion rates in a condensate interferometer us-
ing the Gross-Pitaevskii equation, J. Phys. B 48, 205301
(2015).

[36] F. Dalfovo, S. Giorgini and L. P. Pitaevskii, Theory of
Bose-Einstein condensation in trapped gases, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 71, 463 (1999)

[37] Y. Castin and R. Dum, Bose-Einstein condensates in
time-dependent traps, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 5315 (1996).

[38] M. Meister, S. Arnold, D. Moll, M. Eckart, E. Ka-
jari,M. A. Efremov, R. Walser, and W. P. Schleich, Effi-
cient Description of Bose-Einstein Condensates in Time-
Dependent Rotating Traps, Adv. Atomic Molecular and
Optical Physics 66, 375 (2017).

[39] A. L. Fetter, Variational study of a dilute Bose conden-
sate in a harmonic trap, J. Low tTemp. Phys. 106, 643
(1997)

[40] A. L. Fetter and D. L. Feder, Beyond the Thomas-Fermi
approximation for a trapped condensed Bose-Einstein
gas, Phys. Rev. A 58, 3185 (1998)

[41] A. M. Mateo and V. Delgado, Extension of the Thomas-
Fermi approximation for trapped Bose-Einstein conden-
sates, Phys. Rev. A 74, 065602 (2006).

[42] A. M. Mateo and V. Delgado, Ground-state properties
of trapped Bose-Einstein condensates: Extension of the
Thomas-Fermi approximation, Phys. Rev. A 75, 063610
(2007).

[43] A. M. Mateo and V. Delgado, Effective mean-field equa-
tions for cigar-shaped and disk-shaped Bose-Einstein
condensates, Phys. Rev. A 77, 013617 (2008)

[44] A. Nicolin and R. Carretero-González, Nonlinear dynam-
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